From: Stock, Chris

To: Court Of Appeals Filings

Cc: SC - BROWN MELODY; Angela Brown; Alexander, David

Subject: 2022-001268 - The State v. Arkevus Jimon Cauthen - Brief of Appellant

Date: Monday, October 21, 2024 5:28:28 PM

Attachments: 2022-001268 - The State v. Arkevus Jimon Cauthen - Proposed Transportation Order.pdf

2022-001268 - The State v. Arkevus Jimon Cauthen - Brief of Appellant.pdf
2022-001268 - The State v. Arkevus Jimon Cauthen - Supplemental Record on Appeal.pdf
2022-001268 - The State v. Arkevus Jimon Cauthen - Brief of Appellant - proof of service.pdf

*** EXTERNAL EMAIL: This email originated from outside the organization. Please
exercise caution before clicking any links or opening attachments. ***

Good afternoon,

Please find attached for filing the brief of appellant, supplemental record on appeal, proposed
transportation order and proof of service in the matter of the above-referenced case.
Opposing Counsel is copied on the email.

If you have any questions, please let me know.
Thank you,

Chris Stock

Administrative Assistant
Commission on Indigent Defense
Appellate Division

(803) 734-1330

This communication and any attachment thereto is intended only for use by the addressee(s) named
herein, and may contain legally privileged and/or confidential information. If you are not the intended
recipient of this e-mail, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, utilization, distribution or copying
of this e-mail, and any attachments thereto, is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error
please notify the Commission on Indigent Defense immediately and permanently delete the original and
any copy of any e-mail and any printout thereof. SCCID may be reached by using the email address of the
sender, or at 803-734-1343.
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SOUTH CAROLINA COMAMISSION ON INDIGENT DEFENSE

Division of Appellate Defense Robert M. Dudek, Chief Appellate Defender
1330 Lady Street, Suite 401 Wanda H. Carter, Deputy Chief Appellate Defender
Columbia, South Carolina 29201-3332

Post Office Box 11589

Columbia, South Carolina 29211-1589
Telephone: (803) 734-1330
Facsimile: (803) 734-1397

October 21, 2024

The Honorable Jenny A. Kitchings
Clerk, S.C. Court of Appeals

Post Office Box 11629

Columbia, South Carolina 29211

Re: The State v. Arkevus Jimon Cauthen
Appellate Case No. 2022-001268

Dear Ms. Kitchings:

Enclosed is a proposed order in the above case. By copy of this letter, we are also
forwarding a copy of this proposed order to Melody J. Brown, Esquire. Thank you for your

assistance in this matter.
D /

avid Klexander
Appellate Defender

DAA/cws

cc: Melody J. Brown, Esquire





STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

IN THE COURT OF APPEALS

Appeal from Lancaster County

Honorable Brian M. Gibbons, Circuit Court Judge

THE STATE,
RESPONDENT,
V.
ARKEVUS JIMON CAUTHEN,

APPELLANT

APPELLATE CASE NO. 2022-001268

ORDER

On motion of David Alexander, attorney for appellant, it is hereby ORDERED that
STATE’S EXHIBITS #52, 53, 55, 57, 58 (PHOTOS), be released to the Office of the Attorney
General, or its designee, for transporting to the Court of Appeals of South Carolina for purposes
of review by the Court for the above-captioned case.

By

CLERK
Columbia, South Carolina
October 21, 2024
Copies to: The Honorable Jeff Hammond

David Alexander, Esquire
Melody J. Brown, Esquire
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STATEMENT OF ISSUES ON APPEAL

1.

Whether the trial court abused its discretion in admitting into evidence a gun recovered
from the curtilage of Appellant’s home because the State exceeded the scope of its search
warrant when it dug into the ground searching for a murder weapon?

2.
Did the trial court err in allowing multiple witnesses to testify that an injury on

appellant’s arm was a “bite mark,” which constituted improper expert opinions?





STATEMENT OF THE CASE

A Lancaster County grand jury indicted appellant for murder, armed robbery, and a
weapons charge and on September 6, 2022, appellant was tried before the Honorable Brian M.
Gibbons and a jury. R. 1. Lisa Collins and Nichole Wine represented the State. R. 1. William
Frick represented appellant. R. 1. The jury convicted appellant. R. 647. Judge Gibbons
sentenced appellant to life imprisonment for murder, five years® imprisonment for the weapons
charge, and thirty years’ imprisonment for armed robbery, all running consecutive. R. 653. This

appeal follows.





