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MR. WISE: I would ask the Court to grant a new trial.
with respect to the jury's decision on assault and bat--
tery of a high and aggravated nature.

I would ask the Court to grant a new motion. I would

. say because-the Court-has heard all the evidence that the

jury had a sufficient issue about what happened here from
the préof that was. brought forth.
I would ask the Court to consider allowing Mr. Ransom

the opportuniﬁy to have another trial, given the state of

the evidence produced.

-THE COURT: All right, sir. Anything from you,
Sdlicitor,.ih response?

$OLICITOR: Just that I think the verdict is supported-
by the evidence, and I would disagree with him, Your
Honor. .

The jury came back and asked for severgl definitions
under:the.statutgs; and.that was presentéd'to them.: I
believe it was a 5ufy-iésue, and they have spoken.

We woula ask that you deny the motions at this time.

.THE COURT: Okay. Al} right. Mr, Wise, first of
all, with regard to my ruling on admitting the .confession,
I am goiné(to deny your motion for the same reasons I1've
set forth earlier on that.

With regard ﬁo your genéral ﬁotion regarding the

evidence that was presented, I am going to deny your
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motion as to that.
I would again note and hopefully preserve for the
record the fact that you have maintained your objection

to the confession throughout the trial, so that objection

‘has been maintained. ’

I would deny your motion for a new trial as to those
grounds, but I will note your objection to my rulings.
MR. WISE: Thank you.

THE COURT: Let's go ahead and get started with the

. sentencing.

Solicifor,lif you would please tell'me'about Mr.
Ransom's prior record. -

SOLICITOR: Yes, sir. May it please the Court,
Your Honor? |

In regard to Mr. Ransom's prior record, he has a
2005 adjudication in the Famiiy Court on a charge of'as—
sault and battery of a high and aggravatedfnature.a

. He has,——.as far as an adult record, he has a handful

of magistrate level offenses, and then he had a petit lar-~
c¢eny from 2008. It looks like he might have gotten juve-
nile probation rgvoked aﬁ that pefiod of time.

He's got a minor possession of beer from 2010, and
that is it as far as a prior record goes; |

THE COURT: ALl right.

MR. WISE: -I would have to double-check that, Your
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Honor.

SOLICifOR: YourAHonor, that's the Defendant's "~
prior record. At the time of the incident, he was
twenty-one years old. At the time he'é twenty-two.

Mr. Harrison's family members are here, and I do
believe he wishes to address the éourt'at the aépropri—
ate ﬁime. ' .

THE COURT: Okay. Mr. Harrison, stand up here and get
close to the microphone for me. .

MR. HARRISON: All right, I'm kind of diséppointed
in the verdict because my heart stopped beating and i had
a hole in ny iung, you know. My stomach bothers me, and
I lost my jéb and everything.

That's about it.

THE COURT: Okay. Thank you,.sir.

SOLICITOR: Your Honor, I've been doing this now for
over seven years, and I;ve prosecuted prbbably seventy-
five homicide éasés.in that period of time.

These fécts are as serious as probably any of those
homicides I've tried. -

I've met with Mr. Harrison quite a few times in the
last months ana-mef with his family members when they
came up for the-initial bond hearing. He had juét gotten
out of the hospitgl at that éointAin time.  Actually,
they didn't feel like he was able to kinda get out and

about at that point in time.’
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Talking to them and‘seeiné him, I'‘m now seeing the
effect this injury has had on him. I didn't know what he
was like before, but he is very frail at this time.

I woula note, Your Honor, that hié family told me
when they came up for the initial bonad hearing that Mr.
Harfison, as he testifiea, had lived in his homé for eight
years prior to thi§ occurring. Since ‘this thing.happened
to him he has never been back there. He was afraid to

go back there after the incident occurred and he got out

~of the hospital.

That is pretty tragic and shameful. Your Honoxr, I
usually don't at this .point in time ask.Your Honof for a
specific sentence. This is one of the rare times‘that-I'
would do that. These facts are about as brutal and as
violent as I can imagine, and I think it justifies a
SUbstantial_sentence from Your Honor.

Obviously, Mr.'RanSOm‘has been conQiCted of burglary
first and he can be sentenced to life in prison, and I

think this is a situation had Mr. Harrison not lived

that that would be an appropriate sentence -- if he had

not survived this'attack.

As I told the jury, I don't think that fact really
has anything to do with Mr. Ransom, the fact‘thaf he did
not die. It has everything to do with Mr. Harrison, Your

Honor.
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I would just ask that he be punished for his actions.
Thank you,-Your Honor;

THE COURT: Thank you, Mr. Sorenson.

I'll.be happy toc hear from the atﬁorneys for the:
Defendant. _ -

. MR. WISE:- Thank yoﬁ, Your ﬁonor.' Preséntiin the

Court is Ms. Williams,Athe Defenéant's mbthef,'aﬁd she
would like to speak'to the Court, and then Darius would

like to address the.Court, and then after that maybe

I would have some comments.

THE COURT: All right. State your name for the
record, please.

‘MS. WILLIAMS: My name is Janet Williams.

I would like to say I'm sorry for what happened to
the Harrison Family but in my hearf'I just know that .
Darius-did not do it. He has not been a wviolent person.

I'm -just tellingAyou how I feel. i feel like.the

Solicitor is over: here to paint a bad picture and that

is his job. He said-Darius was charged with assault and
B;ttery of a hiéh and aggravated nature, but he was not
ever convicted. It was a thing that come up when they
was children.

But everything you say is.- not right and is hot fair.

