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STATE OF SOUTI ("Afg{)l;!ﬁ?\w - ) INTHE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS

. LR’
COUNTY OF LIIAIQ\QZEE%%IQQ PH 1 hB FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

STATE OF SOU llf’pﬁgﬂ F COURT

DARNELL DWAYNE BROWRN,

AT ilui)n 4
WARRANT NUMBERS: 2022A 1010203509,

BY T¥ve 22A1010203455

V.

INDICTMENT NUMBERS: 2025.G5-10-
02343; 2025-G5-10-02344

Defendant.

ORDER DENYING DEFENDAN
MOTION FOR A NEW TRIAL ':eb 13 2026

SC Court of Appeals

THIS MATTER came before the Court on December 9. 2025, for a hearing on the

Detendant's Maotion tor a New Trial, The Detendant was convicted of Murder and Possession ol a

Weapon During the Commission of & Violent Crinwe on June 6, 2025, The Defense timely filed 115

motion vn June 16, 2023, arguing the Defendant is entiled to a new rial based on the Siate’s

failure 1 diselose evidence favorable to the defense, in vielation of the Defendant’s constitttional

rights under Brady v Marylond, 373 1.8, 83 {1963). Rodney Davis appeared on behalt of the

Defendant, and Lemuel Zeigler appeared on behall of the Stale, The Defendamt was present for the

hearing.

The Supreme Court of South Carolina established the following four prong test to

determine Brady's requirementy:

2.

The evidence was tavorable to the aveused:

[t was in possession of v known to the prosecution:

[t was suppressed by the prosecution; and

It was matenial 1o guilt or punishment. Gibsan v Srare, 334 S.CL 515 al 524 (1999). See

also State v, Geer, 391 S.C. 179 (2010).
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Not every vielation of the Brady duty necessarily establishes that the outcome was unjusl.
Strickler v. Greene, 527 118, 263 ot 281 (1999). There is never a real Brady violation unless the
nondisclosure was so serious that there is a reasonable probability that the suppressed evidence
would have produced a different verdict. 4/, at 281, The question is not whether the defendant

would more likely than not have received a different verdict with the suppressed evidence, but

whether in its absence he received a fair trial, uaderstood as « tral resulling in a verdict worthy of

confidence. Strickler citing Kyfes v. Whidleyv, 514 LS. 419 (1995}, Brady only requires disclosure
of evidence which is both favorable 10 the accused aad material to guilt or punishment. Stare v.
Tavior, 333 85.C. 159 (1998) citing Bagley.

F'he Delense argued that Darnell Brown i5 entitled (o a new trial because Detective Woaods
testified at tnal that he checked the Charlesion Heights Motel records [or the names of the other
individuals that were present at Barnwell Avenue with the Defendant on the evening ol June 25,
2022, and that this information was not disclosed to the defense. The Defense argued they would
have used a different trial strategy had they known Detective Woods checked the names ol the five
other individuals at Barnwell through the motel cards, stating that they would have examined
witnesses differently. The Defense also made arguments for a pew trial based on vialations of due
process and Rule 5, The Defense relied on the holdings in Stare v Lanwton, 382 5.C. 122 (2009)
and Early v State, 418 S.C, 255 (2016) where undisclosed evidence, tavorable to the State, was
grounds Tor relief.

The State argued that the fict that Detective Woods checked the records for the other names
was not {avorable to the Defendant because it showed that Detective Woods conducted o complete
investigation. The State further argued under Strickler, in which the United States Supreme Court

determined that it does not matter if the suppression is or is not willlul, rather, it only cares that
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the evidenee was suppressed belore and during trial, In this vase, the evidence was not suppressed
during trial as the Delense impeached Detective Woods in regard o this specific detail being lefl
out ol his report, The State further argued that if the fact was known to the State. il would have
elicited it over and over again as the testimony shows Woods conducted a thorough investigation,
while his report writing was less than thorough in this instance, Lastly. the State argued under Store
v, Adamy that pure impeachment evidence can never justify granting a new trial. 430 5.0, 420, (Ct.
App. 2020). Simply. the Stale’s argument was that the evidence was not favorable to the accused,
and the Deteetive was impeached on the matter.
Afler hearing rom the Delendant and the State, the Court finds it appropwiate, and it 13
therefore ORDERED, ADJUDGED, and DECREED, that:
The Motion for n New Trial is DENIED,

AND IT IS 50 ORDERED!

Charleston, South Carolina

This  dayeol 7) ( ﬁ , 2026,
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