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STATEMENT OF ISSUE ON APPEAL

Whether the trial court erred by finding that the search warrant affidavit for records
related to appellant’s cellphone was sufficient, and thus, allowing the resuits of the search to be
entered during appellant’s trial where the affidavit was vague and lacked sufficient underlying

facts to support a determination of probable cause?





STATEMENT OF THE CASE

In June of 2023, the Georgetown County grand jury indicted appellant for one count of
murder and one count of possession of a weapon during the commission of a violent crime. R.
*(Indictments). On July 7, 2025, appellant’s case was called to trial before the Honorable Alex
Hyman and a jury. Tr. 1. Dylan Bagnal and George DeBusk represented the state and Charles
D. Barr represented appellant. Tr. 1. The jury found appellant guilty of the lesser-included
offense voluntary manslaughter and guilty of possession of a weapon during the commission of a
violent crime. Tr. 587, 1l. 7-15. Judge Hyman imposed a total sentence of 25-years
imprisonment comprised of 20 years as to voluntary manslaughter and 5 years as to the weapons
charge, set to run consecutively. Tr. 598, 1. 21 — 599, 1. 2. Appellant timely filed a notice of
appeal. R *(Notice of appeal).

This brief follows.





STANDARD OF REVIEW

“In criminal cases, appellate courts sit to review errors of law only.” State v. English,
443 S.C. 49, 55, 902 S.E.2d 385, 388 (2024). “[Alppellate review of a motion to suppress based
on the Fourth Amendment involves a two-step analysis. This dual inquiry means [appellate
courts] review the trial court's factual findings for any evidentiary support, but the ultimate legal
conclusion . . . is a question of law subject to de novo review.” State v. Frasier, 437 S.C. 625,

633-34, 879 S.E.2d 762, 766 (2022).





ARGUMENT

The trial court erred by finding that the search warrant affidavit for records related to

appellant’s cellphone was sufficient, and thus, allowing the results of the search to be entered

during appellant’s trial where the affidavit was vague and lacked sufficient underlying facts to
support a determination of probable cause.

Relevant facts

Trial

Two shootings occurred on March 7, 2023, in Georgetown County. Tr. 381, 1l. 13-14.
Appellant and several co-defendants, J.B. and C.S., were all charged with murder for their
involvement in the shooting and eventual death of J.W. Tr. 288, 1l. 18-24. Appellant’s co-
defendant, C.S., testified at appellant’s trial pursuant to a proffer agreement on behalf of the
state. Tr. 381, Il. 20-24; 412, 1l. 16-22; 439, 11. 2-19." Spectfically, he testified that he was
involved in two shootings where he was the driver. Tr. 381, 11. 11-17. C.S. described that after
school, J.B. and another individual went with him to the vape store where a green four-door
Nissan pulled up next to them. Tr. 385, 1. 3 — 386, 1. 5. He testified that the individuals in that
car were wearing ski masks and Quashawn was driving the car. Tr. 386, 1. 14 — 387,1. 7. C.S.
pulled off and the other Nissan pulled off behind them. Tr. 387, ll. 8-14. He testified they
returned to Avant Court where J.B. lived with his brother, appellant. Tr. 387, 1l. 15-24. The

same car stopped in front of the house. Tr. 388, 11. 12-15. C.S. left to go home but received a

' C.S. also testified that he lied during the beginning of his interview with law enforcement on
March 17, 2023, but testified he did not lie when he gave his statement pursuant to the proffer
agreement he entered into with the state. Tr. 407, 1. 15 - 408, L. 17; 413, 11. 1-2. Additionally,
trial counsel made an off the record objection and discussion of C.S.’s proffer. Tr. 438, 11. 22-24.
The trial court noted his objection without further explanation of the discussion. Tr. 438, 1. 25,
C.S.’s proffer agreement was later entered over trial counsel’s objection. Tr. 441, 11. 11-17.





call from appellant that J.B. had left his phone in the car. Tr. 390, 1. 21 — 391, . 12. It was
around 6:00 p.m. when he went to take the phone back to appellant’s house. Tr. 391, 1l. 15-23.

