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APPELLANT’S STATEMENT OF ISSUES ON APPEAL

L In violation of Appellant's étate constitutional right to privacy and the Fourth Amendment
to the United States Constitution, did the trial judge err in admitting text messages and historical
cell service location information ébtair}éd from Appellant's cellular éervice provider by a search
warrant lacking probable cause wﬁere the search warrant failed to establish a nexus between

Appellant's cell phone records and the crime and the warrant was overly broad?

IL. Did the trial judge err in admittihg Appellant's statement to a police officer where the
statement was not given knowingly, intelligently, and voluntarily in light of the totality of the
circumstances, including the ofﬁcer'S-repeéted refusal to permit Appellant an opportunity to
smoke a cigarette, the officer's statement that cigarettes were for cooperators, and the’ officer's

statement that non-cooperators got prison, not cigarettes?
1. Violating Appellant's right to due process of law, did the trial judge err in instructing the

jury concerning "the hand of one is the hand of all"-after the jury began deliberating where the

evidence did not support the instruction?
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RESPONDENT’S COUNTERSTATEMENT OF ISSUES ON APPEAL

L Even though the Fourth Amendment did not require a warrant for his subscriber
information or the historical cell service location information, whether the trial judge’s finding
‘Fhat there was probable caﬁse to issue a search warrant for Appellant’s text messagés and the
historical cell service location information obtained from Appellant's cellular service provider
was not clearly erroneous? And whether Appellant’s arguments based upon S.C. Const. art. 1, §
10 are not preserved for appeliate review, since he failed to present the same arguments to the

trial judge?

I1. Did the trial judge abuse his discretion by finding that Appellant’s June 10, 2011
custodial statement was freely énd voluntarily given where the totality of the circumstanc‘es was
that neither the intefviewing officers’ refusal to provide Appellant a cigarette nor the officers’-
statements .to him that “cigafettes were for coéperators” and that “non-cooperators got prison, not

cigarettes,” caused his will to be overborne and rendered his statement involuntary?

II. Did the trial judge deny Appellant a fair trial by instructing the jury on accomplice
liability after the jur'y had begun deliberating wheré '1) there was sufficient evidence of
accomplice liability in the record to suppoﬁ the State’s request-to-charge on this theory, which
was originally denied by the trial judge but should have been given; (2) a question from the jury
rendered an instruction on accomplice liability appropriate based upon the evidence presented to
it, (3) Appellant clearly was not prejﬁdiced by the instruction, since it precluded the jury from:

convicting him based upon a finding that he was merély present; and (4) the trial judge could not



have simply answered the jury’s question by instructing that there was no evidence s)upporting an

~ instruction on accomplice liability becauée this would have violated S.C. Const. art. v, § 212
ADDITIONAL SUSTAINING GROUND

Did the trial judge err by initially denying the State’s request-to-charge on ac;:orr{plice

liability because that theory was supported by the record?

Xi



STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Appellant, Devin Jamel Johﬁson, # 359432 (A‘ppeliant)l is confined in the South Carolina
Department of Corrections (SCDC) as the result of his Charlestoh County murder conviction and
sentence for murdering Akeefn Smalls. The Charleston County Grand Jury indicted him on
September 12, 2011, for murder (2011-GS-10-5207) and possession of a firearm during the
commission of a violent érime (2011-GS-10-5208). R. pp. 694-695; 697-698. Beattie Butler and
Rhett Dunaway, of the Charleston County Public Défender’s Office, represented him in the trial
court. Assistant Solicitors Chad Simpson and Drew Evans, of the Ninth Circuit Solicitor’s
Office, prosecuted him. Appellant received a jury trial before the Honorable R. Markley Den'nis_,
Jr., on March 31 - April 3, 2014. The jury cbnvicted him of i)oth charges. R.\pp. 583-584. Judge
Dennis sentenced him to thirty-six years imprisonment for murder and to a coricurrent five years
imprisonment- for possession of a firearm during the commission of a violent crime. R. pp. 685,
lines 8-14. Sentencing Sheets (R. pp. 696; 699).
Appellant timely served and filed a notice of appeal.
ST:ATEMENT OF FACTS
In June 201 1, Appellant lived with Tenika Eimore 1n Orangeburg, South Carolina. She
was gainfully employed in Charleston, but he was unemployed. Appellant's sister, Charmaine
Johnson, lived in a Charleston apartment cémplex. The victim, Akeem Smalls, was her
boyfriend. Also, Appellant spent time there when he and Tenika were broken up. Appellant had

loaned the victim roughly $400.00, in April or May of 201.1. R. pp. 118-124; 125; 234.

' While Appellant’s brief does not use his full name, Respondent has used his full name because this is how he was
indicted. Also, the SCDC inmate locator reflects that there are two men incarcerated in SCDC with the name “Devin
Johnson” and the use of his full name avoids the potential for confusion. See http:/public.doc.state.sc.us/scdc-
public/.



On the morning of Juﬁe 8™, Appel}lant drove Tenika to work in North Charleston before
11 a.m., in her 2008 blue Toyota Camry. Her car had the specialt’y license plate, “L-1207” and it
" was missing a hubcap. After he dropped her off at work, he had the car for the remainder of the
day.” He did not return to piék her up, until 11:15 p.m. He was fifteen minutes late, and this upset
Tenika. Appellant, who was wearing a white “wife beater” or tank top shirt and dark jeans, did

. N
not appear shaken, upset or rattled. Instead, he was “his same old jokey self.” From there, they

drove to Summerville a/lnd picked up Appellant’s daughter. After stopping to buy gas, they went
to their Oranéeburg home. R. pp. 126-141. State’s Ex.s 67-68. 3

On the night of June 8", DeAngelo Buncum went to visit friends in Building E of the
apartment complgx in question. Upon arriving at the complex, he saw his close friend, the
victim, on the second floor of Building C. The two talked and drank on the porch, for three or
fouf minutes, while the victim worked oh a music CD. Eventually, Buncum left Smalls'
apartment and went to an apartment in Building E to visit other friends. Sometime later, Buncum
saw flashlights moving around outside of the apartments and went out to investigate. He saw
police officers, who informed him that the victim had been shot. R. pp. 169-171; 416-421; 425-
426.* |

Robert Holmes, another close friend of the victim, testified that Appellant contacted him

approximately two days before the murder, which was after the victim had stolen “his stash.”

2 Tenika did not know where he would go when he dropped her off, but he often went either to Charmaine's
apartment in Charleston, or to either Walterboro or Summerville. R. p. 130.

3 In the hour that it took them to get home, Appellant did not tell her of anything startling that happened that day.
Tenika learned about the victim’s murder on June 9", and Appellant acted as if this was the first time he heard about
it. R. pp. 139-142. ' :

* When Buncum learned that police were looking for him in connection with the murder, he voluntarily surrendered
and gave a statement. Both he and his mother cooperated with the investigation because he was not involved in the
murder. R. pp. 421-433. : :



Holmes corroborated that to “wet somebody up” meant to kill them. R. pp. 155-159. Contrary to
Tenika’s testimony at trial, she also told Sgt. Osbome that the expression “to .wet someone up”
meant to s‘hoot or kill someone. R. pp. 152-155.

Charleston City Police Department Officer Matt Jahngen, who respondeci to the dispatch
for gunshots fired on the night of the S‘h,\found the victim lying on his back on a table, in a lot |
near the apartment complex. Although still conscious, he had obviously been shot,” and he was
unresponsive to questions. He had a “significant amount of blood on his upper body, his face and
his arms.” Also, he had removed all of his clothing, e;icept for his boxer shorts and socks. R. pp.
160-166. The Department’s crime scene investigators found four fired 9 mm. Luger shell casings
and blood drops in the entrance of the hallway for Building C. In the parking lot outside of the
building, they found one of the victim’s black Nike sandals under a car door. They ultimately
found that the trail of blood drops led from the area of the shooting, to and througil other
Buildings D and E, and into the parking lot. The drops were also an air conditioning unit outside
of E. They found bullet fragments in Building D. R. pp. 168-186.

Sgt. Osborne collected copies of the apaﬁment complex’s surveillance \:idéo on the 9.
Although the murder was not caught on video, the videos from “the office, C and D, in between
Building C and D and in between Buildings D and E” provided important evidence agaigst

- Appellant. (State’s Ex. 55). In reviewing the videos, Sgt. Osborné discovered that while tfle

videos had consistent time stamps on them, the time stamp was eight minutes slower than real

time. Using the videos, police determined that the murder occurred at approximately 10:18 p.m.

5 The forensic pathologist who performed the autopsy opined that the victim died from a gunshot wound to his back.
The bullet entered the middle of the victim's back, just to the left of center. It then traveled through the posterior
aspect of the back side of the left sixth ribiand continued through the lobes of the left along before exiting the front
of the victim's body through the first rib and collarbone. The bullet exited on the upper, left side of the chest. R. pp.
211-213.



(or 10:10:30 video time) because the victim is seen running out of Building C shortly after that
time. Moments later, another camera shows him running across the parking lot between
Buildings D and E, which was consistent with the blolod trail that had been found. The office
camera shows a car that was missing the rear passenger hubcap backing into a parking space at
10:15:55 p.m., which would enable the driver to make a fast exit.> Two men are seen getting out
of thié vehicle and walking toward the far end of Building C, where the murder occurred. Within
fifteen or sixteen seconds of the shooting, both men are seen running back to the cér, gettiﬁg into
it and quickly driving out of the complex. The driver was wearing a-White taﬁk top and black
~ pants, supposedly over his head. R. pp. 236-254. ‘-

Police spoke with Tenika on the 10™ and she was cooperative with them. R. pp. 257.
Police located and arrested Appellant, with thex aid .of the U.S. Marshal’sv Task force, in
Orangeburg. He gave a statement on June 10™. In the portion of his statement that was played for
the jury, he repeatedly denied béjng in Cl)qarleston fof several hours. When hé finally admitted
that he had gone to the Charlestoh apartment complex, he claimed that he had gone to get his
clothing from his sister.” A “frieﬁd,” whom he identified only as "Creep," was with him. As they
walked to his sister's apartment, Appellant claimed that he saw a dark-skinned black man ﬁfe
guﬁshots. Scared, he and Creep ran back to the car and left. He dropped Creep off and later
picked up Tenika at her joB. R. pp. 262-285, line 23; State's Ex. #56. On June 14“‘, a crime scene

investigator found a Luger 9 mm. bullet in a drawer of a nightstand in Charmaine’s apartment.

R. pp. 200-202. Appellant’s fingerprint was on this bullet (State’s Ex. 53). R. pp. 207-208; 410.

{

® The car in the video was consistent with Tenika’s car. R. pp. 249; 258-259.

7 He could not give a credible explanation for why he did not park near her apartment.



Appellant’s Verizon Wireless cell phone records (State’s Exs. 57-58) reflected that he
had telephoned Smalls on June 4, 201|1, or four days before the murder. Also, he called his sister,
Charmaine, at 9:30 p.m. on the night of the murder. R. pp. 369-372; 379. Additionally, there
were a series of text messages between Appellant and a Terry Stevens on June 8™ At 12:08 p.m.,
a text message from Appellant's phone to Stevens' phone read, “I gonna need that bread today, at
least half.” At 12:10 p.m., he t;:xts, “I on my ass, bra, bra.” At 12:15 p.m., he texts, “When dat
}go because I’'m almost on E and my girl got to get to work rest of the week.” At 1:30 p.m,,
Appellant asks, “What time you get off? I;m whipping. We can cool it.” At 4:37 p.m., he sends
a text message, ""hey, I go wet dude ass up tonight."8 At 4:44 p.m., he says, “Yeah [ take you
back to the Chuck,” or Charleston. At §:33 p.m.,r Appellant\says, “Just bring your ass down here
because I’ll come down there before my 5 work.” At 8:59 p.m., “I need you. .When you gonna
be home.” Then, at-9:34 p.m., he fells Stevens, "I can't wait on you. I gotta handle my biz."
State's Ex.s 59-60, & 69, R. pp. 589.°.

The Verizon historical celAl site location information relating to Appellant's cell phone
(State's Ex.s #71, #72, #73, #74, #75) reflected that for most of June 8, 2011, hisl phone used cell
sites in the Summerville and North Charleston area. The one anomaly was a call at 10:02 p.fn.,
when the phone used a tower at the intérchange of .Cosgrove Road and 1-26. R. pp. 401-402;
State’s Ex. 74. |

ARGUMENTS

¥ Sgt. Craig Kosarko testified that he had previously heard the terms "wet somebody up" and "wet them up." These
phrases meant "[t]o shoot somebody or kill someone.” R. p. 378. Sgt. Jeff Osborne also testified that the phrase
means “to shoot somebody. The Urban Dictionary listed five definitions for the phrase, the first three of which refer
to killing someone. R. pp. 291-294. See also http://www.urbandictionary.com/define.php?term=wet-up.

° In addition to the prosecution’s evidence, Appellant introduced a series of still photographs (Defendant’s Ex.s 5-
10) that had been taken from the apartment’s video, which depict someone holding a cell phone less than two
minutes before the victim was murdered. The State’s theory was this was Appellant, and he argued that it was
someone else because the records of his cell phone activity do not reflect him making or receiving any phone call at
that time of the night. R. pp. 321-325; 466-480.