STANDARD OF REVIEW

As to Issue One, the standard of review is abuse of discretion.

As for Issue Two, the trial court is required to make a finding of an expert witness’s

qualification under Rule 702, SCRE. State v. Council, 335 S.C. 1, 20, 515 S.E.2d 508, 518

(1999). “We review evidentiary rulings for abuse of discretion, meaning we will only disturb
them if they have caused prejudice and are the result of legal error or have inadequate factual

support.” State v. Warner, 430 S.C. 76, 83, 842 S.E.2d 361, 364 (Ct. App. 2020), aff'd in part

and remanded in part on other grounds, 436 S5.C. 395, 407, 872 S.E.2d 638, 644 (2022). Error is
found where expert testimony is offered absent a finding of expert qualification under Rule 702.

Hamrick v. State, 426 5.C. 638, 650, 828 S.E.2d 596, 602 (2019).






ARGUMENT
1.

The trial court abused its discretion in admitting into evidence a gun recovered from the

curtilage of Appellant’s home because the State exceeded the scope of its search warrant when it

dug into the sround searching for a murder weapon.

At the pretrial hearings, the parties agreed to use the transcripts from a previous trial that
resulted in a hung jury instead of live testimony. R. 657-58. Defense counsel abandoned the

strategy from the previous trial in attacking the search warrant under Franks v. Delaware, 438

U.S. 154 (1978) and stated that he would be attacking the search and seizure of a gun from
appellant’s backyard because the police exceeded the scope of the search warrant. R. 671.

Defense counsel argued the search warrant did not say anything about looking for a gun
or digging up appellant’s yard. R. 687. He also argued the pistol found was not in plain sight.
R. 687. He argued the backyard was not a locked container. R. 691. Appellant argued that even
if the search could be valid under the Fourth Amendment, it did not satisfy the South Carolina
Constitution’s greater privacy rights. R. 691-92. The trial court ruled the search was not beyond
the scope of the warrant. R. 706.

The trial court erred because the warrant did not expressly authorize the police to dig into
appellant’s backyard. Supp. R. 4. The warrant gives the address as the “property to be
searched.” Supp. R. 4. The warrant lists the places to be searched: “attics, basements, locked or
unlocked containers, outbuildings, storage sheds, trash areas and trash containers, attached or
unattached.” Supp. R. 4. Despite this comprehensive list, the warrant does not mention the
curtilage. Supp. R. 4. It does not mention the yard. Supp. R. 4. It certainly says nothing about

digging. Supp. R. 4. The photographs of the yard where the pistol was recovered demonstrate





that it was not in plain view and the police had to use a shovel to uncover it. State’s Ex. 52, 53,
55, 57, 58.
The plain view exception did not apply because the police had to move the dirt covering

the gun. In Arizona v. Hicks, 480 U.S. 321 (1987), the Court held that moving stereo equipment

even a few inches constituted a search. “A search is a search, even if it happens to disclose
nothing but the bottom of a turntable. Hicks, 480 U.S. at 325. Here, moving the dirt was a
search.

Because the gun was not in plain view, an additional warrant was required. While the
warrant authorized a search into locked containers, its language shows this only applied to
containers in the house. This left the State in the position of arguing that the portion of the
warrant authorizing a search of trash containers made the search valid because “there are people
that bury their trash in the yard.” R. 698.

Even if the warrant covered digging in the yard under the Fourth Amendment, South

Carolina’s express right of privacy gives greater protections to its citizens. State v. Forrester,

343 S.C. 637, 645, 541 S.E.2d 837, 841 (2001); State v. Counts, 413 S.C. 153, 172, 776 S.E.2d

59, 69-70 (2015). This Court should find under our constitution that the earth is not a container
and if the police contemplate digging up someone’s property, they must get express permission
from a magistrate to do so. The warrant should be strictly construed against the police under the
state constitution. Failure to get an additional warrant invalidates this search and this Court

should reverse.





2.

The trial court erred in allowing multiple witnesses to testify that an injury on appellant’s arm

was a “bite mark.” which constituted improper expert opinions.