Once C.S. arrived, another individual asked for a ride home so J.B., appellant, and two
other individuals got in C.S.’s car. Tr. 392, 11. 7-21. They turned onto Rainey and then “as soon
as we turned on Delta, that’s when we heard shots.” Tr. 393, 1. 10-13. C.S. testified that his car
was shot and there were bullet holes in the passenger side of the car. Tr. 393, 1. 14-19. C.S.
testified that the shots had come from the Nissan. Tr. 398, 1l. 17-19. After everyone got back in
the car they headed back to Landing, where they stayed for about two minutes. Tr. 395, 1. 1-17.
After the two minutes they spent at Landing, C.S., J.B., and appellant got back in the car, Tr.
397, 1L 1-14. Appellant was seated in the passenger seat. Tr. 397, 1l. 15-16. C.S. testified that
appellant was giving him directions. Tr. 399, 1. 6-7. They eventually turned on Alex Alford.
Tr. 399, 11. 21-23. C.S. testified that appellant gave the directions to turn down Alex Alford. Tr.
400, 11. 11-14. He testified that Quashawn was driving the other car and another person named
Omar was in the car. Tr. 401, 11, 1-10. C.S. stated that after they left Landing, no one got out of
the car. Tr. 401, 11, 15-22.

As to the shooting, C.S. testified that when they observed the car on South Alex Alford
the back driver window came down and “they start shooting at the car.” Tr. 402, 1l. 6-11. He
described that when the car took off in front of them, he saw a person standing at the car. Tr.
402, 1. 22 — 403, L. 2. After leaving South Alex Alford, they came “back up that Emmanuel
Street to the projects.” Tr. 404, 1. 25— 405, 1. 3. C.S. testified that J.B. and appellant were in the
car with him from South Alex Alford to Georgetown Landing. Tr. 405, 1. 8-11. After they
stopped at the Landing Apartments they went back to Avant Court to drop off appellant and J.B.

Tr. 405, 1l. 17-23. He testified approximately 25 to 30 minutes elapsed between the first and





second shooting. Tr. 406, 1. 20-22. C.S. also testified that he observed weapons on appellant
once the shooting started. Tr. 409, 11. 23-24. Specificaily, he testified that he saw a pistol. Tr.
410, 1. 1. On cross-examination, C.S. clarified that appellant had a pistol and they got weapons
after they got shot on Delta Drive. Tr. 430, 1l. 7-13. C.S. testified that they were shooting at the
other car that was in front of them. Tr. 431, 11. 4-15.

Several 911 calls were made on March 7, 2023, concerning the shooting that occurred on
South Alex Alford Street. Tr. 109,1. 17 -112,1. 5; 114, 1. 19— 116, L. 20. Iricia Holmes, J.W.’s
probation officer, testified that she conducted a home visit on March 7, 2023, and J.W. lived
close to Alex Alford. Tr. 118,1. 3119, 1. 4. She arrived around 6:55 p.m. Tr. 119, 11. 10-12.
She spoke with him for about five minutes. Tr. 120, 1. 9-10. She left at about 7:00 p.m. and
went to Emmanuel Street, which was close to Alex Alford. Tr. 122, 11. 5-17. She heard gunshots
that were “pretty close because it was pretty loud.” Tr. 122, 1. 20-25. She heard the gunshots at
7:03 p.m. Tr. 123, 11. 4-8. On cross-cxamination, she testified that she believed she heard five to
six shots. Tr. 125, 11. 2-17.

One of the responding officers, John Gregory, testified that when he arrived he observed
J.W. with a shotgun lying at his feet. Tr. 148, 1. 1-6. They located shell casings. Tr. 149, L. 4-
9. Blair Cribb, the staff sergeant for the investigation, testified that they identified a car involved
as related to C.S., and after executing a search warrant, found bullets holes in the car and a
nametag with appellant’s name on it. Tr. 215,1. 1 -216, 1. 25.

Investigator Michael Bordner testified that two different calibers were recovered, nine
9mm casings, .223 casings, and a projectile was located in the railing of a house on South Alex
Alford Street. Tr. 272,1.15-277, 1. 15. He also testified that he searched appellant’s residence

and recovered a .44 caliber handgun, several cellphones, a weapon light, shotgun shells, and a





beginner’s permit for J.B. Tr. 289, 1I. 1-17. Bordner testified that he interviewed appellant on
March 17, 2023. Tr. 294, 11. 15-22. He testified that appellant did not indicate in his interview
that he got out of the car anywhere. Tr, 299, 11. 15-16. Regarding the car identified as related to
C.S., Bordner testified that appellant said he was in that car earlier in the back passenger seat.
Tr. 301, 1L 16-20; 302, 11. 12-16. Bordner further testified that he collected nine handgun shell
casings and six rifle casings. Tr. 303, 1. 25. On cross-examination, Bordner testified that the
first piece of evidence linking appellant to the incident was appellant’s statement that he was in
the car. Tr. 310, 1. 20-24. He also agreed that appellant said he was not involved in the murder,
he was in C.S.’s car at some point but that he went home. Tr. 311, il. 6-17.