§

I. Even though the Fourth Amendment did not require a warrant for his subscriber
information or the historical cell service location information, the trial judge’s finding that
there was probable cause to issue a search warrant for Appellant’s text messages and the
historical cell service location information obtained from Appellant's cellular service
provider was not clearly erroneous; and Appellant’s arguments based upon S.C. Const.
art. 1, § 10 are not preserved for appellate review because he failed to present the same
arguments to the trial judge.

Notwithstanding Appellant’s attacks upon the trial judge’s ruling, Respondent submits
that the record supports the trial judge’s finding that there was probable cause to issue a search
warrant for Appellant’s text messages and the historical cell service location information
obtained from Appellant's cellular service provider. Moreover, the State obtained this warrant
even though the Fourth Amendment did not require a warrant for his subscriber information or
the historical cell service location information. Therefore, the trial judge’s finding was not

|

clearly erroneous. Further, Appellant’s arguments based upon S.C. Const. art. 1, § 10 are not
preserved fot appellate review because he failed to present the same arguments to the trial judge. '
As a result, the trial judge’s ruling must be affirmed.

A. Appellant’s motion to suppress, and the trial judge’s ruling.

On June 13, 2011, the Charleston City Police Department obtained two search warrants

\

(Defendant’s Ex. 1, R. pp. 590-597). One warrant was for Appellant’s telephone, and the other
warrant was for the records of his cellular provider for his telephone. The warrant for the phone
lists the “description of property sought” as “any and all digital files to include but not limited to:
history logs, tax messages, photographs, videos and contact list.” R. p. §92. The warrant for the
phone lists the “description of property sought” as.“Subscriber information, account comments,
but billing records, outbound and inbound calls from 06/4/2011 to 06/09/20114 [Appellant’s cell

phone], subscriber information on any other varieties and numbers listed in the report.” R. p.

594.



The portion of the affidavits setting forth the “Reason for Affiant’s Belief That The
’Property Sought Is On The Subject Premises” stated that:

On 6-8-2011 at approximately 10:15 PM, while at the Georgetown Apartments
located at _ Orangegrove Road., Charleston, SC[,] CPD officers responded to
a shots fired call. Upon arrival, officers found the victim, Akeem Moses Smalls
with multiple gunshot wounds. EMS responded and transported Mr. Small’s to
MUSC. Where he later died. Prior to the shooting the victim had been in an
ongoing dispute with D Devon Johnson (b/m, 8/21/83) that escalated to the
shooting on the 2" story porch of the apartment building. Devon Johnson was
observed was observed by witness Shaoonnar Goff through her bedroom window
‘moments after hearing the gunshots holding the firearm. Devon’s family members
provided investigators with his cell phone number of 843-217 — 3243. That,
investigators believe the information contalned in the cell phone will help further
investigation. ‘

R. p. 592. Additionally, the affidavit for the provider’s records states that:

Through experience and training, The Investige;tor knows cellular service
providers maintain records related to subscriber mformatlon account registration,
billing and air time records, outbound and inbound call detail, correction time and
dates, Internet routing .information (Internet Protocol numbers) and message
content, that may assist in the identification of person/s accessing and utilizing the
account.

The Investigator is request and subscriber information for any Sprlnt [(51c)]
numbers listed therein.

Through experience and training, The Investigator knows that the cellular service
provider maintains records that include cell site information and GPS location.
Cell site information shows which cell site a particular cellular telephone was
within at the time of the cellular phone’s usage. Some model cellular bones are
GPS enabled which allows the provider and user to determine the exact
geographic position of the phone. Further, the cellular service provider maintains
cell site maps show the geographical location of all cell sites within its service
area. Using this cell site geographical information or GPS information, officers
would be able to determine the physical location of the individual using this cell
phone number [for Appellant’s phone.] [The] information is necessary to the
investigating officers in .order to investigate the crime. If it is possible, please
email the results to the investigator in an excel format to Investigator Craig
Kosarko..

R. p. 595.



Prior to trial, Appellant filed a motion to suppress evidence seized pursuant to these
warrants. Defendant’s Ex. 2, R. pp. 598-604, which Was heard pretrial. At the hearing, Appéllant
noted that the Charles;on Police Department obtaineél a warrant two days after interviewing
Appellant. He conceded that the affidavits set forth probable cause that a crime had Jbeen
committed. However, he suggested that “what’s missing here in both of these search warrants is
any nexus... [or] connection between the cell phone and the cell phone records and the crime
itself.” He further argued that in order to establish “probable cause”, there must be (1) brobable
cause that a crime occurred, (2) probable cause that the suspect is involved, and (3) “probable
cause that evidence of those 2 things, his involvement in the crime, will be found in the location
to be searched.” R. pp. 50-52.

In response, the State observed that Appellant’s motion relied upon a 1979 decision that
had since been repudiated by at least eleven other Circuit Courts of Appeals.' The State noted
that Appellant told police, in his interview, that he was carrying his.cell phone and‘ that no one
else was using it. The interview was before the warrant was isgued. The State argued that the
affidavit had sufﬁciently' outlined prdbable cause, and that there was a sufficient nexus. R. pp.
62-68.

The State argued .that the affidavit had sufficiently outlined probable cause, gnd that there

was a sufficient nexus. Specifically, there was probable cause to believe that a crime had been

committed, that Appellant committed the murder, and that at the time of the murder, he was

' The case relied upon by Appellant and referenced by the State is United States v. Charest, 602 F.2d 1015 (1* Cir.
1979). As discussed in the State's response to the motion to suppress, "this specific holding of the First Circuit has
been summarily rejected, and the exact opposite established as the controlling rule of law, by almost every court to
address it, including are controlling [Fourth] Circuit Court of Appeals.” R. p. 683. E.g., United States v. Anderson,
851 F.2d 727, 729 (4™ Cir. 1988) (specifically rejecting Charest and holding "It was reasonable for the magistrate to
believe that the defendant's gun . . . would be found in his residence"); United States v. Jacobs, 715 F.2d 1343, 1346
(9:: Cir. 1983); United States v. Sleeves, 525 F.2d 33, 38 (8" Cir. 1975); Bastida v. Henderson, 487 F. 2d 860, 863
(8™ Cir. 1973).



“utilizing a specific cell phone.” Although the State felt that the warrant, itself, set forth probable
cause, it noted that Sgt. Kosarko’s supplemental feport indicated that he had provided additional
information to the magistrate that was not contained in the affidavit in support of the warrant.
R.pp. 68-70. " |

Sgt. Craig Kosarko, a member of the City of Charleston Police Department’s violent
crime unit, testified that he obtained the search warrants for Appellant’s phone and phone
records, Defendant’s Ex. 1. One warrant was directed to Verizon, his cell phone service provider.
This warrant was for “call detail records, the text m¢s$ages, any and information that the carrier
would have in their database. Thev purpose of the search warrant is to ‘obtain that information and
provide u"s‘with eithpr a CD format or an email with that information.” R.pp. 77-80.

The other search warrant Was for the Police Department’s digital evidence unit, which
has a program that can be hooked up to a cell phone and retrieve all of the information on the
phone in a “phone dufnp.” However, this program was incompatible with Appellant’s phone.
R.pp. 80. Sgt. Kosarko explained that police “learned through his sister Chafmaine and then his
girlfriend, Tenika, that he was utilizing that phone number on the day of the murder. And when
he was arrested, he was in possession of that cell phone.” R.pp. 79.

The murder occurred on June 8, 2011 and the warrant was not issued until June 13, By
the time Sgt. Kosarko brepared the affidavit in support of the search warrant, Appeilant had
already given his June 10" stgtement to police. Sgt. Kosarko was present for that statement. He
explained that he had met with the issuing. magistrate and, after the magistrate had read the
warrant, Sgt. Kosarko advised him of the épeciﬁcs of Appellant’s case. Specifically, he advised
the magist;ate that Ap/pellan‘; had been arrestedl; that police had interviewed both Appellant’s

~ girlfriend and his sister; th\at they have provided his cell phone number; that his girlfriend

"' Sgt. Kosarko’s supplemental report was marked for identification as State’s Ex. 66 for ID. See R. pp. 82-83.
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indicated that he had been using this phone on the day of the murder, including the time period
of the murder; that he was in possession of the cell phone when he was arrested; that Appellant
admitted to police in the. interview that he had used a cell phone both bef(;\re and after the
murder; that he had also admitted in his staltement that he was in Georgetown Apartments on the
day of the murder and that he was “actually captured on video with another individual,” whom
Appellant had identified as “Creep.” R.pp. 82-87; 92-93.

Sgt. Kosarko testified that the video 'obtained from the apartment complex reflected that
Appellant was looking down at something in his hand that.appeared to be a cell phone. Althouéh
Sgt. Kosarko did not think that he had providéd this piece of information to the magistrate, he
had told the'magistrate that police were attempting “to identify Creep and that we believed that
his cell phone would have information or contact information of Creep. That’s what we were
looking for” because Appellant had identified the otheryperson with him that night as >“Creep.” R.
pp- 86-88; 91-93. |

Sgt. Kosarko further testified that he told the magistrate that police were also interested in
the cell phoné tower information because this information would give police Appellant’s
“whereabouts before, during and after the murder to help either substaﬁtiate or refute his
interview with us.” Thus, police Were interested in this information as well. Sgt. Kosarko' often
provides a magistrate with information that-is not contained in a search warrant, in order to
convey as much information as possible. R.pp. 88-90. F inally, Det. Osborne had looked at the
contact’ list on Appellant’s phone before the warrant was obtained. However, none of the

information that he viewed was utilized in support of the appliéation for the search warrant.

R.pp. 93-95.
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Following Sgt. Kosarko’s testimony, the State argued that, even if the four corners of the
search warrant did not establish pfobable ‘cause, the additional information provided to the
lmagistrate by Sgt. Kosarko did sﬁpport the ﬁﬁding of probéble cause. The State also noted that it
had cited a line of cases in the State’s Response to Suppression Motion (Court’s Ex. 1) that have
held that a magistrate may make common sense assumptions about life as he knows it. The State
furfther argued that it is common knowledge that people routinely carry cell phones and use them
to store “a treasure trove of information,” aﬁd that it was appropriate for the magistrate to
- consider this when deciding whether or not there was probable cause to issue a search warrant.
Also, Sgt. Kosarko’s testimony provided the nexus that Appellant claiméd was necessary
because the magistrate was made aware that Appellant had at cell phone, that he had in hi;c,
possession on-the day of the murcief, including the time leading up to the murder, ahd that he
admitted to using it that day. R.pp. 97-98.

Appel]ant claimed, however, that the nexus had not been established. In particular, he
argued that “[m]aking cause does not -allow them to get ... text messages. And that’s really what
wé’re concerned about is the text messages.” He further observed that there was no indication
that Appellant sent text messages “or any reason to think that he was sending tax messages.”
Additionally, he maintained that the warrant was overly broad and that police obviously were not
looking for anything specific. R.pp. 98-100. |

The trial judge stated that he understood the degree Qf specificity that Appellant claimed A
was necessary, But noted that subseqpent cases had expanded the parameters of searches. The
trial judge found that the information providcd to thé magistrate satisfied the requirement of
probable cause under the totality of the circqmsta)mces; In particular, he noted that there was

evidence that Appellant had been seen using this phone, that he had admitted that he was using
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his phone on the day of the crime, and that Appellant claimed the other person with him was
named Creep but that he did not kr}ow Creep’~s name. The trial judge found that the bolice were
“certainly entitled fo get that information,... to try to ascertain whether they could get a
[potentially] very significant witness.” The trial judge found that this was “good policé workv,f’
and that Appellant’s Fourth Amendment rights were protected by the search warrant. R.pp. 100-
101. |
B. Discussion
1. Appellant lacked a reasonable expectation of privaﬁy, under either the
. United States Constitution or the South Carolina Constitution, in
either the personal subscriber information related to his phone or the -
cell site location records. ‘ - j

While the State submits that the trial judge properly found that there was probable cause
to issue the search warrant in this case, it was unnecessary‘for the State to obtain a search
warrént in order to acquire either the personal subscriber information. related to Appellant’s
phone or the cell site location records from Verizon because Appellant did not have a reasonable
expectation Qf privacy in this information.

The Fourth Amendment to the United States Constitution guarantees the right of the
people to be free 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
t‘he place to be searched and the pefsons or things to be seized. U.S. Const. amend. iv. After Karz
v. United Stétes, 389 U.S. 347, 351, 353, 361 (1967), “the .touchstone of [Fourth] Amendment
analysis has been whether a person has a ‘constitutionally protected reasonable expectation of
privacy.” ” Oliver v. United States, 466.U.S. at 170, 177 (1984) (citing Katz, 389 U.S. at 360
(Harlan, J., concurring)). Under the approéch faken by justice, Harlan’s concurring opinion in

Katz, a reviewing court must ask two questions. “The first is whether the individual, by his
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condu;:t, has ‘exhibited an actual (subjective) expectation of privacy,’ .... The second question is
whether the individual's subjective expectation of privacy is ‘one that society is prepared to
recognize as ‘reasonable,’ ... —wﬁether, in the words of the Kafz majority, the individual's
expectation, viewed objectively, is ‘justifiable’ under the circumstances.” Smith v. Maryland,
442 U.S. 735, 740, 99 S.Ct. 2577, 2580 (1979) (citations to Katz omitted).

