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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

IN THE COURT OF APPEAL 

______________ 

Appeal from Lexington Court 

General Sessions 

The Honorable Debra R. McCaslin, Circuit Court Judge 

______________ 

  THE STATE, 

         Respondent, 

      v. 

  BRANDON LEE CORDER 

 

         Appellant 

  Appellate Case No. 2023-001543 

________________ 
 

RESPONSE TO MOTION TO REMAND TO ATTEMPT RECONSTRUCTION 
AND TO PRESERVE AUDIO RECORDINGS AND RECORDS 

________________ 
 

 By motion filed April 30, 2025, Appellant, Brandon Lee Corder, moved to remand for 

reconstruction a portion of the mistrial record and also to preserve “audio recordings and records” 

from the mistrial proceedings. After reviewing the transcripts as provided by Appellant, 

Respondent, the State, largely opposes the motion, but is in narrow, partial agreement for a limited 

remand as described below:  

 1. Appellant, Brandon Lee Corder, was convicted by a Lexington County jury on 

September 27, 2023, of the murder of Joanie Youmans.  The Honorable Debra R. McCaslin 

sentenced him to 45 years imprisonment.  Since the timely service of his notice of appeal on 
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September 29, 2023, Appellant has been in the process of securing transcripts for the direct appeal.  

Appellant does not contend there is any issue or infirmity in the transcript of the September 2023 

trial proceedings. However, Appellant contends the transcript from the February 27-28 and March 

1, 2023, prior trial, which ended in a mistrial, is insufficient for fair review in the current direct 

appeal. Appellant’s position is significantly weakened because the complaints rests on the 

completeness of the record of the mistrial proceeding, not the trial proceeding.    

 2. Specifically, as to Appellant’s assertion that the missing portions go to a potential 

argument of “goading” and a potential Double Jeopardy bar, (Mtn. at 1-2), the State disagrees.  

The defense (without prior objection) moved for a mistrial at the end of the State’s closing 

argument.  The State’s closing argument, the defense argument for mistrial, and the trial court’s 

ruling granting the mistrial is available and part of the generated transcript from the prior 

proceedings.  Thus, the pertinent record is present and sufficiently allows review.  (See Attachment 

1, pp. 456-489).  Notably, the trial judge found, without any objection from the defense, that the 

error determined in the State’s argument was not intentional.  (Attachment 1, p. 487).1  To the 

extent that Appellant maintains that the record is not sufficient to review in conjunction with the 

September 2023 denial of the defense’s motion to bar retrial under Double Jeopardy, the State 

disagrees and does not join in the motion.  

 3. Without question, the mistrial proceedings are a nullity.  See, e.g., State v. Woods, 

382 S.C. 153, 158, 676 S.E.2d 128, 131 (2009) (“A mistrial is the equivalent of no trial and leaves 

the cause pending in the circuit court.”).  Even so, the State’s closing argument in the prior 

 
1  “A ‘court's finding concerning the prosecutor’s intent is ... a factual one which we must 
accept unless it is clearly erroneous.’”  State v. Mathis, 359 S.C. 450, 460, 597 S.E.2d 872, 877 
(Ct. App. 2004), quoting United States v. Borromeo, 954 F.2d 245, 247 (4th Cir.1992).  Judge 
McCaslin was the judge for both the March mistrial and the subsequent September trial, so the 
same judge ruled on the motion for mistrial and the motion based on double jeopardy.   
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proceeding does reference evidence, particularly the evidence presented at that trial as compared 

to Appellant’s own statements.  (See Attachment 1, pp. 461-466).  Therefore, the transcript of the 

Feb./March proceedings is not wholly without use; however, because of the limitation of its use, 

the need for specific and total reconstruction diminishes.  That said, and in contrast to Appellant’s 

requests, the State suggests the following:  

 a. A limited remand for specific determination.  Appellant submits that 

transcript is “missing” some “three hours of proceedings during the mistrial….”  

(Mtn. at 2).  Yet the record shows that portion is during trial, not during the mistrial 

motion or the argument upon which the mistrial motion was based. Moreover, upon 

information and belief, that is incorrect as far as three hours of any proceedings. 2   

However, the official transcript does reflect a note indicating a change of court 

reporters on March 1, 2203 (though it does not confirm additional proceedings).  

(Mtn. Exhibit A, Tr. p. 48).  To ensure that this matter is settled on the record and 

in a timely fashion, and in order to avoid additional contest(s), Respondent agrees 

that a limited remand to Judge McCaslin to determine what if anything occurred 

during the time period from 11:28 AM to 2:37 PM on March 1st,  would completely 

put the matter to rest.   

 b. An order to direct modification of the transcript to include sufficient 

headers and index.  Appellant also submits that “the Legal Eagle transcript is not 

adequately formatted in accordance with the Court Reporter’s manual.”  (Mtn. at 

4).  The State agrees.  However, that does not warrant a remand.  Further, the 

 
2  In particular, undersigned counsel consulted with the prosecuting assistant solicitor and 
compared witnesses names to conclude no witness appears to have been omitted from the 
transcript.   
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“inaudible” other notations or other errors are not tied to any point that could impact 

a review of the mistrial motion – the only point that could possible be at issue in 

the prior mistrial proceedings.   