The case against appellant for the murder of John Duncan (“Duncan™) was entirely
circumstantial. Duncan was found dead in his apartment by his brother. R. 174. Duncan died
from multiple stab wounds. R. 265. The State relied primarily on DNA evidence supposedly
consistent with appellant’s culled from Duncan’s fingernails and finding a gun that belonged to
Duncan buried in appellant’s backyard that should have been suppressed as argued in Issue One..
R. 456-67.

Appellant testified and vehemently denied killing Duncan. R. 572. Appellant explained
the DNA on Duncan because appellant shook Duncan’s hand and got a hug from him several
days before Duncan’s murder. R. 576-77. Appellant also explained the gun. R. 574-75. He
bought the gun from the “errand boy” in the neighborhood for fifty dollars. R. 574-75.
Appellant buried the gun in the yard because he had a felony conviction and did not want the
police to find it. R. 574-75.

Because of their weak case against appellant, the State repeatedly emphasized wounds
found on appellant when he was arrested, contending they were suffered during an altercation
with Duncan. Appellant had multiple scratches on his body, but he got these from a briar patch
when he went fishing. R. 572.

On the back of appellant’s arm was a wound that the State claimed was a bite mark.
(State’s Ex. 15). At a pretrial hearing, appellant moved to suppress any reference to the wound
as a bite mark. R. 684. Appellant argued the State had no expert testimony that the wound was a

bite mark. R. 707. The State asked a forensic odontologist to do a bite mark comparison, but the





odontologist refused. R. 707. Appellant argued that whether the wound was a bite mark was not
the proper subject of lay opinion. R. 177.

The State argued that whether a wound was a bite did not require expert opinion. R. 711.
The trial judge ruled witnesses could testify they thought the wound was a bite mark. R. 712.
The judge said, “as a three time parent of toddlers, to me, it looks like a bite mark. I hate to—
I’ve seen many bite marks in my life as a parent either received or given.” R. 712.

The trial judge erred in allowing non-experts testify about the cause of the wound. Judge
Gibbons improperly substituted his own opinion that the wound was a bite mark instead of
conducting a proper analysis under the rules of evidence. Had the trial court conducted such an
analysis, it would have determined that lay opinions were inadmissible.

“If the witness is not testifying as an expert, the witness' testimony in the form of
opinions or inferences is limited to those opinions or inferences which (a) are rationally based on
the petception of the witness, (b) are helpful to a clear understanding of the witness' testimony or
the determination of a fact in issue, and (c¢) do not require special knowledge, skill, experience or
training.” Rule 701, SCRE. Lay witnesses could not offer an opinion on the source of
appellant’s wound because it required special knowledge, skill, experience, and training under
Rule 701(c). The fact that a forensic odontologist refused to conduct any analysis demonstrates
that the source of the wound was properly the subject of expert testimony, but that no expert
could make any conclusion. Without a real expert witness, the State attempted to back-door
these opinions through lay witnesses.

In a case before the adoption of the rules of evidence, the Supreme Court found that a

police officer could testify that a cut looked like it was caused by a bite. State v. McClinton, 265

S.C. 171, 217 S.E.2d 584 (1975). But the officers did not conclusively state the injury was





caused by a bite. Id. McClinton recounts the officers describing the injury in terms of its
indentations and “as though it had been bitten” or “similar to a tooth.” Id.

Unlike McClinton, the State had nearly every witness testify that the injury on appellant’s
arm was a bite mark. R. 131, 145, 146, 148, 284, 307, 309, 320, 345, 346, 360. Whether the
injury was caused by a bite was important in this circumstantial case. After SLED released the
crime scene to Duncan’s family, his daughter found a tooth belonging to Duncan in the kitchen.
R. 100, 471. Duncan was missing a tooth. R. 269. The solicitor argued that Duncan lost the
tooth when he bit appellant during a struggle. R. 616. Appellant testified the wound was not
caused by a bite and he likely got it from lifting weights. R. 578-79. In this entirely
circumstantial case, the court erred in letting lay witnesses make a conclusion about the wound

when that conclusion rested solely in the province of the jury. This Court should reverse.





CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, this Court should reverse Appellant’s convictions and remand

/e

“David Alexander
Deputy Chief Attorney for Capital Appeals

for a new trial.