Insufficient affidavit objection

Stephen Brown, a chief investigator with the 15th Circuit Solicitor’s Office, testified that
he learned of appellant’s cellphone number during his investigation. Tr. 443, 1l. 3-10. He
testified that he then learned the carrier was T-Mobile and completed a search warrant for phone
records to obtain call logs and cell site information. Tr. 443, 1l. 13-16. His search warrant was
dated November 1, 2024. Tr. 443, 1. 18-19. He received call logs, cell site information,
subscriber information, and a certificate of authentication for the records. Tr. 443, 1. 23 — 444, 1.
2. He testified that he procured those items because he believed they could be of possible
evidentiary value. Tr. 444,11, 4-7.

Trial counsel objected to the search warrant obtained by Brown. Tr. 444, 1l. 10-11.
Specifically, he objected to the affidavit used to obtain the warrant as insufficient. Tr. 444, 1.
19-21. The state responded that

[tlhe affidavit states with particularity that [C.S.] also stated

that he knew John Sanders phone number to be [-9394], which is
what Mr. Brown just testified to. And that it is believed that [C.S.]





was referring to John Bryant. [C.S], [J.B.] and John Bryant were
all charged criminally in relation to the shooting.
Moreover, it is the belief that [-9394] . . . that it was

involved in criminal activity and oftentimes criminal activity used

in cellular phones or possesses cellular phones during a crime.
Tr. 445, 11. 4-14. The state thus argued that “this affidavit is sufficient to support these particular
factors.” Tr. 445, I. 15-16. Trial counsel argued that the affidavit did not set forth how and
where the alleged information was contained nor did it say anything about the reliability of the
sources from which it was taken. Tr. 445, 11. 17-20. He continued that without that information
the warrant affidavit was “insufficient insofar as obtaining the legal search warrant.” Tr. 445, Il.
21-23. The trial court simply responded, “[a]s to your argument, I’'m going to overrule your
objection.” Tr. 445, 1l. 24-25.

Trial counsel then raised the relevancy of appellant’s phone number and questioned
“what’s the relevance of the [appellant’s] cellphone number if it is, in fact, his number, what’s
the relevance of it?” Tr. 446, 11. 15-18. The state explained it would have an expert testifying as
to their analysis of historic cell site data, which tends to show direction of signal for the phone
and how the signal changes. Tr. 446, 1. 24 — 447, 1. 1. The state continued that the analysis
tended to show directionality of the phone when calls were completed or attempted to call out.
Tr. 447, 11. 1-3. Trial counsel noted that investigator never had appellant’s phone, only his phone
number, and unless foundation could be laid that the phone was in appellant’s possession the
information was not relevant. Tr. 447, 1l. 8-16. The court noted that testimony was heard that
appellant called C.S to tell him to come back and retrieve J.B.’s phone. Tr. 447, 1. 17-19. Trial
counsel questioned whether it was the same phone and the court explained that “they’re not

talking about a Cellebrite dump of the phone, they’re talking about the historical data related to

this cellphone number.” Tr. 447, 1l. 17-24. The court continued that its assumption was T-





Mobile responded that the records were tied to appellant. Tr. 447, 1. 24 — 448, 1. 1. The state
noted that appellant said this was his phone number in his own statement and the court explained
that it @derstood trial counsel’s argument but overruled the objection. Tr. 448, 11. 2-7.
Trial continued

Brown further testified that the call detail records showed updates, times, phone numbers,
cell towers, and sectors of cell towers. Tr. 449, 1l. 15-19. State’s 75 and 76, the T-Mobile
records and certification, were entered over defense objection. Tr. 450, 11. 2-8; Tr. 472, 1. 23-24,
R *(State’s 75); R *(State’s 76). Brown then testified that he contacted Anthony Marracino of
Georgetown County Sheriff’s Office for analysis. Tr. 450, 1. 16-22. On cross-examination,
Brown testified that the records stated on March 5, 2023, and went until March 8, 2023, which
he believed was the specific time frame he requested in his search warrant. Tr. 451, 11. 16-20.

