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Timothy Cromer, 27%322% makes an® suhmits thiz prd 32 informal 'wiaf
in response to 3-25-14,%¢ “aer from Ms. Jaany A. Kitonings' Office by M3. 7. 7.
Allen and he set fortn: |

TESIE{T)

I. Whether the se2cond circuit court julge <rrad denying the motion co
cismizs for the denial of speedy trial ’=r-. p. 9 11, 1.0 and 1. 14-15)?
TI. HMas the lower court :rred denying the motion to suppress haszz? on tha
undaly sugjestive out-of-court identification?  (tr. p. 45 11. 18-19) (pp.

8Ly
. .

Y. i &wuet Of General Sessions for Newberry County ecoed denying Cromar's
motion +o Jdismiss for denial of spoady trial.

Therz was a timelv mation for speedy :rial waich was filed by appellant’s
attorney (Mr. O'Neil; in 2713 s~ th= mattec and trial came bHefore Judge

Keeslay in November 2073. 'tr. p. 91 1. 24) Srecifically, the motion was



shis caused the

.

supmicted on or about “eptember 11, 2013 ltr. p. £¢ 1. 25}
Gasd tO be set for November 13, 2013 (tr. p. 3 1. 2). Becausz the "issue
Cital wees wpe as it relates +o the 3Zzarte's service of life without parole"
(Lr- pe wu wa- o=x)e  The court "con-iiwe? Yl caza"  (tr. p. 91 1. 24).
Skahe v. AStandard: 564 3.8.24 325 (2002)

Al he trial founsal 13d Lo "renew” the motion o Aifamiza “tx. . 99 ],
14) beiure ine wuwer court who mentioned, "Your motion for speedy trial is
noted and I don't have any-hing to consiaer . (or. p. 91 1. 18) Stare v.
Robinson, 518 S.E.24 269 (S.C. App. 19399)

2. The lower court erred denyinc the motion to supprsss out-of-cour*
identification based on unduly sajjestive {show-up) procsdure.

Trial counzel posed che Question  "Okay. Now when you got o Ehe Pocd
L1on, Mr. Crouwen 1= wne only civilian oe=rzon they showed you thalt dav,
correct? A, That they showe? me, ya3, But there ware wmore civilians
atanding behind him. {tr. p. 33 11. 3-7) as. D. Williams respoadad Auring
the Jackson v. denno hearing or proc—eding. Trial counsei made the wmotion to
supprass the said i .entification f+r. o. 45 11. 18-19). fThe trial judge
Jenied the motion. !tr. p. 89 11. #-17) Appellant points specifisally where
pavia Miliams was cquestioned (tr. p. 7 1. 7-14): 0. okay. 2nd you also
said the suspect had on %lack panta, corrach? 4. I Believe T did. Q.
Okay. And we Jon't have to go th wgh the whole thing again, hut you
understand that Mr. wewi? Aidin' ¢ osve on olack pants th~t -- whe hc was

oope] that day? Ao T helieve they were dark.

Th o ocould be the case thar :the allage) viarine Jdid engace in wrongful

identifisation. State v. Mclord, 552 S.3.2d0 589, 691 (S.C. A ;. . ., L. sce

B )

State v. Moors, S0 S R.7E 447, 443 (Lol

b "

‘nes H> day of Cctoher. 2014, % é W
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