The United States Supreme Court “has held .repeatedly that the Fourth Amendment does
not prohibit the obtaining of information revealed to a third party and conveyed by him to
Government authorities, even if the information is revealed on the assumption that it will be used
only for a limited purpose and the confidence placed in the third party will not bé betrayed.”
United States v. Miller, 425 U.S. 435, 443, 96 S.Ct. 1619, 1624 (1976)" (holding that there was
" no reasonable expectation of privacy in bank recordé superseded By statute). It is clear that
Appellant did not have a reasonable expeéctation of privacy in the sul;scriber information for his
cell phone or the numbers dialed and the origin of calls received on it, as opposed to the content;c,
of any conversation(s). Smith, 442 U.S. at 741-43, 99 S.Ct. at 2580-82 (telephone users generally
had no subjective expectation of privacy in dialed telephone numbers).

In Smith, the telephone company had installed a pen register, at the request of the police,
to record the telephone numbers dialed from the petitionér’s telephone. In rejecting the

petitioner’s challenge to the warrantless use of the pen register, the Court expressly distinguished

12 Applying Katz, the Court in Miller rejected a Fourth Amendment challenge to a third-party subpoena for bank
records. The Court explained that the bank's records “are not respondent’s ‘private papers.” ” Instead, they are “the
business records of the banks,” in which a customer “can assert neither ownership nor possession.” /d. at 440, 96
S.Ct. at 1623. The records “pertain to transactions to which the bank was itself a party.” /d. at 441, 96 S.Ct. at 1623.
In rejecting the defendant’s challenge to the subpoena, the Court held “that the Fourth Amendment does not prohibit
the obtaining of information revealed to a third party and conveyed by him to Government authorities, even if the
information is revealed on the assumption that it will be used only for a limited purpose and the confidence placed in
the third party will not be betrayed.” /d. at 443, 96 S.Ct. at 1624. The Court found that the mandatory record-
keeping requirement of the Act did not create a Fourth Amendment interest in bank records “where none existed
before” because the records contained “only information voluntarily conveyed to the banks and exposed to their
employees in the ordinary course of business.” /d. at 441-42, 96 S.Ct. at 1623
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collecting. telephone numbers dialed from the liétening device used in Katz to record “the
contents of communications.” 442 U.S. at 741, 99 S.Ct. at 2581 (emphasis in original). The
Court held that telephone users generally had no subjective expectation of privacy in ciialed
telephone numbers. “[W]e doubt that people in general entertain any actual expectation of
privacy in the numbers they dial. All telephone users realize that they must ‘convey’ phone
numbers to the telephone cdmpany, since it is through ielephone company switching equipment
that their calls are completed.” Id. at 742, 99 S.Ct. at 2581." N

Moreover, the Court held that any subjectivé expectation the petitioner may have
harbored “is not one that society is prepared to recognize as reasonable.” Id. at 743, 99 S.Ct. at
2582. (Internal quotation marks omitted).'* Both the Supreme Court and lower federal courts

' )

have applied this same principle in a v'ariety of contexts. See, e.g., Hoffa v. United States, 385
U.S. 293, 302, 87 S.Ct. 408, 413-14 (1966) (confidential statements made in the presence of an
informant); SEC v. Jerry T. O’Brien; Inc., 467 U.S. 735, 743, 104 S.Ct. 2720, 2725-26 (1984)
(financial and other records in the hands of third-party businesses); United States v. White, 401
U.S. 745, 752-54, 91 S.Ct. 1122, 1126-27 (1971) (plurality opinion) (electro‘nic survéillance of
conversations between defendant and informant, by meains of rédio transmitter concealed on the
person of the informant). See also Donaldson v. United States, 400 U.S. 517, 522-23, 91 S.Ct.

534, 538 (1971) (taxpayer was not entitled to intervene in proceeding to enforce summons for his

employment records, where “what is sought here by the Internal Revenue Service . . . is the

'* The Court expressly distinguished collecting the listening device used in Karz. As in Smith, the contents of the
“communications” were not disclosed by the obtaining of any information in this case, other than the information in
Appellant’s text messages..

" The Court added that “[t]his Court consistently has held that a person has no legitimate expectation of privacy in
information he voluntarily turns over to third parties,” and the Court held that the user “voluntarily conveyed
numerical information to the telephone company and ‘exposed’ that information to its equipment in the ordinary
course of business.” /d. at 743-44, 99 S.Ct. at 2582.
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\ N ' ! .
production of Acme's records and not the records of the taxpayer”); United States v. Bynum, 604

F.3d 161, 164 (4™ Cir. 2010) (defendant’s ISP Subseriber information that included the “physical
address” of the defendant and IP addresses of websites); Reporters Committee for Freedom of
Press v. AT&T, 593 F.2d 1030, 1043 (D. C Cir. 1978) (rejecting Fourth Amendment challenge to
subpoena for telephone billing records and holding that when an individual transacts business
with others, “he leaves behind, as evidence of his activity, the records and recollections of others.
He cannot expect that these activities are his private affair”); United States v. Perrine, 518 F.3d
1196, 1204 (10™ Cir. 2008) (“Every federal court to address this issue \has held that subscriber
information provided to an internet provider is net protected by the Fourth Amendment's privacy
expectation”); United States v. Forrester, 512 F.3d 500, 510 (9™ Cir.\2008) (email users have no
reasonable expectation of privacy in to/f,rom addresses of their messages or in IP addresses of
websites visited). |

In State v. Drayton, 411 S.C. 533, 547-50, 769 S.E.2d 254, 262-63 (Ct. App. 2015), this
Court held that a defendant does not have a reasonable expectation of privacy in historical cell
site location records.'> This Court’s decision in Drayfon is consistent with the overwhelming
majority of cases to consider the issue. E g., In re United States for Historical Cell Site Data 724
F.3d 600, 615 (5" Cir. 2013); In re Cell Tower Records Under 18 U.S. C 2703(D),
F.Supp.3d __ , 2015 WL 1022018 (S.D.Tex., Mar. 9, 2015); United States v. Skinner, 690
F.3d 772, 777-78 (6™ Cir. 2012); United States v. Davis, 785 F.3d 498, 513 (1 1" Cir., May 05,
2015) (en banc); In re Applications of the United States for Orders Pursuant to Title 18, U.S.

Code Section 2703(d), 509 F.Supp.2d 76, 81 (D.Mass. 2007) (no Fourth Amendment interest in

3

'S The historical cell site location records may be obtained by an Order issued pursuant to The Stored
Communication Act, 18 U.S.C. § 2703(d) (Supp.2014). The Act only requires a showing of “specific and articulable
facts” for the issuance of an order. /d. See also Drayton, 411 S.C. at 547-48, 769 S.E.2d at 262.

15



prospective cell-site data).16 But see United States v. G_raham, F.3d , 2015 WL
4637931, *8 (4" Cir. Aug. 5, 2015) (“We hold thét the government conducts a search under the
Fourth Amendment when it obtains and inspects a.cell phone user's historical CSLI for an
extended period of timé”) (erﬁphasis added); accord id. at 40 (Motz, J., concurring in part and
dissenting in part) (“Three other federal appellate courts have considered the Fourth Amendment |
. quéstion before us. Not one has adopted the rﬁajority's holding. Two of our sister courts have
expressly held, as I would, that individuals do not have a reasonable expectation of privacy in
historical CSLI recprds that the govérnment obtains from cell. phone .service providers through a
§ 2703(d) order”). |

Thus, a search warrant was not required for police to obtain the subscriber information
for Appellant’s cell phone; the numbers dialed and the origin of calls received on it; or the
historical cell site location records because he did not have a reasonable expectation of privacy in
this information, as oppdsed to the contents of any conversation(s). Id. See also Smith, 442 U.S.
at 741-43, 99 S.Ct. at 2580-82. Appellant has nét and cannot present this Court with any sound

reason to reach a contrary result in his case.'’

' See also United States v. Dye, 2011 WL 1595255, *9 (N.D. Ohio April 27, 2011) (denying motion to suppress
historical cell-site data); United States v. Velasquez, 2010 WL 4286276, *5 (N.D. Cal. Oct. 22, 2010) (same); United
States v. Benford, 2010 WL 1266507, *3 (N.D. Ind. Mar. 26, 2010); United States v. Suarez-Blanca, 2008 WL
4200156, *8-*11 (N.D. Ga. Mar. 26, 2008) (same); Mitchell v. State, 25 S0.3d 632, 635 (Fla. Dist. Ct. App. 2009)
(same). ' -

"7 Respondent notes that most of the arguments that he advances, FBOA at pp. 14-18, were not presented to the trial
" judge. As a result, they are not preserved for appellate review. See State v. Bailey, 298 S.C. 1, 5-6, 377 S.E.2d 581,
584 (1989) (a party cannot argue one theory in support of motion at trial and a different theory on appeal); State v.
McCray, __ SE2d _ , 2015 WL 3875353, 8 (Ct.App. June 24,2015) (“we find this argument is not
preserved for appellate review because it was not raised to or ruled upon by the circuit court”).

Further, without conceding the point, Respondent assumes that Appellant had a reasonable expectation of privacy in
the text messages he sent on his cell phone because a warrant supported by probable cause was issued in this case
and it is not necessary to address this issue. Cf. City of Ontario v. Quon, 560 U.S. 746, 759-60, 764-65, 130 S.Ct.
2619 (2010) (specifically declining to establish the scope of a government employee's privacy expectations in
electronic communications but assuming that police officer had an expectation of privacy in text messages he sent
from his city-provided pager, even though those messages were routed through and kept by a third-party service
provider. The Court concluded that the search of Quon's.pager was reasonable); Riley v. California, 134 S.Ct. 2473,

\
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2. The record supports the trial judge’s finding that there was probable

cause to issue a search warrant for Appellant’s text messages and
historical cell service location information.

However, the police did obtaiﬁ a search warrant before they acquired this information
and, despite A/ppellant’s contrary contention, Respondent ,subrﬁits that trial judge’s finding that
there was probable cause to issue a search warrant for Appellant’s text messages and the 4
historical cell service location information was not clearly erroneous because the record supports
| his finding.

In South Carolina, search warrants may be issued “only upon affidavit sworn to before
the magistrate ... establishing the grounds for.the warrant.” SC Code Ann. § 17-13-140 (2003);
see also State v. McKnight, 291 S.C. 110, 352 S.E.2d 471 (1987). An affidavit supporting a
Uwarrant must set forth particular facts and circumstances underlying the existence of probable
cause to allow the magistrate to make an independent evaluation of probable cause.. State v.
Baccus, 367 S.C. 41, 50, 625 S'.E.Zd 216, 221 (2006). The standard of “probable cause” is a *
‘practical, nontechnical conception’ ” that deals with “ ‘the factual and practical considerations
of everyday life on which reasonable and prudent men, not legal technicians, éct.’ ” Hlinois v.
Gates, 462 U.S. 213, 231, 103 S.Ct. 2317, 2328 (1983) (quoting Brinegar v. United States, 338
U.S. 160, 175-76, 69 S.Ct. 1302, 1310 (1949)). It is “a fluid-concept—turning on the assessmenf
of probabilities in particular factual contexts—not readily, or even usefully, reduced to a neat
set of legal rules.” Gates, 462 U.S. at 232, 103 S.Ct. at 2329 (emphasis added).

As the Court explained in Gates:

As early as Locke v. United Staies, 7 Cranch. 339, 348, 3 LEd 364 (1813), Chief

Justice Marshall observed, in a closely.related context, that “the term ‘probable |

cause,” according to its usual acceptation, means less than evidence which would
justify condemnation.... It imports a seizure made under circumstances which

2489-91 (2014) (discussing the privacy interests at stake in searches of cell phones by law enforcement and
recognizing the user's expectation of privacy).
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warrant suspicion.” More recently, we said that “the quanta ... of proof”
- appropriate in ordinary judicial proceedings are inapplicable to the decision to
issue a warrant. Brinegar, supra, 338 U.S., at 173, 69 S.Ct., at 1309. Finely-tuned
standards such as proof beyond a reasonable doubt or by a preponderance of the
evidence, useful in formal trials, have no place in the magistrate's decision. While
an effort to fix some general, numerically precise degree of certainty
corresponding to “probable cause” may not be helpful, it is clear that “only the
probability, and not a prima facie showing, of criminal activity is the standard of
probable cause.” [Spinelli v. United States, 393 U.S. 410, 419, 89 S.Ct. 584, 590
(1969)]. See Model Code of Pre-Arraignment Procedure § 210.1(7) (Proposed
Off. Draft 1972); W. LaFave, Search and Seizure, § 3.2(3) (1978).

We also have recognized that affidavits “are normally drafted by nonlawyers in
the midst and haste of a criminal investigation. Technical requirements of
elaborate specificity once exacted under common law pleading have no proper
place in this area.” [United States v. Ventresca, 380 U.S. 102, 108, 85 S.Ct. 741,
745 (1965)]. Likewise, search and arrest warrants long have been issued by
persons who are neither lawyers nor judges, and who certainly do not remain
abreast of each judicial refinement of the nature of “probable cause.” See
Shadwick v. City of Tampa, 407 U.S. 345, 348-350, 92 S.Ct. 2119, 2121-2122, 32
L.Ed.2d 783 (1972). The rigorous inquiry'into the Spinelli prongs and the
complex superstructure of evidentiary and analytical rules that some have seen
implicit in our Spinelli decision, cannot be reconciled with the fact that many
warrants are—quite properly, ibid.—issued on the basis of nontechnical,
common-sense judgments of laymen applying a standard less demanding than
those used in more formal legal proceedings. Likewise, given the informal, often
" hurried context in which it must be applied, the “built-in subtleties,” Stanley v.
State, 19 Md.App. 507, 313 A.2d 847, 860 (Md.App.1974), of the “two-pronged
test” are particularly unlikely to assist magistrates in determining probable cause.