The state next called Anthony Marracino, who testified as an expert in historic cell site

data analysis, over defense objection to his qualiﬁcations.2 Tr. 471, 1. 6-13. Marracino
explained that the type of information that can be gleaned from analyzing cellular data was dates
and times for phone calls, length of calls, number utilized to make or receive calls, duration of
calls, and the towers used. Tr. 473, 11. 3-11. He confirmed that he received the T-Mobile records
for the -9394 number and analyzed those records. Tr. 475, 1. 6-20. He identified State’s 75, the
call detail records and explained that he analyzed the records for -9394 from March 7th to March

8th. Tr. 476, 1. 9-17. He then gathered the cell site list which was a historic archiving of the

? Trial counsel objected to Marracino’s qualifications as an expert primarily on the ground that
he had never testified before as an expert witness. Tr. 456, 1. 25 — 457, 1. 6; 471, 11. 4-5. While
Marracino testified that he had never been previously qualified as an expert witness, he
explained that he received a certification for CASTViz in January of 2025 hosted by FBI
Cellular Analysis. Tr. 454,1.24 — 455, 1. 19; Tr. 457, 1. 14 - 471, 1. 3. After hearing a proffer as
to Marracino’s qualifications, the trial court determined that his testimony was relevant evidence
and that he possessed specialized knowledge that could assist the trier of fact in understanding
the evidence. Tr. 471, 1L. 6-10.





towers to the specific carrier used. Tr. 476, 1l. 19-21. He utilized CASTViz and explained he
needed both the historic cell site data and the call detail records to perform the analysis. Tr. 476,
1.23-477,1.7.

Marracino went through his report. Tr. 477, 1. 14 — 484, 1. 9; R. *(State’s 78). e
explained that the crime scene was marked by a blue marker on Alex Alford and the Avant Court
resident was marked with a purple-pink marker. Tr. 482, 1. 3-9. He testified there was an
approximate distance of 1.3 miles between the Alex Alford address and the Avant Court address.
Tr, 482, 11. 9-11. He testified that at 7:03 p.m. the directionality of the device changes such that
it was serviced by the same tower but from a different receiver. Tr. 483, 1I. 21-24. He further
explained that at 7:12 p.m. the device returns to the northward tower and attempts to make a
911 call using the Star 67 feature to hide caller ID. Tr. 484, 1. 1-9. The state entered State’s
Exhibit 78, Marracino’s report and Power Point, over defense objection. Tr. 485, 1l. 1-8.
Marracino further testified that before 7:03 p.m., there were five phone calls with their
directionality facing north serviced by the receiver facing north. Tr. 485, 1. 10-21, At 7:03 p.m.
there were two calls, and they were serviced by the receiver facing west. Tr. 485, 11. 22-25. He
reiterated that the next call was placed at 7:12 p.m. and serviced by the receiver facing north. Tr.
486, 11. 1-4. Thereafter, both parties rested. Tr. 496, 1. 11; 510, 1. 7-9.

State’s closing argument

During its closing argument, the state highlighted that appellant provided his phone
number as the number ending in -9394 to officers during his statements. Tr, 522, L. 24 — 523, 1.
3. The state argued that Marracino testified concerning the call detail records from March 7th
and March 8th. Tr. 523, 1. 4-6. The state linked Holmes’s testimony that she heard gunshots at

7:03 p.m. to the call detail records by arguing “we know that the phone using [appellant’s] phone
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number had been in this area all of this time. And then it just so happens that the using
[appellant’s] phone number is in this area at the witching hour.” Tr. 523, il. 16-20. The state
further pointed to Marracino’s testimony that at 7:12 p.m. a Star 67 phone call was attempted to
911. Tr. 523,11 21-25,
Verdict and sentencing

Appellant was ultimately convicted of the lesser-included offense of voluntary
manslaughter and possession of a weapon during commission of a violent crime. Tr. 587, 1l. 7-
15. Judge Hyman imposed a 25-year total sentence comprised of 20 years as to voluntary
manslaughter and 5 years as to the weapons charge, set to run consecutively. Tr. 598, 1. 21 —
599,1. 2.
Discussion

The trial court erred by overruling appellant’s objection to the sufficiency of the
supporting affidavit to furnish probable cause for the search warrant concerning appellant’s
phone because it contained only vague, conclusory statements that failed to specify why law
enforcement believed his cell phone would contain evidence of appellant’s charges.