ATTORNEY FOR APPELLANT

This 21st day of October, 2024.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Pursuant to Rule 262(a)(3) and Rule 262(c)(3), SCACR, the undersigned hereby certifies
a true copy of the Brief of Appellant in the above-referenced case has been served upon Melody
J. Brown, Esquire, at the primary e-mail address listed in the Attorney Information System

(AIS), this 21* day of October, 2024.

“David Alexander

Deputy Chief Att(éey for Capital Appeals
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COURT’S EXHIBIT #3 (SEARCH WARRANT)

CERTIFICATE OF COUNSEL

THE FOLLOWING EXHIBITS ARE ON FILE WITH THIS COURT:
STATE’S EXHIBITS #52, 53, 55, 57, 58 (PHOTOS)
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SOUTH CAROLINA
AFFIDAVIT
County Of LANCASTER

Personally appeared before me, one Inv. Spencer Mclnvaille who, being duly sworn, says that there is
probable cause to believe that certain property subject to seizure under provisions of Section 17-13-140, 1976 Code of
Laws of South Carolina, as amended, is located on the [ollowing premises in this County:

DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY SOUGHT

Any and all evidence related to the recent murder of the victim Sandra Johnson to include but not fimited to
photographs, any blood stained items including a dark pair of blue jeans, a stripped collarea polo shirt and & dark colored:
pair of shoes with light colored bottoms. Any kind of sharp objects that may have been used te cause the stab wounds on
the victim. Any electronic devices to include, but not limited to cell phones, tablets, computers found on the premises.

DESCRIPTION OF PREMISES (PERSON, PLACE, OR THING).
TO BE SEARCHED

The property to be searched is located at 201 Reeves Street Heath Springs, SC which is in the county of Lancaster and:
the residence:of suspect Arkevus Cauthen. To locate the residence from the intersection of Kershaw Camden Highway:
and W Caston Street traveling south, make a right hand turn onto W, Caston Street. Travel .3 miles and make & leftanto
Hammond Street. Travel 377 feet and turn left onto W. Perry Street, Travel 55 feet and turn right onto Truesdale Street:
Travel .1 mile and turn left onto Pine Street. Travel 190 feet and turn right onto Reeves Street. The destimation/target
residence will be on the left hand side and is clearly marked with the numeric “201". The residence is & brick single stary.
dwelling with a driveway that enters to the right hand side of the residence. The residence has an open brick front parch
with two white pillers (photo included). The search is to incfude all attics, basements, locked or unlocked containers,
outbuildings, storage sheds, trash areas and trash containers, attached or unattached. Any vehicles located o the:
premises mcludlng trunks and closed or locked containers therein.

REASON FOR AFFIANT’S BELIEF THAT THE
PROPERTY SOUGHT IS ON THE SUBJECT PREMISES

I, Spencer Mcinvaille, being duly sworn, depose and say:
I am a police officer certified in South Carolina. | am employed by the Lancaster County Sheriffs Office and
currently assigned to the Investigations Division. | am authorized to make searches, seizures, and arrests.

On 05-24-16 at.12:30 p.m. the Lancaster County Public Safety Communications received a 911 call from a female subject identifying
herself as Cassandra Asgill. Asgill reported that she had found the body of her mother Sandra Johnson in her mother’s residence
located at 324 Depot Street in Heath Springs, SC (Lancaster County). Asgill believed that her mother’s death seemed suspicious due.
to some posmble injury she observed on her mother’s chest and since she found her mother’s back door uniocked. Tt is the victim’s

habit to keep the door locked.

Deputies responded and found the S5 year old Johnson deceased inside the battwoom of the residence on Depot Street as reported by
the complainant. Inv. Jennifer Rumbaugh also went inside the residence to assess the scene. Inv. Rumbaugh observed that the fermale
victim was lying on the bathwroom floor with her feet in the bathtub. Inv. Rumbaugh also noted that the water was running in the
bathtub. Inv. Rumbaugh observed what she believed to be possibly six slb wounds on the victimn’s upper torso, specifically in her
chest and stomach. I[nv. Rumbaugh also noted blood on the victim’s neck, but could not tell if there was additional injury in that area.
In further investigation information was received that Arkevus Cauthen had previous relations with the victim before being
incarcerated and had just recently been released from jail. While a search warrant was being executed at the victim’s residence, a cell
phone belonging to the victim was located on the coffee table. After the crime scene of this area was tagged and photographed,
Investigators seized this phone. The last call in the phone was from “Kee” 980-269-6107 at 6:30PM on May 20, 201 6-that lasted: |
minute and 32 seconds. When family inembers were asked who “Kee” was they advised that was Arkevus Cauthen. When speaking:
with residents in the area information was received that Cauthen was seen on this evening (5/20/16) walking down Depot Brive in the
direction of the victims residence. The same individual also is said to have observed Cauthen later that night walking from the '
direction of the victim’s residence with one of the victim’s dogs. Through speaking with residents, information was also received:that
Cauttien had previously physically and sexually assaulted the victim.