Gates, 462 U.S. at 235-36, 103 S.Ct. at 2330-31. See also United Stat;zs v. Clenney, 631 F.3d

658, 665 (4" Cir. 2011).

In determining whether there is “probable cause” to issue a warrant, the Fourth

Amendment permits a magistraté to consider sworn testimony supplementing the affidavit in
support of the warrant. E.g, State v. Sachs, 264 S.C. 541, 216 S.E.2d 501 (1975); State v
Johnson, 302 S.C. 243, 395 S.E.2d 167 (1990); State v. Crane, 296 S.C. 336, 338, 372 S.E.2d
587, 588 (1988). Frazier v. Roberts, 441 F.2d 1224, 1226 (8th Cir. 1971); United States v.

Clyburn, 24 F.3d 613, 617 (4th Cir. 1994); United States v. Hang Le-Thy Tran, 433 F.3d 472, 482
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(6™ Cir. 2006). Warrants are not to be read in a negative or hyper-technical manner, and great
deference should be accorded a magistrate judge's assessment of the facts in determining
probable cause. See Gates, 462 U.S. at 236, 103 S.Ct. at 2331 (“A magistrate's ‘determination of
probable cause should be paid great deference i/)y reviewing courts;” .... ‘A grudging or negative
attitude by reviewing courts toward warrants’ ... is inconsistent with the Fourth Amendment's
strong preference for searches conducted pursuant to a warrant ‘courts should not invalidate ...
warrant[s] by interpreting affidavit [s] in a hypertechnicai«, rather than a commonsense, manner’ ’

1

) (citations omitted). '

“The task of the issuing magistrate is simply to make a practical, common-sense decision
whether, given all the circumstances set forth in the affidavit before him, including the ‘Veracity’
and ‘basis of knowledge’ of persons supnlying hearsay information, there is a fair probability
that contraband or ‘evidence of a crime will be found in a particular place. And the duty of a
reviewing court is simply to ensure that 'the magistrate had a “siibstantial basisi for ...
conclud[ing]” that probable cause existed. See Gates, 462 U.S. at 238-39, 103 S.Ct. at 2332
(emphasis added). See also State v. Kinloch, 410 S.C. 612, 617, 767 S.E.2d- 153, 155 (2014) (“In
reviewing a magistrate's probable cause determination, circuit court judges must determine
whether the issuing magistrate had a substantial basis upon which to conclude that probable
eause existed”); Baccus, 367 S.C. at 50, 625 S.E.2d at 221."% “Under this formula, Veraci/ty and
basis of knowledge are treated ‘as'closely intertwined issues that may usefully illuminate the

!

commonsense, practical question whether there is ‘probable cause’ to believe that contraband or

'® Accord State v. Herring, 387 S.C. 201, 212, 692 S.E.2d 490, 495-96 (2009); State v. Johnson, 302 S.C. 243, 395
S.E.2d 167 (1990). “The ‘experience of a police officer is [also] a factor to be considered in the determination of
probable cause.” ” State v. Dupree, 319 S.C. 454, 459, 462 S.E.2d 279, 282 (1995) (quoting United States v. Fisher,
702 F.2d 372, 378 (2™ Cir. 1983)). See also State v. Taylor, 401 S.C. 104, 736 S.E.2d 663 (2013) (recognizing the
well-settled principle that courts must give due weight to common sense judgments reached by officers in light of
their experience and training) (citing United States v. Perkins, 363 ¥.3d 317, 321 (4™ Cir. 2004). ’
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evidence is located in a particular place." Gates, 462 U.S. at 230, 103 S.Ct. at 2328; Strate v.
Philpot, 3l7 S.C. 458, 454 S.E.2d 905 (Ct. App. 1995); State v. Adolph'e, 314 S.C. 89,'4'41
S.E.2d 832 (Ct. App. 1994). | |

As a result, “[a] warrant is supported by probable cause if, givén 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 in a particular place.” Kinloch, 410 S.C. at 617, 767 S.E.2d at 155. “The trial
judge's factual findings on whether evidence should be suppressed due to a Fourth Amendment
violation are reviewed for clear error.” Baccus, 367 S.C. at 48, 625 S.E.2d at 220. Applyjng this
standard to the facts of this case, the trial judge’s ruling must be affirmed because the record
supports the finding of probable cause. 7

‘When the afﬁda{rit in support of the warrant is considered together with Sgt. Kosarko’s
testimony concerning the information that he provided to the magistrate, the magistrate was
informed that: (1) when officers responded to the Charleston County apartments, at
approximately 10:15 p.m. on June 8, 2011, the officers found the victim, Akeem Moses Smalls,'
with multiple gunshot wounds; (2) the victim later died from these wounds; (3) the victim had
been in an ongoing dispute Wltl‘l Appellant prior to the shpoting; 4) Appellant had been observed
by a witness, through her bedroom windaw, holding the firearm moments after the Witness heard

~

gunshots;'® (5) Appellant had been arrested for the murder; (6) police had interviewed both

" As to all of the eyewitnesses and nonconfidential informants, generally, Respondent would note that
“nonconfidential informants and eyewitnesses have more credibility than confidential informants.” Siate v. Jones,
342 S.C. 121, 128, 536 S.E.2d 675, 679 (2000). “ ‘[E]vidence of past reliability is not usually required when
information is provided by an eyewitness because, unlike the paid informer, the eyewitness does not ordinarily have
the opportunity to establish a record of previous reliability.”  State v. Thompson, Op. No. 5341, *8 (S.C. Ct. App.,
Aug. 12, 2015) (quoting State v. Driggers, 322 S.C. 506, 510, 473 S.E.2d 57, 59 (Ct. App. 1996)).

Moreover, this eyewitness’s statemeént was admissible at trial, as an excited utterance under Rule 803(1), SCRE,
although she did not testify. See State v. Hendricks, 408 S.C. 525, 759 S.E.2d 434 (Ct.App. 2014) (holding that the
trial court acted within-its discretion by admitting statement made by victim to her mother, in which victim reported
details of a sexual assault and identified defendant as the perpetrator, as an excited utterance); State v. Ladner, 373
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Appellant’s girlfriend and his sister; (7)'his girlfriend and his sister had provided his cell phone
number; (8) his girifriend indicated that he had beén using this phone on the day of the murder,
including the time period of the’murder;‘ (9) he was in possession of the cell phone when he was
arrested; (10) he admitted to police, in the June 10" interviev:/, that he had used a cell phone both
before and after the murder; (11) he had also admitted in his statement that ‘he was in the
apartment complex on the day of the murder, and was “actually captured on video with another
individual;” and (12) he had identified the other person as “Creep.” R. pp. 82-87; 92-93.

The magistrate was also told that police were attempting “to identify Creep and that
[police] believed that his cell phone would have information or contact information of Creep.
‘That’s what we were looking for” Because Appellant had identified the other person with him
that night as “Creép.” R.pp. 86-88; 91-93. ,PoliceA were also interested in the cell phone tower
inf9mation because, utilizing the historical cell site location data, police could determine
Appellant’s “whereabouts before, during and after the murder to help either substantiate or refute
his interview with us.” R.p. 90.

It is common knowledge that people often keep a veritable /“treasure trove of
information” on cell phones. Based upon this common sense knowledge and the other

information the State provided to the magistrate, it was reasonable for the magistrate to conclude

that “there [was] a fair probability that contraband or evidence of a crime [would] be found in

\
A

S.C. 103, 119-20, 644 S.E.2d 684, 692-93 (2007) (holding that “the incompetency of a declarant at the time of trial
does not preclude the admission of that declarant's excited utterance through a different, competent witness”, and
explaining that a declarant’s inability to testify at trial does not diminish the reliability of that declarant's excited
utterance because “the intrinsic reliability of an excited utterance ... ‘will normally remain undiluted by faulty
memory, inability to understand questions or otherwise to communicate on the witness stand’ “); State v. Sims, 348
S.C. 16, 23 n. 1, 558 S.E.2d 518, 522 n. 1 (2002) (finding declarant's statement in response to a question did not
prevent his answer from being an excited utterance). Because the “the intrinsic reliability of an excited utterance
derives from the statement's spontaneity[,] which is determined by the totality of the circumstances surrounding the
statement when it was uttered,” Ladner, 373 S. C.at 119 —20, 644 S.E.2d at 693, the magistrate could rely upon this
information as part of the totality of the circumstances supporting a finding of probable cause without further proof
of the declarant’s reliability. -
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‘[Appellant’s cell phoﬁe, calls, text messages and/or-historical cell site location information].” See
Kinloch, 410 S.C. at 617, 767 ’S.E;Zd at 155. II'lV other words, the magistrate had a “substantial
basis for ... conclud[ing]” that probable' cause exist.ec.l. Gates, 462 U.S. at 238-39, 1()3 S.Ct. at
2332. Rather than a violation of Appellant’s constitutional rights, the- trial judge astutely
observed that this wés “good police work” and that Appellant’s Fourth Amendmentvrights were
protected by the search warrant. |

Moreover, Appellant’s position is not supported by State v. Smith, 301 S.C. 371, 373, 392
S.E.2d 182, 183 (1990), Baccus, or State v. Weston, 329 S.C. 287, 291, 494 S.E.2d 801, 803
(1997). In Smith, the defendant moved to suppress a knife? allegedly used in the armed robbery
of a Charleston, South Carolina, Master Inn motel that was seized pursuant to a search warrant
from his room at a different motel. 301 SC at 372, 392 S.E.2d at 183.

The Court found that “[t]his affidavit is defective on its face.” Id. at 373, 392 S.E.2d at
183. The Court explained that “the affidavit sets; forth no facts as to why police believed Smith
robbed the Master Host Inn. Although the record reveals that police ;elied upon information
from an informant, the?e is no indication that this fact was made known to the magistrate, or that
the magistrate made any deterthina?ion of the informant's reliability.” Id. As a result, the‘Court )
remanded the case for the trial judge to fhe trial court for a hearing to determine whether or not
sufficient orél testimony was presented to th(; magistrate to support a finding of probable cause.
Id.

The Court reached a similar conclusion with respect to‘ the affidavit in support of the
search warrant for the seizure of the defendant’s automobile in Weston. The affidavit at issue in

Weston stated that a Claude Crumlin was the victim of an armed robbery and assault with intent

to kill on the night of March 18, 1994; that the defendant was a suspect in these crimes and was

22



the registered owner of the vehicle to be searched; and that a witness stated that the defendant
was driving the vehicle at the time of the incident. /d. at 289, 494 S.E.2d at 802
The Court found that:
the affidavit failed to set forth any facts as to why policé believed Westori
committed the Crumlin crime. The first three sentences of the affidavit were mere
conclusory statements. While the fourth sentence provided information linking
Weston to his car at the time of the incident, it offered nothing to link Weston or
the Datsun to the Crumlin crime itself. Additionally, there was absolutely nothing
on the face of the affidavit from which the ministerial recorder could have
assessed the veracity and basis of knowledge of the informant. Therefore, based
on the totality of the circumstances, we find the affidavit could not have provided

the ministerial recorder with a substantial basis for finding probable cause to
search Weston's car. :

Id. at 291-92, 494 S.E.2d at 803.

Finally in Baccus, the Court found that the trial court erred by refusing to suppress
evidence seized‘L from Appellaht’s residence because the search warrant was not supported by
probable cause. The search warrant sought clothing aﬁd forensic evidence possibly c;)nne'cted to
the -victim’s homicide since the Asupporting affidavit failed to sét forth any facts‘ as to why police
believed that the appellant had committed the /crime. The /supporting affidavit merely stated that
at the time of the hiss arrest, officers viewed a pile of what appeared to be smoldering clothing
lying on the ground beside the appellant’s residence, and that the appellant's bloodstained vehicle
was located a quarter mile from his residence. Baccus,- 367 S.C. at 51-52, 625 S.E.2d at 221-222.

The Court concluded that the supporting affidavit failed to set forth any facts as to why
police believed that the appellant had committed the murder because “[t]he language in the
affidavit lacks speciﬁcAity and contains conclusory statements. Given the totality of the
circumstances, we conclude the .issuing magistrate did not have a substantial basis to find

probable cause for a search of [a]ppellant's residence, and the trial court erred in admitting

evidence seized pursuant to the search warrant.” Id. at 52, 625 S.E.2d at 222.
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Contrary to these cases, the supporting affidavit in Appellant’s case provided .sufﬁcient
information for the magistrate that there was a homicide; that both Appellant and another person,
“Creep,” were linked to this offense; that the requested information was for Appellant’s phone;
that he had used the phone on the day of the murder, including both before and after the murder;
and that he was still in possession of the phone at the time (;f his arrest.

Additionally, the State was attemptin\g to locate the person whom Appellant claimed that
he was with on the night of June 8", Creep. This factor further distinguishes Smith, Weston and
Baccus. It was reasonable to conclude that information leading officers to Creep’s identity might
be on the phone. As a result, the magistrate had a “substantial basis for ... conclud[ing]” that
probable cause existed. Gates, 462.U.S. at 238-39, 103 S.Ct. at 2332.