“A search warrant may issue only upon a finding of probable cause.” State v. Bellamy,
336 S.C. 140, 143, 519 S.E.2d 347, 348 (1999). The Fourth Amendment to the United States
Constitution protects citizens from unreasonable searches and seizures. It provides that “no
warrants shall be issued except upon probable cause, supported by oath or affirmation and
particularly describing the place to be searched and the persons or things to be seized.” Stafte v
Brown, 401 S.C. 82, 88, 736 S.E.2d 263, 266 (2012) (citing U.S. Const. amend. IV). “A warrant
is supported by probable cause if, given the totality of the circumstances set forth in the affidavit,

there is a fair probability that contraband or evidence of a crime will be found . . ..” State v.
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Kinloch, 410 S.C. 612, 617, 767 S.E.2d 153, 155 (2014) (citing fllinois v. Gates, 462 U.S. 213,
238 (1983)). When an appellate court reviews the decision to issue a search warrant it must
decide whether the magistrate had a substantial basis for concluding probable cause existed.
State v. Dupree, 354 S.C. 676, 683, 583 S.E.2d 437, 441 (Ct. App. 2003). In determining the
validity of the search warrant, a reviewing court may only consider information which was
brought to the magistrate’s attention. State v. Martin, 347 S.C. 522, 527, 556 S.E.2d 706, 709
(Ct. App. 2001).

In this state, search warrants may only be issued “upon affidavits sworn to before the
magistrate . . . establishing the grounds for the warrant.” S.C. Code Ann. § 17-13-140. The
affidavit must set forth particular facts and circumstances underlying the existence of probable
cause to allow the magistrate to make an independent evaluation of the matter. Franks v.
Delaware, 438 U.S. 154 (1978). Conclusory statements and affidavits provide no basis to make
a judgment that probable cause exists. See State v. Smith, 301 S.C. 371, 373, 392 S.E.2d 182,
183 (1990); see also State v. Baccus, 367 S.C. 41, 52, 625 S.E.2d 216, 222 (2006) (determining
that the affidavit failed to set forth any facts as to why police believed appellant committed the
crime where the affidavit lacked specificity and contained conclusory statements). Further, there
must be sufficient nexus, described in the affidavit, between the items to be seized and the
criminal behavior alleged. Stare v. McGuinn, 268 S.C. 112, 232 S.E.2d 229 (1977).

In Smith, our Supreme Court held the warrant affidavit was insufficient because it “sets
forth no facts as to why police believed Smith robbed the Master Host Inn.” 301 S.C. at 373,
392 S.E.2d at 183 (emphasis in original). There, a knife was seized pursuant to an affidavit
supporting the warrant which stated,

That on May 12th at approximately 11:45 p.m. Reginald Jerome
Smith went into the Master Inn located at 1468 Savannah Hwy.,
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Charleston, S.C. and he then robbed the manager at knife point.
Smith has been staying at The Host of America Room 216 since
Jan. 1, 1988 and there is every reason to believe the weapon and
clothes used in the robbery will be located in the room. This
information was confirmed in person by Sgt. Sherman on
05/13/88.

Id at 372,392 S.E.2d at 183. Our Supreme Court determined that the affidavit was defective on
its face as “[m]ere conclusory statements which give the magistrate no basis to make a judgment
regarding probable cause are insufficient.” Jd
In State v. Weston, 329 S.C. 287, 494 S.E.2d 801 (1997), our Supreme Court determined

that under the totality of the circumstances, the warrant affidavit at issue “could not have
provided the ministerial recorder with a substantial basis for finding probable cause to search
Weston’s car.” Id. at 292, 494 S.E.2d at 803. There, a box of .25 caliber bullets was seized, and
the underlying warrant affidavit provided,

