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ARGUMENT 

The trial judge erred in considering inflammatory and prejudicial crime scene videos 

during appellant’s sentencing hearing in the case. 

At the plea proceeding, the solicitor presented crime scene videos along with the factual 

presentation of appellant’s cases. The solicitor described an event on August 29, 2021, involving 

an incident between appellant and Stanley Dustin Crumpton in Lexington County. Also, there 

was another incident involving appellant and Antonio Williams inside a jail that occurred on 

November 11, 2021. R. 6, l. 23 – p. 8, l. 19. The jail incident video was described as a “savage 

beating.” R. 9, lines 9 -19. After viewing the solicitor’s videos, the trial judge commented that 

the videos were “truly awful” and added that “it’s tough to put into words,” and that he (trial 

judge) was “trying to evaluate how this plea would have gone without the videos.” R. 20, lines 3-

13.  

In State v. Franklin, 267 S.C. 240, 226 S.E.2d 896 (1976), the Court held that a 

sentencing judge must not act on surmise or suspicion, but rather give serious consideration to 

any information material to punishment, including a defendant’s record, and impose sentences 

with insight and understanding in order to achieve the fair administration of justice.  However, 

the videos here were so inflammatory that seeing them meant that the prejudicial value 

outweighed the probative value despite the rule that a sentencing judge may review relevant 

material in a case prior to sentencing a defendant. Undoubtedly, the extreme prejudicial nature of 

the videos in this case certainly had an adverse impact on the sentencing judge, and allowed him 

to view appellant in a far more negative light than had no videos been shown to him.        

             The trial judge erred in considering the inflammatory and prejudicial crime scene videos 

prior to sentencing appellant in the case.
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