At trial, Appellant conceded that the affidavit set forth i)robable cause to believe that a
crime was committed but suggested that “what’s missing here in both of these search warrants is
any nexus... [or] connection between the cell phone and the cell phone records and the crime
itself.” The problem with his argument is that the "nexus" requirement relates only to the nexus
between the place to be searched and the relevant évidence for which the police are looking. “In
determining where a search warrant is supported by probable cause, the crucial element ié not
whether the target of the search i‘s suspected of crime, but whether it is reasonable to believe that
the items to be seized will be found in the place to be searched.” United States v. Lalor, 996 F.2d
1578, 1582 (4™ Cir. 1993) (ciﬁng Zurcher v. Stanford Daily, 436 U.S. 547, 556 & n. 6, 98 S.Ct.
1970, 1976-77 & n. 6 (1978)); Anderson, 851 F.2d at‘ 729-30 (4™ Cir. 1988) (observing that
“It]he Fifth, Sixth, Eighth, and Ninth Circuits have held thét the nexus between the place to be

searched and the items to be seized may be established by the nature of the items and the normal
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inferences of vx;here one would likely keep such evidence” and adopting that reasoning).
Nevertheless, the State presented the nexus that he claims was nécessa'ry.

Because police obtained a warrant that was supported by probable cause, his reliance
upon the United States Supreme Court’s decision in Riley v. California is misplaced. In Riley,
police conducted warrantless searches of the contents of the defendants’ cell phones following
arrest, as a Search incident to arrest. ”fhe issue in Riley was whether the search incident to arrest
exception, first articulated in Chimel v. California, 395 U.S. 752, 89 S.Ct. 2034, 23 L.Ed.2d 685
(1969), overcame that privacy interest for the contents of an arrestee's cell phone. Riley, 134
S.Ct. at 2480-85. The Court determined thét it did not because neither the interest in prétecting
the police officers’ safety nor the interest in preventing the destruction of evidence justified
dispensing with the warrant requiremént before officers could search digital data ’on the
arrestees’ cell phones. Id at 2485-88, 2491-92. The concerns that the Court expressed in Riley,
however, are absent in this case, since police obtained a warrant that was supported by probable
before they acquired the information at issue.

Likewise, Appellant’s reliance on United States v. Jones, 132 S.Ct. 945, 949 (2012),
(attaching a global positioning system (GPS) tracking device to a car and rﬁonitoring the car's
movements for twenty-eight days, without a valid warrant, violated the Fourth Amendment
because placing device on car required Government to “physically occup[y] private bropefty for
the purpose of obtaining inforrpation”) is misplaced. Jones and cases like State v. Adams, 354
S.C. 361, 378, 580 S.E.2d 785, f94 (Ct.App. 2003), are'readily dﬁstinguishable frdm this case’
because this case did not involve the commission oti a trespass by police, or a month-long
constant governinental surveillance, without judicial oversight. Further, aﬁd unlike Jones, here, .

the actions of the police were subject to judicial review by a magistrate, who found that probable
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cause existed to issue the search warrants. Thus, whatever qualms some members of the United
States Supreme Court may have about whether they may need to rethink certain older Fourth
Amendment jurisprudence based ﬁpon technological advances, none of those concerns are
present here. The same is true of the concerns voiced by Justice Heam,: in her dissent in State v.
Dykes, 403 S.C. 499, 511-522, 744 S.E.2d 505, 511-517 (2013) (Hearn, J. dissenting).

To the contrary, the limited 5 day span of records and cell phone activity (as opposed to
electronic monitoring of the defendant’s movements for a protracted period of time without any
judicial oversight, as in the GPS cases, would satisty Justice Alito’s concurrence in Jones, 132
S.Ct. at 957-64 (Alito, J., concurring), as would judicial review of the police action. See Id. at
949. These factors would also satisfy the concurring opinions in Jones, which included obifter
dictum finding that “use of long[] term GPS monitoring in investigations of most offenses
impinges on expectations of privacy.” See Jones, 132 S.Ct. at 955-57 (Sotomayor, concurring);
id. at 961-64 (Alito, J., concurring in the judgment).

3. Appellant’s claims that article 1, § 10 of the South Carolina
Constitution required suppression because it “favors an
interpretation offering a higher level of privacy protection than the
Fourth Amendment" and because “[t]he focus in the state constitution
is on whether the invasion of privacy is reasonable, regardless of the
person's expectation of privacy' are not properly before this Court on
appeal because he did not present these arguments to the trial judge.

Realizing that his motion to suppress lacks merit under the Fourth Amendment,
Appellant claims that S.C. Const. art. 1, § 10 required suppression because it “ ‘favors an
interpretation offering a higher level of privacy protection than the Fourth Amendment.” Stare v.
Forrester, 343 S.C. 637, 645, 541 S.E.2d 837, 841 (2001).” He likewise claims that the South

Carolina constitutional right to privacy required suppression because “ ‘[t]he focus in the state

constitution is on whether the invasion of privacy is reasonable, regardless of the person's
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expectation of privacy.” State v. Weaver, 374 S.C. 313, 322, 649 S.E.2d 479, 483 (2007).”
FBOA, p. 15. However, his arguments that S.C. Const. art. 1, § 10 required suppression are not
properly before this Court on appeal because they were not presented to the trial judge. While he
, . ‘,
referenced S.C. Const. art. 1, § 10 in his motion to suppress (R. p.‘61) and at the hearing on his
motion, he did not argue either that the South Carolina constitutional right to privacy afforded
greater protection than the Fourth Amendrﬁent or that the ;tate constitution focuses upon whether
the invasion of privacy is reasonable, regard/less of the person's expectation of privacy. As a
result, his arguments are not properly before this Court on appeal. See Bailey, 298 S.C. at 5-6,
377 S.E.2d at 584 (a party cannot argue one theory in support of motion at trial and a different
theory on appeal); State v. Byram, 326 S.C. 107, 485 S.E.2d 360 (1997) (same); State v.
Prioleau, 345 S.C. 404, 411, 548 S.E.2d 213, 216 (2001) (an objection should be addressed to
the trial court in a sufficiently specific manner that brings attention to the exact error); State v.
Watts, 321 S.C. 158, 167, 467 S.E.2d 272, 278 (Ct.App. 1996) (“To‘ be preserved for aﬁpellate
review, an issue must be both presented to and passed upon by the trial court”); State v.
Vanderbilt, 287 S.C. 597, 340 S.E.2d 543 (1986) (“Issues not properly preserved at trial may not
be raised for the first time on appeal. To the extent that State v. Griffin, [129 S.C. 200, 124 S.E.
81 (1924)], may be inconsistent with this result it is overruled”).

Alternatively, Respondent su'bmitsv that his reliance on S.C. Const. art. 1, § 10 is
misplaced. In Fi orresfer, the first issue before the Court was whether the state constitutional right
to privacy provision “require[d] police officers to inform citizens that they have the right to
refuse consensual searches and without such admonition, a search is involuntary.” 343 S.C. atm

o9
645, 541 S.E.2d at 841. The Court concluded that it did not, the Court concluded that “while our

state constitution may provide a higher level of protection in the search and seizure context, it
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does not go so far as. to require informed consent prior to government searches.” Id. at 645-48,
541 S.E.2d at 841-43. |

However, the Court observed that the “[u]nder our state constitution, suspects are free to
lirﬁit the scope of the searches to which théy consent. When relying on the conéent ofa suspect, a
police officer's search must not exceed the scope of the consent granted or the searcﬁ becomes
unreasonable.” /d. at 648, 541 S.E.2d at 843. Based upon fhis right, the Court found that the
police officer “exceeded the scope of Forrester's consent when he proceeded beyond the visual
inspection of the purse granted by Férrester to an intense physical examination of the purse. As a

N \ .
result, the crack cocaine should have been excluded at trival. Id.

In Weaver,‘ the question was whether S.C. Const. art. 1, § 10 “goes so far as to require a
warrant beforé the search and seizure of a vehicle located in the back yard of a private
residence.” 374 S.C. at 322, 649 S.E.2d at 483. Although the Court did state that “[t]he focus in
the state constitution is on whether the invaéion of privacy is reasonable, regardless of the
person's expectation of privacy in the vehicle to be searched, id., it explained that “[o]nce the
officers have probable cause to search a Vwehicle, the state constitution's requirement thatithe
invasion of one's privacy be reasonable will be met.” Id. There Court then held that “the invasion
of petitioner's privacy was reasonable because the officers had probable cause to search wﬁere
, pretitioner had apparently used the Jeep to leave the scene of a murder and attempted to.destroy
evidence of the crime th’at was located inside the Jeep. Accordingly, the search of the Jeep
satisfied the reciuirements of the South Carollina Constitution.” Id.

As with Forrester and Weaver, the caseé in which the Courts have discussed whether

there was a violation of the state constitutional right to privacy have all involved challenges to

police action taken without a warrant. E.g., State v. Counts, ___ S.E.2d , 2015 WL 4099256

i

H
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 (S.C., July 08, 2015) (Police officers had reasonable suspicion of illegal activity prior to
conducting a “knock and talk” at defendant's residence, and thus “knock and talk” procedure did
not violate defendant's state constitutional right to privacy; law enforcement had received two
separate anonymous tips from citizens who alleged that defendant was selling drugs, and that
identified vehicles driven by defendant, his phone number and use of multiple identifieé, and
officers had confirmed that defendant had two false identification cards on record and had prior
drug convictions); State v. Moore, 377 S.C. 299, 306-08, 659 S.E.2d 256, 260-61 (Ct.App.
2008).

As opposed to these cases, the police in Appellant’s case obtained a search warrant, after
a neutral and detached magistrate determined that there was probable cause to issue the warrant.
As a result, Appellant’s reliance upon art. 1, § 10 must be rejected because the determination of
probable cause under the Fourth Amendment “the state constitution's requirement that the
invasion of one's privacy be reasonable [was] met.” Weaver, 374 S.C. at 322, 649 S.E.2d at 483.

4. The warrant was not dverly broad.

Nor was the warrant in this case overly broad, as Appellant claims. In State v. Williams,
297 S.C. 404, 407, 377 S.E.2d 308, 310 (1989), the South Carolina Supreme Court exﬁlained
that:

The “particular description” requirement is aimed at preventing general warrants- |

those authorizing “a general, exploratory rummaging in a person's belongings.”

Coolidge v. New Hampshire, 403 U.S. 443, 467, 91 S.Ct. 2022, 2038, 29 L.Ed.2d

564, 582 (1971). See also United States v. Sierra, 585 F.Supp: 1236 (D.N.J.1984),

aff'd, 755 F.2d 925 (3d Cir.1984); State v. Sullivan, 277 S.C. 35, 282 S.E.2d 838

(1981). “By limiting the authorization to search to the specific areas and things for

which there is probable cause to search, the requirement ensures that the search

will be carefully tailored to its justifications, and will not take on the character of

the wide-ranging exploratory searches the Framers intended to prohibit.”

Maryland v. Garrison, 480 U.S. 79, 107 S.Ct. 1013, 1017, 94 L.Ed.2d 72, 80
(1987). : ,
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See also State v. Thompson, 363 S.C; 192, 200, 609 S.E.2d 556, 560-61 (Ct.App. 2005)

In Thompson, this Court found the portion of a search warrant authorizing the search éf
any transportation that the defendant “was riding in or on and any type of luggage in his
‘possession” Was overly broad and not supported by probable cause. However, the Court found
that “the invalid portions of the warrant relating to the search of Thompson's vehicle and luggage
are severable from the authorization relating to the séarch of Thompéon's person.” Id. at 205, 609
S.E.2d at 563. The Court concluded that “[b]ecause the portion of the warrant allowing the
séarch of Thompson's person remains valid, and because none of the evidence sought to be
suppressed was derived from the overbroad portions of the warrant, ... Thompson's request for
suppression of this evidence was properly denied.” /d.

Appellant also relies upon the Second Circuit Court of Appeals’ decision in United State;
v. Galpin, 720 F.3d 436 (2d Cir. 2013). However, Galpin does not support his claim that the
warrant here was overly broad. The problem with the search warrant in Galpin is that evidence
seized as a result of the warrant was apparently used to éharge the defendant with multiple
charges, all but one of which were not the crimes for which probable cause had been established
when the warrant was issued and on which the warrant was based. Id. at 447-48. No similar
problem is present with the search warrant challenged by‘ Appellant. Also, notwithstanding
Galpin, the Second Circuit Court of Appeals has stated that “in a doubtful case, [courts] accord
preference to the warrant.” United States v. Irving, 452 F.3d 110, 125 (2nd Cir. 2006) (citation
omitted).

| The warrant in this case was not overly broad because it did not authdrize “a general,
exploratory rummaging in a person's belongings.” Coolidge, 403 U.S. at 467, 91 S.Ct. at 2038.

Rather, it was “limit[ed] ... to the specific areas and things for which there is probable cause to
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search,” the i‘tems to be searcheci were relevant to the offense charged, including Appellant’s
involvement therein and locating a possible accomplice v;/hom he identified by nickname only,
and the period covered by the warrant was for only five days closely tied to the date of the
murder. See United States v. Karrer, 460 Fed.Appx. 157, 161, 3 (3rd Cir. 2012) (ﬁnding district
court properly rejected overbreadth claim where, “the warrant identified particular devices and
file types to be searched fon evidence of a specific etatutory offense” and the warrant
“sufficiently identified a time period during which the suspected offenses occurred. /d. The
Court also concluded that “the warrant's authorization to search and seize virtually all c'omputer-
nelated items in [petitioner’s] home [did] not invalidate the warrant.” Id. See also United States v.
Johnson, 690 F.2d 60, 64 (3™ Cir. 1982) (“When a warrant is accompanled by an affidavit that is
incorporated by reference, the afﬁdav1t may be used in construlng the scope of the warrant”)
United States v. Richards, 659 F.3d 527, 5417 (6™ Cir. 2011) (Court finding that search warrant |
was not too broad because “[a]t the time of the seizure, agents did not know how and where the [

] related content would be stored on the server”).