On March 18, 1994 at approx 2245 hours the victim (Claude

Crumlin) was the victim of an armed robbery and assault with

intent to kill at 5126 Farrow Rd. The defendant in this incident is a

Kelvin Weston. Kelvin Weston, by S.C. highway depts., is the

registered owner of the above listed vehicle. Also investigation

revealed through witness in this matter that defendant was driving

above vehicle at the time of the incident. The search for the above

items are needed to fully complete this investigation.
Id. at 189, 494 S.E.2d at 802. Our Supreme Court explained that the affidavit failed to set forth
any facts as to why the police believed that Weston committed the Crumlin crime as the first
three sentences were mere conclusory statements and the fourth sentence offered nothing to link
Weston to the crime itself. Id at 291-92, 494 S.E.2d at 802. Further, our Supreme Court
determined that the affidavit at issue “lacked any indicia of probable cause,” and thus, “the good-

faith exception would not apply.” Id. at 293, 494 S.E.2d at 803. Therefore, our Supreme Court

held that the trial court erred by refusing to suppress the ammunition. Jd.
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In appellant’s case, the warrant affidavit merely stated that appellant was charged with
murder along with his co-defendants, identified what was believed to be his cellphone number,
and that it was believed that his cellphone was used in criminal activity. Tr. 445, 11. 4-14. The
mere fact that appellant was charged with a crime and had a cellphone does not provide a
sufficient basis to support that there was a fair probability that evidence of a crime would be
found. Kinloch, 410 S.C. at 617, 767 S.E.2d at 155. Importantly, the affidavit did not set forth
any facts as to why law enforcement believed that appellant murdered J.W. or possessed a
weapon. See Smith, 301 S.C. at 373, 392 S.E.2d at 183. Instead, the affidavit merely included
conclusory statements which lacked the requisite specificity necessary to make a judgment that
probable cause existed. Baccus, 367 S.C. at 52, 625 S.E.2d at 222.

While C.S. testified that he called appellant on the incident date, see Tr. 390, 1. 21 - 391,
1. 12, and Brown testified that the number the search warrant sought records from was appellants,
see Tr. 443, 11. 3-10, the simple fact that appellant had a cellphone was not a substantial basis to
conclude probable cause existed, see Dupree, 354 S.C. at 683, 583 S.E.2d at 444. Nor did the
affidavit include any information that appellant had called C.S. in the time surrounding the
incident. Tr. 445, 1l. 4-14; Martin, 347 S.C. at 527, 556 S.E.2d at 709. Finally, the affidavit’s
assertion that “oftentimes criminal activity used in cellular phones or possesses cellular phones
during a crime,” was insufficient to furnish probable cause as it provided no facts as to why
appellant’s phone may have revealed evidence of a crime and offered only generalizations about
how a cellphone might be used in relation to a crime. Tr. 445, 1l. 4-14. The result, as argued
below, is that the search warrant affidavit was insufficient, and thus, lacked the probable cause
necessary for law enforcement to obtain a search warrant. Tr. 444, 11. 10-11, 19-21; 445, 11. 21-

23. Because the affidavit lacked specificity and relied on conclusory statements, the trial court
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erred by overruling appellant’s challenge to the insufficiency of the warrant affidavit. Tr. 445, 11.
24-25. Moreover, the trial court too was conclusory in its reasoning for denying appellant’s
challenge to the insufficient affidavit as it made no specific findings concerning whether the
totality of the circumstances set forth in the affidavit provide a substantial basis for the issuing
magistrate to determine that probable cause existed. Kinloch, 410 S.C. at 617, 767 S.E.2d at
155; Dupree, 354 S.C. at 683, 583 S.E.2d at 441; Martin, 347 S.C. at 527, 556 S.E.2d at 709; see
also Tr, 445, 11. 24-25.

Therefore, the trial court erred, and appellant’s cellphone records comprising of his call
logs and cell site information should have been suppressed.3 Accordingly, this Court should

reverse.

} Notably, the records appellant contends should have been suppressed were relied upon by the
state’s expert witness, Marracino, to opine that the directionality of the cellphone faced the
incident location at 7:03 p.m. See Tr. 475, 11. 6-20; 476, 11. 9-17; see also Tr. 482, 1. 21 — 484, 1.
9. The state used appellant’s cellphone records and Marracino’s expert report to argue in closing
that they showed appellant had been in the area “at the witching hour.” Tr. 523, 4-6, 16-20.
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CONCLUSION

Based on the foregoing argument, appellant respectfully requests that this Court reverse

his convictions and sentence and remand to the Court of General Sessions of Georgetown

County for a new trial.

Htolf Pluss-

Molly MU(eegan
Appellate Defender

ATTORNEY FOR APPELLANT

This 30th day of April, 2026.
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