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~ STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA IN THE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS

!
COUNTY OF RICHLAND .|  FOR THE FIFTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
State of South Carslina b Indictment Nos.:ZZ001GSAD 71? 6470,
6471, 6472, 6644, 6646, 6643
V. , :
Bryan Murray, ! ORDER DENYING

MOTION TG RECONSIDER SENTENCE
Defendant,

?
l
s
i
(

This matter ‘comes before the Coutt upon *Motion to Rccon51der Sentence,” which was

ﬁlea by Defendant on July 27, 2023. A hearmg was heid on this mat’ter on October 31, 2023, The

_ State of ‘South Carolina was represented byf,.'Dcputy Solicitor Dariel Goldberg. Defendant
Sl et :.'
appeared pro se. :

In the motion, Defendant asks that ,this COuﬁt reconsider its decision to ".impo'Sé the

L
4,;

_ followmg sentences, all of which resulted from Hi§ conviction on June 4, 2002: thirty (.)O) yc?rs‘i

' Lox Armed” Kobbery, twcnty (20) years for Artcmpted Armied Robbery; and five (5) years for:

Crxmmal Conspiracy, to be served- consecutive to the other sentences.

5

The South Carolina Rules of Criminal ) Pr;oc_edure p,rc),i’zidé that post-‘tria'l motiorgsf— incll;ding

a motion to reconsider a sentence — shail be méd.e within ten days of imposition of the sentence.
: iléule 29(a), SCRCrimP. "No timely motion wa{s made iﬁ this éase. Rather; Defendant’s m'ofibn
' ‘»;V‘as filed rnore than eleven years after his sen’tex‘&‘ice was 'impbs'ed

Therefore, havmg fully considered Defendaut s motion, the arguments of thc partles and

. te gt 2
all evidénte présented, h

IT IS, THEREFORE, ORDERED ‘that Dcfendant s Motlon to Reconsxder* Sentr'*rme is &

)
=
i

DENIED: = B AR Sl

e

“ANDITTS SO ORDERED, 7" RECEIVEB
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February 22, 2024
Columbia, South Carolina.

L Qb

Joc ‘lirn Newhhan
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