5. The officers acted in objectively good faith reliance upon the warrant
that was issued.

Even if there was no probable cause to issue the search warrant, Respondent submits that
suppression of the evidence was not required because the officers acted in good faith reliance
upon it. In Davis v. United States, 131 S.Ct. 2419, 2427 (2011), the Court explained that:

The basic insight of the [United States v. Leon, 468 U.S. 897, 104 S.Ct. 3405
(1984)] line of cases is that the deterrence benefits of exclusion “var[y] with the
culpability of the law enforcement conduct” at issue. [Herring v. United States,
555 U.S. 135, 143, 129 S.Ct. 695, 701 (2009)]. When the police exhibit
“deliberate,” “reckless,” or “grossly negligent” disregard for Fourth Amendment
rights, the deterrent value of exclusion is strong and tends to outweigh the
‘resulting costs. Id., at 144, 129 S.Ct. 695. But when the police act with an
objectively “reasonable good-faith belief” that their conduct is lawful, Leon,
supra, at 909, 104 S.Ct. 3405 (internal quotation marks omitted), or when their
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conduct involves only simple, “isolated” negligence, Herring, supra, at 137, 129 .

S.Ct. 695, the “ ‘deterrence rationale loses much of its force,” ” and exclusion

cannot “pay its way.” See Leon, supra, at 919, 908, n. 6, 104 S.Ct. 3405 (quoting

[United States v. Peltier, 422 U.S. 531, 539, 95 S.Ct. 2313, 2318 (1975))).

“Where the alleged Fourth Amehdment violation involves a search or seizure pursuant to
a warrant, the fact that a neutral magistrate has issued a warrant is the clearest indication that the
officers acted in an objectively reasonable manner or, as we have sometimes put it, in “objective
good faith.” [Leon, 468 U.S. at 922-923, 104 S.Ct. at 342Q].” Messerschmidt v. Millénder, 132~
S.Ct. 1235, 1245 (2012). A claim of good faith reliance on a warrant issped by a magistrate may
be defeafed and suppression is an appropriate remedy only (1) “if the magistrate or judge in
issuing a warrant was misled by information in an affidavit that the affiant knew was false or
would have known was false except for his reckless disregard of the truth;” (2) “in cases where
the issuing magistrate wholly abandoned his judicial role in the manner condemned in Lo-Ji
Sales, Inc. v. New York, 442 U.S. 319, 99 S.Ct. 2319, 60 L.Ed.2d 920 (1979);” and (3) if there is
a showing that the warrant was “based on an affidavit so lacking in indic{a of probable cause as
to render official belief in its existence entirely unreasonable.” Leon, 468 U.S. at 923, 104 S.Ct.
at 3421.%° In spite of Drayton’s contrary positioﬁ, Respondent submits that he cannot meet this

I &

standard because the officers did not act in “deliberate,” “reckless,” or “grossly negligent”

2 In Sachs, 264 S.C at 559, 216 S.E.2d at 510, the Court found a good faith exception permits the introduction of
evidence seized pursuant to a warrant that is defective under § 17-13-140, if the officers have made a good faith
attempt to comply with the affidavit requirement. In State v. McKnight, 291 S.C. 110, 112-13, 352 S.E.2d 471, 472
(1987), police officers orally recited the facts upon which the warrant was based, but no affidavit was ever executed.
As a result, the Court found that there was no good faith effort to comply with the statute, but the Court declined to
decide whether there is a good faith exception for officers who execute a search with objectively reasonable reliance
on a warrant that is ultimately found to be invalid. /d. at 114 & n. 2, 352 S.E.2d at 473 & n.2. Other appellate
decisions refusing to recognize a good faith exception to § 17-13-140 have - like McKnight - involved situations
where either there was no effort to comply with the affidavit requirement or there was no effort to supplement a
defective affidavit. E.g., State v. Johnson, 302 S.C. 243, 249, 395 S.E.2d 167, 170 (1990); Weston, 329 S.C. at
290-293, 494 S.E.2d at 802-804. That did not occur here.
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disregard for Fourth Amendrﬁent rights,” as demonstratéd. Davis, 131 S.Ct. at 2427. Thus,
suppression was not required, id., and the trial judge’s ruling must be affirmed.

I1. The trial judge did not abuse his discretion by finding that Appellant’s June 10, 2011
custodial statement was freely and voluntarily given where the totality of the circumstances
was that neither the interviewing officers’ refusal to provide Appellant a cigarette nor the
officers’ statements to him that “cigarettes were for cooperators” and that “non-
cooperators got prison, not cigarettes,” caused his will to be overborne and rendered his
statement involuntary.

Respondent further submits that the trial judge did not abuse his discretion by finding that
Appellant’s June 10, 2011 éustodial statement vx;as freely and voluntarily given, where the
totality of the circumstances was that neither the interviewing officers’ refusal to provide
Appellant a cigarette nor the officers’ s;[ateﬁlenfs to him that “cigarettes were for cooperators”
and that “non-cooperators got prison, not» cigarettés,” caused his will to be overborne and thereby
rendered his statefnent involuntary. Rather, the video of the interview- reflects that he did not
make his statement until more than an hour after cigarettes are last mentioned and following
Appellanf’s private conversations with his girlfriend and his mother, with whom he had asked to
speak and which lasted for thirty minutes.

A. The Jackson v. Denno®' hearing and the trial judge’s ruling.

The State’s only witnéss at .the Jackson v. Deﬁno hearing was David Osborne, who
testified that he is employed in the Ninth Circuit Solicitor’s Office but that he was employed as a
in the Charleston Police Department in June 2011, where he was the sergeant in charge of the
homicide unit. R.pp. 6-7. Sgt. Osborne interviewed appellant on :June 10, 2011. Appellant did
not appear to have any mental defects, he appeared to be of nomél intelligence, he did not

appear to be intoxicated, he appeared to understand what Sgt. Osborne said to him and he

answered cogently. Appellant did not express any indication of an unwillingness to speak. Also,

2 Jackson v. Denno, 378 U.S. 368, 84 S.Ct. 1774 (1964).
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Sgt. Osborne did not make any threats of vi'olence-pror.nises of future leniency, in order to get
Appellant to speak. The entire inter{/iew lasted for approximately 4" to 5 hours. R.pp. 7-10.

The video of the interview (State’s Ex. 56) reflects that Sgt. Kosarko entered the room at
approximately 9:18 p.m. (21:18:32). Before the officers began questioning Appellant, Sgt.
Osborne first advised him of his rights pursuanf to Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. 436, .86 S.Ct..
1602 (1966). Appellant indicated that he understood each right as it was read to him and he
signed a form indicating hi; understanding of thése -rights, which each officer ;vitnessed.
21:18:47 — 21:20:18. See also R.pp. 9-12. Sgt. Osborne denied giving Appellant ;‘hints or

‘inclinations” about the answers ‘that he was seeking at first. Instead, Sgt. Osborne allowed
Appellant to tell his version of what had occurred. R.pp. 12-13.

For most of the interview, Appellant insisted that he was in Orangeburg and that he had
never gone to the apartment complex in Charleston, even when confrénted with evidence
demonstrating that he was lying to the officers about his whereabouts for the night of the 8" and
even though Sgt. Osborne became frustrated with his story. After interviewing Appe'llant for
over 3 Y hours, Sgt. Osborne allowed Appellant to speak to both his girlfriend, Tenika, and his
mother, on Sgt. Osborne’s cell phone before they contimied the interview. R.pp. 13-21. It was
following this conversation that Appellant changed his story and admitted having been in
Charleston on the night of the 8. R.pp. 21-23. Eventually, Appellant invoked his right to
counsel. R.pp. 23-24.

On cross-examination, Sgt. Osborne aéin;itted that Appellant had asked for a éigarette on
several occasions during the interview but that he would not allow Appellant to have a cigarette,

and he continued with the interview. He even asimitted that he told Appellant that cigarettes were

/
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for peoplevwho cooperate, and indicated that this was said ‘out of frust;ation. Tr. pp. 75-80.
R.pp. 27-32.

In addition. to the testimony présented by Sgt. Osborne, the State introduced State’s Ex.
56. The video of the interview clearly demonstrateé that Appellant’s statement was freely and
~voluntarily given./ The video begins at 9:02:00 (21:02:00), which is well before the actﬁa‘l
interview. Before the interview begins, Appellant asks if there is any way that he could he get a
smoke. 21:05:07. Sgt. Osborne tells him that they might be able to ‘work. it out. 21:05:14. Then,
as Sgt. Osbome is getting Appellant’s élothes, he asked Appellant if Appellant needs to use the
bathroom or warranted water. Appellant indicates that he does not need to use the bathroom, but

he may want some water after he smokes a cigarette. Sgt. Osborne’s reply is “okay. There

enough.” 21:13:45 —21:13:56.

As noted, the advice of rights begins at 21:18:47. Roughly fifty minutes into the

interview, Appellant asks for -a cigarette. 22:11:59. Sgt. Osborne says “No, cigarettes are for

guys who cooperate.” When Appellant insists that he has cooperated, Sgt. Osborne says, “Guys

who don’t cooperate end up going to prison for a long time.” This exchange ends at 22:12:13 and

the officers exit the room.? Although another ofﬁqer thereafter comes into the room and obtains
information for the paperwqu associated with Appéllant’s arrest, the interview did not start
again until 22:18:40 when Sgt. Osborne re-enters room.

Sgt. Osborne tells Appellaht that Tenika did> not believe it and wanted fo talk to him. In
response, Appellant says, “Please let me talk to her.” Sgt. Osborne- dials the number on his own
phone, hands the phone to Appellant and leaves the room at 22:18:50 (10:18 p.m.). Appellant

speaks with her, alone, until 22:28:00, when Sgt. Kosarko enters the room. As Kosarko starts to

22 Sgt. Osborne re-enters the room at 22:13:08 and briefly asks Appellant to identify person in a photograph, but he
leaves the room at 22:113:34 after Appellant did not identify person in the photograph.
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exit the room after Appellant ended the call, Appellant asks to “please” ’speakj with him again.
22:28:46. Appellant then says that he is a cigarette smoker and asks if he can “have a cigarette to
calm myself.” He adds that “so mucﬁ is going through my head.” in response to Sgt. Kosarko’s
. reply that he did not have a cigarette, Appellant indicated that “Goldstein do.” (Sic). When Sgt.
Kosarko questions whether Goldstein has a cigarette, Appellant indicates that he had asked
Géldstein. Sgt. Kosarko tells him at this point, “That’s just not going to happén, man.”

At 22:29::10 (10:29 p.m.), Sgt. Kosarko tells Appellant that having a cigarette will not
clear his head. Appellant acknowledges this, but says that it would calm him down. He states that
things keep “coming ai” him and he realizes that he is in a “whole world of trouble.” At
22:30:05, Sgt. Sgt. Kosarko says that “You’ve done nothing tonighi to help youréelf, nothing,
and a cigarette is not going to change that.” Rather, Kosarko tells Appellant that he needs “to do
the right thing” to change this. Yet, Appellant refuses to change his story, even after Sgt.
Osborne re-enters thel office and starts questioning him again.

He persists with this version for almost another hour, despite officers repeatedly
confronting him with evidence placing him at the scene with his girlfriend’s car.? For the most
part, his demeanor is very calm, even when admitting (at 23:09:10) that no one could say that he
was in Orangeburg that night.24 At 23:20:10, he says that Sgt. Osborné did not know how tense
he was, he says tﬁat he is a heavy smoker and I don’t know how I’m going to make it ... in jail”
becéuse of his “nicotine habit.” When he says that he has asked for a cigarette, he compare\s his

desire for a cigarette to the craving of methadone or heroin addicts. In reply, Sgt. Osborne says

2 When Appellant expresses concern about retaliation by the victim’s family against his sister (22:55:44), Sgt.
Osborne explains that police had done everything to eliminate the possibility of retaliation, and that this was not a
concern, ; '

2 At23:16:11, Appellant asks for water and Sgt. Kosarko leaves to get it. Sgt. Osborne then asks if Appellant needs
to use bathroom and Appellant says no. 23:16:17. Sgt. Kosarko brings in water at 23:18:18. At 23:35:34, he again -
wants more water and Sgt. Kosarko gets it for him. Sgt. Osborne then asks if Appellant needs to use bathroom and
Appellant says no. 23:35:45. He receives water at 23:36:14.
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that if he tells police what happened, fﬁey will go outside and smoke a cigarette. See 23:20:10 -
23:21:10. |

Appellant then laughs and ‘s'ays,' “We’re still back at square one,” 23:\2Xl:13, and he
continues to assert that he was not in Charleston on the 8". After Sgt. Osborne explains that
Appellant doesn’t want to walk out of, the room with the statement that he had given, Appellant
says, “That’s what I’'m saying right-now as far as‘the cigarette thing.” 23:24:45 — 23:24:51. In
response, Sgt. Osborne tells him, “We ‘are not going to have a cigarette until we get a truthfuli
story out of you. I’'m telliné you that right now. It’s not going to happeﬁ." He also tells Appellant
that Appellant is not going to “bargain” or “negotiate” with him. 23:24:52 — 23:25:06.