 Thus, Respondent limits its agreement to these two discrete measures and opposes all other 

requested relief.  

 4. Specifically, Appellant also submits reconstruction is necessary because of two 

official transcripts for March 2, 2023. (Mtn. at 3). Respondent disagrees that reconstruction is 

necessary.  Since both portions are authorized and have been produced, both may be referenced if 

necessary.  As Applicant notes, there are no particular differences of note.  (Mtn. at 3).  Again, the 

prior proceedings are a nullity, see Woods, supra, and the only possible relevance could be the 

State’s closing argument, the defense motion, and the findings and conclusions regarding the 

mistrial.   

 5. As to the exhibits previously referenced in the mistrial, State’s Exhibits 31, 32, 33, 

Applicant asserts the exhibits where not retained by the court and/or clerk but returned (correctly) 

to the State given the declaration of a mistrial.  (See Mtn. at 3).  Applicant contends that the 

exhibits, at least 31 and 43, “were ultimately the basis for the trial court’s decision to give an 

involuntary manslaughter instruction.”  (Mtn. at 3).  He admits these exhibits were not introduced 

at the subsequent trial.  (Mtn. at 3).   Again, the prior trial is a nullity.  Woods, supra.  There is no 

basis for attempting to “reconstruct” regarding these exhibits, and the exhibits cannot post-trial be 

made a part of the September trial.  Later in his motion, Appellant asserts that Exhibit 31 may be 

necessary to review for a potential Double Jeopardy argument.  (See Mtn. at 5).   Notably, the 

defense would have a copy of any recorded statement so Appellant is not without a way to review 

his own statement again.  Moreover, the exact redactions for the mistrial proceedings are irrelevant.  



5 
 

Had some issue been detected with the exhibit, it would be the defense’s responsibility to make 

that part of the record at the September proceeding, which was apparently not done.  Again, 

Appellant cannot add or modify the motion that was made in September 2023 based on 

supplementation at this point.  See, e.g., State v. Dunbar, 356 S.C. 138, 142, 587 S.E.2d 691, 693 

(2003) (“In order for an issue to be preserved for appellate review, it must have been raised to and 

ruled upon by the trial [court].”); State v. Nichols, 325 S.C. 111, 120, 481 S.E.2d 118, 123 (1997) 

(“An issue may not be raised for the first time on appeal, but must have been raised to the trial 

[court] to be preserved for appellate review.”). 

 6. Lastly, Applicant seeks an order directed to “Court Administration to preserve all 

records and audio recordings from this case.”  (Mtn. at 6).  Respondent sees no need for the Court 

to take this step but leaves it to the discretion of the of the Court in light of the ultimate disposition 

of Apellant’s motion.  

 

 WHEREFORE, having made its response to the motion, Respondent, the State, submits 

that the only potential relief should be a limited remand as suggested in 3(a) above, and an order 

to modify the transcript to include appropriate headers and a corrected index as suggested in 3(b) 

above.   All other relief should be denied.    

       Respectfully submitted,  
 

ALAN WILSON  
Attorney General  
 
DONALD J. ZELENKA  
Deputy Attorney General  
 
MELODY J. BROWN  
Senior Assistant Deputy Attorney General   
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S. R. HUBBARD, III  
Solicitor, Eleventh Judicial Circuit  
 
 s/Melody J. Brown 
BY:_____________________  
 S.C. Bar No.  14244  
 
Office of the Attorney General  
Post Office Box 11549  
Columbia, SC 29211-1549  
(803) 734-6305  
Columbia, South Carolina  
 
ATTORNEYS FOR RESPONDENT  

May 12, 2025 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

IN THE COURT OF APPEAL 

______________ 

Appeal from Lexington Court 

General Sessions 

The Honorable Debra R. McCaslin, Circuit Court Judge 

______________ 

  THE STATE, 

         Respondent, 

      v. 

  BRANDON LEE CORDER 

 

         Appellant 

  Appellate Case No. 2023-001543 

 
________________________________________ 

 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

___________________________________ 
 

 I, Angela Brown, am an employee of the Respondent, hereby certify that as per the March 
20, 2020 Order of the Chief Justice, the Response to Motion to Remand to Attempt Reconstruction 
and to Preserve Audio Recording and Records, and Certificate of Service has been forwarded to 
Appellant’s counsel, Jordan Wayburn, Esquire via email today, May 12, 2025 to 
JWayburn@sccid.sc.gov, and to his assistant Chris Stock, at  CStock@sccid.sc.gov.  
 
 I further certify that all parties required by Rule to be served have been served. 
 
 This 12th day of May, 2025. 
 
 
          s/ Angela Brown 

_________________________________ 
       Angela Brown 
       Legal Assistant to Melody J. Brown 
       Senior Assistant Deputy Attorney General 
 

May 12 2025