Video surveillance was located at The Swami Mart from the evening of 5/20/16, Cauthen came into this location in dark blue jeans, a
stripped collared polo shirt with a black in color doo rag on his head and was also wearing dark in color shoes with light in color
bottomns. The footage also showed Cauthen purchase an Icehouse beer. In a verbal consent to re-enter and search the incident location





- AFFADAVIT CONTINUED:

from the victim’s sibling, a black in color doo rag was located in the rear left bedroom from the front door on 5/25/16. Crime scene
Investigator K. Taylor advised that while executing the search warrant of the incident location, a black in color deo rag was located in
the bedroom to the right as you enter the back door on the tloor by the dresser in plain view. This item was photographed, collected
and entered into evidence. On 5/24/16, the father of the victim’s children, Eli Asgill, went to the Swami Mart on this evening after the
victimn's body was discovered and observed

Cauthen standing outside. Asgill advised that when Cauthen saw him he, Cauthen disappeared from the location. Cassandra Asgill, éheg
daughter of the v1<:t:m also advnsed that the last she heard from the victim of someone commg, to rhe leSLdence 1t was supposed to '
Cauthen, -

After the autopsy:on 5/25/16, ll was determined that the victim had approximately 27 stab wounds on her stomach and chest area an;ﬂ
also numerous stab wounds in the neck area. A witness reported to one of the victim’s daughters that the witness saw Cauthen on M‘py
25,2016, and observed scratches on Cauthen's neck and a bite mark on one of his arms. : 5
It is the befief of‘the affiant that evidence that could assist in the investigation of this case will be located at Catthen’s; remdence of 201‘
Reeves Street m Heath Springs; SC to include clothing and shoes worn by Cauthen, any ob_]ects consistent with the wounds on the. : §
victim and/or any ‘electronics etc, [ |

'.3

Sworn to and Subseribed before me
this _Z-.f day of ”Z?? . 2016

Signature of

Address __ 1520 Pageland Hwy. 3

Laucaster, South Carolinn

Phone (803)313-2146






| Form approved by
.C., Attomey Generl

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

F
SEARCH WARRANT E?Cff(;n]i;.]] 93; ; 60

County of LANCASTER
TO ANY BOUNDED LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICER OF THIS STATE OR COUNTY OR OF THE MUNICIFALITY
OF _&CASTER COUNTY .

It appearing from the attached affidavit that there are reasonable grounds to believe that certain property subject to
seizure under provxsmns of Section 17-13-140, 1976 Code of Laws of South Carolina, as amended, is located on the

following premxges

DESCRIPTION OF PREMISES (PERSON, PLACE OR THING)

i TO BE SEARCHED
The property to be searched is located at 201 Reeves Street Heath Springs, SC which is in the county of Lancaster and:
the residence;of suspect Arkevus Cauthen. To locate the residence form the intersection of Kershaw Camden Highway:
and W Caston Street traveling south, make a right hand turn onto W. Caston Street. Travel .3 miles and make & left onta
Hammond Street. Travel 377 feet and turn left.onto W. Perry Street. Travel 55 feet and turn right anto Truesdale Street.
Travel .1 mile and turn left/onto Plne Street. Travel, 190 feet;and turn right onto Reeves Street. The destination/target .
residence wuulbe on the left hand side and is clearly marked with the numeric “201"; The residence is: a brick single stary
dwelling with a driveway that enters to the right hand side of the residence. The residence has an open brick frant porch
with two white pillers {photo included). The search is to include all attics, basements, locked or unlockea containers,
outbuildings, storage sheds, trash areas and trash containers, attached or unattached. Any vehicles located: on the:
premises including trunks and closed or locked containers therein.

DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY
Any and all evidence related to the recent murder of the victim Sandra Johnson to include hut not limited: ta
photographs, any blood stained items including a dark pair of biue jeans, a stripped collared polo shirt and: & dark colored:

pair of shoes with light colored bottoms. Any kind of sharp objects that may have been used to cause the stals wounds an
the victim. Any elactronic devices to include, but not limited to cell phones, tablets, computers found on the premises:

This Search Warrant shall not be valid for more than ten days from the date of issuance.

A written inventory of all property seized pursuant to this Search Warrant shall be made teo

within ten days from the date of this warrant, such inventory to be signed by the officer executing this
warrant, and a copy of such inventory shall be furnished to the person whose premises are searched if

dernand for such copy is made.

A copy of this Search Warrant shall be delivered to the person in charge of the premises searched at the
time of such search if practicable, and, if not, to such person as soon thereafter as is practicable; in the event
the identity of the person in charge is not known or if such person cannot be found after reasonable diligence
in attempting to locate the person, a copy shall be attached to a prominent place on such premises.

Mﬁ , S.C.
THay 2 5/ , 2016 M_

' Signature of Judge






SCCA/513
(3-78)
RETURN
I 1‘eceive_c_ll the attached Search Warrant __.5 ~ &S , 2018, and have exeeuted: it as follows:
On S ~ &‘5 ' , 20186, at cg" 14 o'clock E " M., Isearched

(the person) described in the warrant and {the premises)

1 left a copy of the warrant with (\D s \bbn Cyd
Name of person searched or “at the place of search” with.
Together wilth a receipt for the items seizedl.

The following is an 1nventory of property talkken pursuant to the warrant:
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CERTIFICATE OF COUNSEL FOR APPELLANT

Counsel for appellant certifies that this Supplemental Record on Appeal contains all
material proposed to be included by any of the parties and not any other material and that this
Supplemental Record on Appeal complies to the best of my ability with the April 15, 2014 order
from the South Carolina Supreme Court entitled “Revised Order Concerning Personal Identifying
Information and Other Sensitive Information in Appellate Court Filings.”

Respect%

“Pavid Alexander
Deputy Chief Attorné€y for Capital Appeals

South Carolina Commission on Indigent Defense
Division of Appellate Defense

PO Box 11589

Columbia, SC 29211-1589

ATTORNEY FOR APPELLANT

This 21% day of October, 2024.





STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

IN THE COURT OF APPEALS

Appeal from Lancaster County

Honorable Brian M. Gibbons, Circuit Court Judge

THE STATE,
RESPONDENT,
V.
ARKEVUS JIMON CAUTHEN,

APPELLANT

APPELLATE CASE NO. 2022-001268

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Pursuant to Rule 262(a)(3) and Rule 262(c)(3), SCACR, the undersigned hereby certifies
a true copy of the Supplemental Record on Appeal in the above-referenced case has been served
upon Melody J. Brown, Esquire, at the primary e-mail address listed in the Attorney Information
System (AIS); and on Arkevus Jimon Cauthen, #375966, at Broad River Correctional Institution,
4460 Broad River Road, Columbia, SC 29210, this 21% day of October, 2024.

-

David Alexander /
Deputy Chief Attorney for Capital Appeals

South Carolina Commission on Indigent Defense
Division of Appellate Defense

PO Box 11589

Columbia, S.C. 29211-1589

ATTORNEY FOR APPELLANT
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From: Stock, Chris

To: SC - BROWN MELODY; Angela Brown

Cc: Alexander, David

Subject: 2022-001268 - The State v. Arkevus Jimon Cauthen - Brief of Appellant

Date: Monday, October 21, 2024 5:24:00 PM

Attachments: 2022-001268 - The State v. Arkevus Jimon Cauthen - Supplemental Record on Appeal.pdf

2022-001268 - The State v. Arkevus Jimon Cauthen - Brief of Appellant - AG Cover Letter.pdf
2022-001268 - The State v. Arkevus Jimon Cauthen - Brief of Appellant.pdf
2022-001268 - The State v. Arkevus Jimon Cauthen - Proposed Transportation Order.pdf

Ms. Brown,

Attached for service are the brief of appellant, supplemental record on appeal and proposed
transportation order for Arkevus Jimon Cauthen’s appeal which will be filed with the Court of
Appeals today.

If you have any questions, please let me know.
Thank you,

Chris Stock

Administrative Assistant
Commission on Indigent Defense
Appellate Division

(803) 734-1330
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