Yet, Appellant still did not 'change his story. At 23:46:24 — 23:46:46, Appellant again
mentions' his “addiction” to cigarettes, in the course of explaining that Osborne will get mad at
him if he changes his story. Sgt. Osborne télls him that if he cooperates, he can have a cigaretté
“right now,” but he will not get a cigarette if he does not cooperate. Nevertheless, he did not
change his story, even though he is questioned for over thirty-two minutes. At 12:19:08 a.m. on
June 11" 00:19:07, Appellant asks if he can speak with Tenika again, and ng. Osborne
agrees to let him do 0.2 Sgt. Osborne dials her ﬁumber on his cell phone, hands he phone to
Appellant and leaves the room at 00:19:50.%

Among other matters, they discuss the evidence placin'g her car at the scene; evidence of
his moti've; and that contrary to what police told him, his niece did not see him there. He also -
asks her, early in their conversation, what she thinks he should do. 00:20:52 — 00:30:05. After the

signal for this call is dropped, he redials the number and fhey resume their conversation at

%5 Contrary to Appellant’s assertion that this was Sgt. Osborne’s idea, as “a new interrogation strategy,” FBOA at
26, the video reflects that he, in fact, asked to talk to her and was permitted to do so. The only “strategy” involved
was permitting him to do what he wanted.

26 Apparently, the original call did not connect and Appellant redials the number. Appellant then talks to Tenika.
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00:30:34. In this conversation, he asks her if she will suppoﬁ him. At 12:34:01 a.m., he tells her
that he saw the shooting but did not shoot. Rather, he walked up and saw what happened. He also
says that he did not know the shqotef and that hé and the‘\ shooter were not together. He tells her
that he did not admit that he was present because he Was scared.

When Sgt, Osborne starts to enter the room at 00:38:15, Appellant pauses 1n his
conversation and tells Osborne, “I’m getting there. I’'m getting there ... to where you want.” Sgt.
Osborne immediately leaves the room and Appellant resumes his conversation with Tenika. This
call ends at 00:40:38, and he calls his mother. He talks to his mothér about the crime from
00:41:39 until 00:49:59, when Sgt. Osborne re-enters the room. In this conversation, he says that
police want him to say that the passenger was the shooter but his passenger did not do it. He also
reviews the evidence, as he understands it, with. his mother, and he admits that he had already
given police a statement that “wasn’t true.” He tells his mother to “hold on” at 00:50:55 and
hands the phoﬁe to Sgt. Osborne. Sgt. Osborne speaks to her for almost a minute before
Appellant asks if the other detective had to be in the room.. 00:51:26. Sgt. Osborne tells
Appellant’s mother that he will call her back in five minutes and ends the call at 00:52:10.
Osbt)rne tells Appellant that the other detective did not have to be present. Then, Appellan
be/gan speaking. ' |

Starting at 00:52:31, he finally says that he had gone to the Charlestén apartment
compiex with “Creep” to get Appellant’s clothes; that he had backed the car into the parking
'place; that he had seen a man walking a dog while he was there.; that he saw the “ ‘D’ dude,” a
dark skinned man with a “low haircut” shoot the victim; that the shooter was the person in the
photograph that he had been sho.wn earlier; that he did not know Creep’s namé, address or phone

number, even though they had been friends for “a couple of months;” that neither he nor Creep
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had called the victim that night; and that he had not spoken to the victim in two weeks. Finally,
Appellant invokes his right to counsél at 00:58:56.

Counsel for Appellant argued, in relevant part, that under the totality of the
circumstances, he was “bothered by the cigarette request,” not simply because Appellant asked
for a cigarette and was refused one, but because Sgti Osborne told him that only people who
cooperated received cigarettes. R.pp. 36-37. The trial judge initially indicated that he understood
that éigarettes could possibly be construed as “creature comforts,” and that Sgt. Osborne’s
statement could be construed as promising Appellant something if he gave a statement stating
what the officers wanted him to say. However, thé trial judge declined to rule on whether this
rendered the statement involuntary until after he had read relevant cases. R.pp. 38-40.

Following the pathologist’s testimony, the trial judge again addressed this matter in
camera. The State argued that although it may not be “the best policy... [or] practice” it did not
render the statement involuntary. Therefore, the State argued that the statement should not be
excluded. R.pp. 217-219. Trial counsel argued that it was not simply the deprivation of a
cigarette that rendered the statement involuntary. Rather, it was the fact that a cigarette was held
out as-a reward if Appellant cooperated. Further, after this conversation, Sgt. Osborne leaves the
room. “Let’s him sit a while and comes back and ... starts interviewing again.” R.pp. 219-220.
Counsel observed that if Appellant had been told the same thing in response to a request for
water, his subsequent statement would clearly be inv'(l)luntary.'Counsel added that “towards the
end he’s cold.” While counsel admitted that he did an find any case law to suppoﬁ this position,
he found many cases which indicated that providing the accused with a cigarette showed that the

statement was voluntary. R.pp. 220-222.
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The trial judge found that counsel’s argument was “reasonable” and that an inference
could be drawn from the statement that “cigarettes are for those who cooperate” that this was a
promise or potential reward. However, he obser‘vedv that '“we; also have before he changed his
story, an opportunity to talk to persons whom he chose to call. And that’s when the story
changed. It wasn’t before that.” Thefefore, the trial . judge found that Appellant’s statement was
freely\ and voluntarily given By a preponderance of the evidence and under the totality of the
circumstances. R.pp. 2l22-22l3.

Discussion.

[ 131 230

There was no error. Questioning suspects is indispensable in law enforcement.

Culombe v. Connecticut, 367 U.S. 568, 578, 81 S.Ct. 1860, 1865 (1961). The United States

Supreme Court in Culombe set forth the general test of voluntariness to be applied to the waiver

4

of Miranda rights and any issue concerning the voluntariness of confessions generally.

In light of our past opinions and in light of the wide divergence of views which
men may reasonably maintain concerning the propriety of various police
investigative procedures not involving the employment of obvious brutality, this
much seems certain: It is impossible for this Court, in enforcing the Fourteenth
Amendment, to attempt precisely to delimit, or to surround with specific, all-
inclusive restrictions, the power of interrogation allowed to state law enforcement
officers in obtaining confessions. No single litmus-paper test for constitutionally
impermissible interrogation has been evolved: neither extensive cross-
questioning—deprecated by the English judges; nor undue delay in arraignment—
proscribed by McNabb; nor failure to caution a prisoner—enjoined by the Judges'
Rules; nor refusal to permit communication with friends and legal counsel at
stages in the proceeding when the prisoner is still only a suspect—prohibited by
several state statutes. .... - /

. Each of these factors, in company with all of the surrounding circumstances—the
duration and conditions of detention (if the confessor has been detained), the
manifest attitude of the police toward him, his physical and mental state, -the
diverse pressures which sap or sustain his powers of resistance and self-control—
is relevant. The ultimate test remains that which has been the only clearly
established test in Anglo-American courts for 200 hundred years: The test of
voluntariness. Is. the confession the product of an essentially free and
unconstrained choice by its maker? If it is, if he has willed to confess, it may be
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used against him. If it is not, if his will has been overborne and his capacity for

self-determination critically lmpazred the use of his confession offends due

process.
Id at 601 022, 81 S.Ct. at 1878-79 (emphasis added) (footnote and citations omitted).

The Umted States Supreme Court has con51stently adhered to Columbe in subsequent
cases. E.g., Dickerson v. United States, 530 U.S. 428, 434, 120 S.Ct. 2326, 2330-31 (2000);
Schneckloth v. Bustamonte, 412 U.S. 218, 223, 93 S.Ct. 2041, 2045-46 (1973); Arizona v.
Fulminante, 499 U.S. 279, 111 S.Ct. 1246 (1991). Likewise, the voluntariness test set forth in
Columbe has been consistently followed by this Court and the South Carolina Supreme Court.
’ E.g., State v. Saliz, 346 S.C. 114, 136, 551 S.E.2d 240, 252 (2001); State v. Rochester, 301 S.C.
196, 199-202, 391 S.E.2d 244, 246-47 (1990); State v. Moultrie, 273 S.C. 60, 61-62, 254 S.E.2d
294, 294-295 (1979); State v. Franklin, 299 S.C. 133, 135-3§, 382 S.E.2d 911, 913-14 (1989).27'
“On appeal, the conclusion of the trial judge as to the voluntariness of a confession will not be
reviewed unless so erroneous as to show an abuse of discretion.” State v. Von Dohlen, 322 S.C.
234,243,471 S.E.2d 689, 695 (1996).

Here, the trial judge properly did not abuse his discretion by concluding that Appellant’s
statement was freely and voluntarily given under the totality of the circumstances. The evidence
reflects that Appellant was not intoxicated; that he did not have any problems communicating

with the officers and the officers did not having problems communicating with him; that he

appeared to be of normal intelligence; that the officers did not make any threats of violence; and

2" In South Carolina, a two-fold determination of voluntariness must take place that is not required by Lego v.
Twomey, 404 U.S. 477, 489 (1972). First, the trial judge must determine, from the context of an in camera hearing,
whether or not appropriate Miranda warnings were given and freely and voluntarily waived. At the in camera
hearing, it is the State’s burden “to prove by a preponderance of the evidence that his rights were voluntarily
waived” and that the confession or statement was freely and voluntarily given. State v. Washington, 266 S.C. 54, 55,
370 S.E.2d 611, 612 (1988) (emphasis in original). Once the trial judge makes a finding that the statement has been
made freely and voluntarily, the matter must then be submitted to the jury, who cannot consider the statement on the
issue of guilt or innocence until they have found that it was made freely and voluntarily beyond a reasonable doubt.
Id.
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that they did not threaten him or offer any léniency as to the charge or sentence, in order to
induce his statement. Nor did the officers withho'lld any other creature comforts from him, other
than cigaretfes. To the contrary, they twice provided him water when he requested it.

» Also, despite Appellant’s repeated requests for a cigarette and the officer’s refusal to
provide him with one, the video reﬂectsl that his demeanor was calm throughout much of the
inteﬁogation. Significantly, he never exhibited any signé of physical discomfort, much leés signs
of withdrawal from an addiction. See United States v. Coleman, 208 F.3d 786, 791 (9th Cir.
2000) (heroin withdrawal and physical discomfort not enough to establish involuntariness of
confession). In light of the serious potential charge that he faced, it is almost incredible to believe
that he would give a statement in order to obtain a single cigarette. See People v. Badgley, 2007
WL 162515, 7 (Mich.App., Jan. 23, 2007) (finding that defendant’s statement was not rendered
involuntary even though “[d]uring the interview, defendant was denied certain liberties,
including his repeated requests to see his fiancée and his family, and a request for a cigarette,”
where defendant faced serious charges and where defendant had been advised and waived his
Miranda rights before giving statement).

Moreover? neither the refusall of Sgts. Osborne and Kosarko to pfovide a cigarette to
Appellant nor the Sgt. Osborne’s statements to him that “cigarettes were fdr cooperators” and
that “non-cooperators got prison, not cigarettes,” caused his will to be overborne and thereby
rendered his statement involuntary. To the éontrary, State’s Ex. 56 reflects that the last mention
of cigarettes occurred at 11:46 p.m. (23:46:24 — 23:46:46), or approximately fifty-four minutes
before Appellant began his statement. (00:52: 31). See Wilkes v. State, 917 N.E.2d 675, 681-82
(Ind. 2009) (“The offer of a cigarette specifically in exchange for information could be viewed as

an inducement leading to an involuntary confession. However, given the lapse in time between
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the cigarette and this admissiqn and that Wilkes had already adfnitted to having ﬂasheé of Donna
in a bloody bed vand of Avery fécedoWn and bound in her bed, the trial court had sufficient
evidence to conclude that ‘Wilkes's will was not overcome by the promise of a cigarette”j.

Further, the trial judge correctly recognized that Appellant djd not give his statement until
after he had spoken to both his girlfriend, Teﬁika, and his mother. Contrary to Appellant’s
argument on appeal, the video of the interview reflects that Appellant asked to speak with
Tenika at 12:19:08 é.m. on June 11", and that he was allowed to speak with Tenika and his
mother for almost thirty-one minutés, alone, before Sgt. Osborne reentered the room at 12:49:59 ‘
a.m. He then began giving i’liS .;,tatemejnt two minqtes latef:

The argument that his statement was involuntgry further ignores that Appellant had
explained earlier in the interview (23:30:04 — 23:30}:51) that his reluctance to give a statement
resulted from evidence that the police had of his motive, and he felt that the police would attempt
to blame the murdervorll him, no matter what he fold them. Likewise, Appellaﬁt’s argument
ignores that when Sgt. Osbortie began to enter the room during his conversation with Tenika, at
00:38:15, Appellant pauses in his conversation and tells Osborne, “I'm getting there. I’'m getting
there ... to where you want.” Sgt. Osborne immediately leaves the room and Appellant resumes
his conversation with Tenika. Thus, the trial judge correctly f(;und that Appellant’s. will was not
overborne by the officers’ refusal to provide him with an opportunity to srﬁoke a cigarette unless
he cooperated. See Anderson v. Terhune, 467 F.3d 1208, 1213 _(9th Cir. 2006) (statement' not
involuntary when detectives.withheld cigarettes until aefendant agreed to talk), rev'd en banc on
other grounds, 516 F.3d 781 (9™ Cir. 2008); People v. Badgley, 2007 WL 162515, 7 (Mich.App;,
Jan. 23, 2007); People v. Nelson, 2003 WL 22890655, 5 (Cal.App., Dec. 8, 2003) (“Detective

Stover's admittedly aggressive questioning and her denial of defendant's request for cigarettes
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did not rise to the level of coercive conduct tending to prodﬁce an involuntary and unreliable
statement”). | |

Appellant further contends that his statement ‘'was involuntary because it lasted, for
approximately five hours; that it was during évening hours; that he was physically and mentally
ethmsted; and that the officers repeatedly used his 6-year-old daughter as leverage in order to
induce a statement. However, these arguments are not properly before this Couﬁ on appeal
because he failed fto raise them at trial. See Bailey, 298 S.C. at 5-6, 377 S.E.2d at 584; McCray,
__ S.E2d at _ ,2015 WL 3875353 at 8.

More importantly, his contention as to the length of the interview and that it occurred at
night is without merit. Statements given after much longer interviews have been found to be
voluntary. See People v. Collins, 106 A.D.3d 1544, 1545, 964 N.Y.S.2d 393, 395 (N.Y.AD., -
May 03, 2013) (“Contrary to defendant's contention, ... his statements made during the first 15 |
hours of interrogation were not involuntallpy due to police coercion”‘),‘ leave to appeal denied,
People v. Collins, 21 N.Y.3d 1072 (N.Y. Sep 12, 2013) (Table); Torrence v. Ozmint, 2008 WL
628604, 23 (D.S.C., Mar. 5, 2008); State v. Neeley, 271 S.C. 33, 244 S.E.2d 522 (1978); State v.
Chasteen, 228 S.C. 88, 88 S.E.2d 880 (1955). And, none of the other factors felied upon by him
to show that his statement was involuntary because his will was overborne.

/

I11. The trial judge did not deny Appellant a fair trial by instructing the jury on accomplice
liability after the jury had begun deliberating. (Appellant’s issues III-IV).

Appellant contends that the trial judge violated due process by instructing the jury
concerning accomplice liability after the jury had begun deliberating because the evidence did
not support the supplemental instruction, and because “the timing of thé instruction prevented
Appellant from addressing the theory in his closing argument.” Respondent ‘submits that the trial

judge’s ruling must be affirmed because (1) there was sufficient evidence of accomplice liability
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in the record to support the State’s request-to-charge on this theory, which wés originally denied
by the trial judge but should have been given; (2) a question from the jury (Court’s Ex. 2, R. p. -
687) rendered an instruction on accomplice liability appropriate based upon the evidence
presented to it, (3) Appellant clearly was not prejudiced by the instruction, since it precluded the
jury from convicting him based upon a finding that he was merely presént; and (4) the trial judge
could not have simply answered the jury’s question by instructing that there was no evidence
supporting an instruction on accomplice liability because this would have violated these South
Carolina Constitutional provision prohibiting a trial judge from commenting upon the facts in his
jury instructions, S.C. Const. art. v, § 21.

A. The charge conference and the original charge.

Thé State requested an accomplice liability jury instruction because there were two men
involved and “we haven’t been able to identify a co-defendant.” The trial judge interrupted the
State, observing that “the whole testimony in this case is [Appellant’s] the shooter” and finding
that the requested instruction was not supported by the record beca}ﬁse the State had not claimed
that the passenger with appellant on the night of June g Was involved in the crime. R.pp. 461-
463. Following closing arguments by the parties, the trial judge instructed the jury on the law
applicable to the case. Consistent with his prior ruling, he did not instruct jurors on accomplice
liability. R.pp. 500-526. The jury began deliberating at 4:07 p.m., after the trial judge corrected
an inadvertent misstatement with respeét to his instructions on proof beyond a reasonable doubt.
See R.pp. 528-529.

B. Thé jury’s qﬁestion and the éupplemental instruction.

The jury submitted a question at 5:00 p.m. R.p. 529, line 17. The jury’s asked for the trial

judge to “defined murder again” and it asked “if the other individual pulled the trigger can the '
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defendant still be guilty?” (C'ourt’s Ex. 2, R.p. 687). Th_e trial judge stated “I think by their
requests, they’ve viewed the facts.” The trial judge’s concern was that Appellant’s mere presence
did not melke him culpable for the murder. R.p. 529, line 19- p. 530, line 19. Appellant objected
because this was not addressed in his clos_ing argument and he claimed that he was objecting
“based on the possibility of ineffective assistance of counsel.” The trial judge offered to allow
him to give further closing argument, but Appellant claimed that this would put him *“in a box.”
The trial judge disagreed and explained that he thought that the jury’s question was reasonable
because presence at the scene “with some prior invplvement dpes make him responsible.” R.p.
530. |
In response to Appellant s suggestion that the trial judge could simply tell the jury that
“on the eV1dence that we have, the answer to that is no in this case,” the trial Judge stated that this
solution would be “commenting on the weight of the evidenee, unfortunately and I can’t do
that.” He also rejected Appellant’s suggestion to instruct jurors that they had heard all the
evidence in the case and that they had been charged law, and he noted Appellant’s objection. He
explained that he thought that the error was curable and that Appellant was entitled to further
argument on the instruction. Appellant, however, thought that if he accepted the trial jndge’s
offer to further argue the case, he would waive the issue. So, he objected to the instruction
because the jury had already begun deliberating. R.pp. 531-533.
The trial judge understood Appellant’s objection, however, he noted thet “you have to
believe he was there and you’d have to believe he was involved under the evidence.” He again
observed that he could not simpl); tell the jury that there was no evidence to support such an

instruction because that would be charging under the facts, which is prohibited by the state

constitution. R.p. 533. After further discussion of the issue, the trial judge indicated that his
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initial inclination was to tell jurors that he had already instructed them on the law and that they
had to decide the case based on the law that had been charged, and he observed that “the othér
argument that occurred to me is to declare a mistrial based on my error in not charging the hand
of one being the hand of all.” He again explained that it was possible for the jury to conclude
under the eyidence, as presented, that both'Api)ellant and the other person present were acting in
concert and that the jury could inferred that Appellant was not the shooter. When Appellant
indicated that he would prefer a mistrial inétead of a subplemental instruction, the trial judge
iﬁdicated that Appellant would have to présent the trial judge with case law indicating that it was
inappropri/ate to give a supplemental instruction. R.pp. 466-537; 540-543. | ~
| Ultimately, the trial judge explained that his rationalg was that “we’ve consistently...
been [concerned] about educating the jury, making sure they understand the law and applied the
law.” He observed that he was restricted from charging on the facts, and hé was concerned that
he could not simply fail to answer the jury’s question. R.p. 543. The trial judge later addressed
the issue again, following a brief recess. He observed thaf in Wilds v. ‘State, 407 S.C. 432, 439-
40, 450 SE2d 387, 390-91 (Ct.App. 2014), 'fhis Court had found that appellate counsel was
ineffective in failing to object to the accomplice liability instruction, where there wés no dispute
 that the defendant wés the trigger man in the murder and armed robbery. However, he found that
-the facts of this case were distinguishable and that the instruction was appropriate. R.pp. 5;18-
549. |

When the jury returned, thé trial judge gave an instruction on accomplice liability, or “the
hand of one is the hand of all.” R.pp. 557-560. Once the jury had left the courtroom, he stated
that he intended to send a printed copy of his instructions for murder and accomplice liability to

the jury. The trial judge also reiterated that he felt the evidence supported an accomplice liability :
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instruction. R.pp. 565-567; Court’s Ex. 4, R. pp. 690-692. He changed his mind and did not
submit printed charges after the foreperson of the jury indicated that the charge given had
answered the jury’s questions,. Tr. pp. 658-59. R.pp. 567-568.

C. Discussion.

There was no abuse of discretion. “The law to be charged must be determined-from the
evidence presented. at trial.” State v. Rivera, 389 SC 399, 404, 699 S .E.2d 157, 159 (2010). The
trial judge “has a duty to give a requested instruction that correctly states the law applicable to
the issues and which is supported by the evidence.” Siate v. Condrey, 349 S.C. 184, 194, 562
S.E.2d 320, 325 (Ct.App.2002). “[A]n alternate theory of liability may only be charged when the
evidence is equivocal on some integral fact and the jury has been presented_ with evidence upon
which it could rely to find the existence or nonexistence of that fact.” Barber v. State, 393 S.C.
232,236, 712 S.E.2d 436, 439 (2011).

The Court explained in State v. Gibson, 390 S.C. 347, 701 S.E.2d 769-70 (Ct.App. 2010),
that: |

Under the “hand of one is the hand of all” theory of accomplice liability, one who
joins with another to accomplish an illegal purpose is liable criminally for
everything done by his confederate incidental to the execution of the common
design and purpose. A defendant may be convicted on a theory of accomplice
liability pursuant to an indictment charging him only with the principal offense.
' [However, m]ere presence and prior knowledge that a crime was going to be
committed, without more, is insufficient to constitute guilt. [Rather,] presence at
the scene of a crime by pre-arrangement to aid, encourage, or abet in the
perpetratlon of the crime constitutes guilt as a principal.

State v. Thompson, 374 S.C. 257, 261—62, 647 S.E.2d 702, 704-05 (Ct.App.2007)

(internal quotations and citations omitted).

“Under an accomplice liability theory, ‘a person must personally commit the

crime or be present at the scene of the crime and intentionally, or through a

common design, aid, abet, or assist in the commission of that crime through some

overt act.” ” See State v. Condrey, 349 S.C. 184, 194, 562 S.E.2d 320, 325
N (Ct.App.2002) (quoting State v. Langley, 334 S.C. 643, 64849, 515 S.E.2d 98,

48



101 (1999)). In order to establish the parties agreed to achieve an illegal purpose,

thereby establishing presence by pre-arrangement, the State need not prove a

formal expressed agreement, but rather can prove the same by circumstantial

evidence and the conduct of the parties. /d. at 193, 562 S.E.2d at 324 (stating that

under the hand of one is the hand.of all theory, ‘[a] formally expressed agreement

is not necessary to establish the conspiracy’ Wh1ch brings the accomplice to the

scene of the cr1me)
Gibson, 390 S.C. 347, 354 701, S.E.2d 766, 769-70.%® Finally, “[t]he dec1s1on to grant or deny a
mistrial is within the sound d1scret1on‘ of the trial Judge and will not be overturned on'appeal
absent an abuse of discretion.” State v. Kelsey, 33‘1‘S‘.C. 50, 69, 502 S.E.2d 63, 73 (1998).

Respondent submits that the trial judge did not err by giving the supplemental jury
instruction for several reasons. First, the State’s evidence, as vyell as the photographé introduced
by Appellant as Defendant’s Ex.s 5-10, supported an instruction on accomplice liability. Indeed,
the trial judge’s ruling after he received the jury’s question reflects that he.recognized that the
state’s request-to-charge should have been given. E.g., Gibson, 390 S.C: at 353-55, 701 S.E.2d at
769-70; Condrey, 349 S.C. at 193-94, 562 S.E.Zd at 324-25, Langley, 334 S.C. at 649, 515
S.E.2d at 101. Second, the jury’s question (Court’s Ex. 2) rendered an instruction on accomplice
liability appropriate, despite the trial judge’s earlier ruling, since there was evidence from which
the jufy could find either that Appellant was guilty under a theory of accomplice liability or that
he was merely present. Like the conflicting evidence in Barber, 393 S.C. at 236-37, 712 StE.2d
at 438-39 (and unlike Wilds), here,- the State did not have proof-as to whether Appellant or his

accomplice fired the fatal shots, only that one of them did s0.”’ Appellant clearly ‘was not.

2 «[Plroof of mere presence is insufficient, and the State must present evidence the participant knew of the
principal’s criminal conduct. .... If ‘a person was present abetting while any act necessary to constitute the offense -
[was] being performed through another,” he could be charged as a principal — even ‘though [that.act was] not the

whole thing necessary.” ” State v. Reid, 408 S.C. 461, 473, 758 SE. 2d 904, 910 (2014). '

¥ The trial judge correctly noted that jurors could not convict Appellant if it merely found that he was merely
present at the scene and the murder was committed by the other person who was present. However, if it found that
the other person had shot the victim while acting in concert with and as an accompllce to him, then he could be
convicted under a theory of accomplice llab111ty
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prejudiced by the instruction uﬁder the circumsfances, since it precluded the jury from convicting
him based upon a finding that he was méfely present. ~ |

H\is claim that he was prejudiced by the trial judge’s ruling because he was precluded
from addressing accomplice liability in his closing argument ignores both that the trial judge
offered to allow him to have further argument and that his closing argumenf was that the State
had failed to prove beyond a reasonable.dOUbt that he was present at the scene. Tr. pp. 557-71.
R.pp. 466-480. Finally, the trial judge could not have simply answered the jury’s question by
instructing that there was no evidence supporting an instruction on accomplice liability because
this would have violated these South Carolina Constitutional provision prohibiting a trial judge
from commenting upon the facts in his jury instructions, S.C. Const. art. v, § 21 (“Judges shall
not charge juries in respect to matters of fact, but shall declare the law”).

CONCLUSION

For all of the foregoing reasons, this Court should affirm the judgment, conviction and

sentence.
Respec‘tfully submitted,

ALAN WILSON
- Attorney General
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