Yes, you want Darius to get the maximum sentence but

people who. commit murder don't get the maximum sentence.
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I'm asking you to be as lenient és you could. That
is all I'd.have, sir;

THE COURT: Thank you, Ms. Williams.

ALl right. Darius,-I’ll be glad fo heaf what you
have to say.

DEFENDANT: I'm twehty—two,‘and I've nevef,been in-
carcerated my whole life. Never been in anj typé of
trouble my whole life. For the first time, I got a fam-
ily and tﬁo kids, a mother who lives me, a fiénce'that_I}
love and kids I want to give a home.

Like I:said, how I feel right now -- nobody is in-
terested in the way I féel,Abut in my heart I know I
did not commit this crime.

I never Had a father growing up. ‘I haven't seen'my
father since I was two years old Qhep he abused me and
my mother. People are always telling me you're gonna
be just like your father, but I don't khow‘my father.

My father got'life in prison, -and now everybody is going
to look at.ﬁe and sa?, well, you're just like your father.

I let my kids down.

I know in my heart I did not commit this crime like
the jury say. ‘I have not did it, and I know once I get
incarcerated and go up the road there's a guarantee that

I won't ampunt to nothing and I will be lost.
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I'm going to ask you to please look into my heart
and listen‘to my vqiée. i did not commit this crime,
and I'm sorry.. I ask you please to not take my life away,
please. Please.
THE COURT: Anything further?
" MR. WISE: Just a few other things I want the Court
to know about Dafius.' I don't think they eQer c%me out

during the ‘trial. .

His mcpher is here, and that refiects the kind of

- family support that he has. I say this to let the Court

know that I think Darius really has the opportunity to

do some good in his life. He willnhave to 'deal with this;

“but, as. the Court knows, his mother works at the deten-

tion center. He was working before he was arrested, Qas
working at -(inaudible) for a whilé. He was taking com-
puter engineering classes at Trident Tech.

The Court,'I think, heard referencé to some of the
medical is;ueé he has. Some étatements about his en-

4

larged heartAand a cyst on his kidnéy.' I submit to the .
C;urt that qertéinly punishment is going to be imposed,
but he is the kind of guy, I think, that can serve a
séntence and come out and be productive. I'm asking the

Court on his behalf and on his mother's behalf to give

him that opportunity.
THE COURT: Thank you, Mr. Wise.
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Let's stand down for a few minutes.

(The Court took a brief recess and the matter was

"then resumed)

THE COURT: All right. I'm ready‘to do the sentenc-
ing in this case. If there is anybody who can't control
themselves during this'time, I would ask you to leave
now . . | |

All right, Mr. Ransom, the jury has heard the evi-
dence 'in fhié-case and they have convicted you of burg—-
lary in the.first degree and assault and battery of a high
and aggravated nature.

| There was testimony you broke into Mr. Harrison's

house without any provocation and beat him unmercifully.

You are asking the Court now for mercy after the convic-

tion.

- The sentence of the Court for assault and battery of
a high and aggravated ﬁature is that yoﬁ be committed to
the South Cardliné Department of Corrections for a per;<
iod of twenty years.

’ As to.the burglary first, it is the sentence of the
Court that you be committed to the State Department of
Corrections fdr a period of thirty years. These sentences
are concurrent.

You will be given credit for time served.

MR. WISE: Your Honor, we have one.request.
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Obviously with a sentence like this, Darius is going

‘to the Department of Corrections. Apparently his sister

is here and he has some other family members here. He
wanted me to inguire if he would be aliowed to remain in
Orangeburg until this weekend to possibly arrange some
time when they' could all.get tbgether.

- THE COURT: Okay.
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A CERTIFiCATE

I, HARRIEf P. BENNETT, Officia; Court. Reporter for
South Carolina.Court Administra;ion, hereby certify that
the foregoing Transcript was prepared from the records of
Harry Dot Walker to the best of ﬁy ability, having been
heard in the Court of Geﬁe:al Sessions.for Orangeburg
County on July 16, 17,ul8; 2012.

- FURTHER, I cerﬁify that I am neither of kin nor

counsel to any party to this action, nor do I have any

. interest in the matter.

April 26, 2013 : ' W
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State v. Ransom-Williams 1/3/14 3

THE COURT: Thank you. You may be seated.

My uéderstanding that this is the State verses Dariﬁs
Ransom, and it is indictments 2012-GS-38-0114 and 0124; is
that correct? |

MR. SORENSON: Yes, sir.

THE COURT: All right.

1 have an order back from the Court of Appeals that
they wanted me to schedule a hearing, and, I think, the
cldsing arguments in this case and the jury selection, they
wanted it reconstructed on the record.

Is thaf'your understanding, Mr. Sorenson.

MR. SORENSON: Yes, sir. |

it isvmy'understanding that there is an issue dealing
with closing.arguments that transcripté are nét existing,
and tﬁen the -- this was the case so we initially had struck
a jury. I believe I had made a Batson Motion that Your Honor
granted. As a result of that we ended up re-striking the
jury. I think in that initial jury strike with the Batson
Motion that they wanted us to attempt to reconstruct what
happened during that.

" THE COURT: Okay.

Mr. Wiée, that‘é youf understandiﬁg as well?

MR. WISE: It is, Your Honor.

THE COURT: OQkay. And for the record, Mr. WiSe, you

fépresented Mr. Ransom at the trial and Mr. Stroud was

513




e State v. Ransom-Williams 1/3/14 ' 4
| 1 co~-counsel?

2. | MR. WISE: That is correct, Your Honor.
3 THE COURT: Okay. And today, Ms. Diaz?
4 ' MS. DIAZ: Yes. |
5 THE COURT: You are the appellate counsel; is that
6 correct? !
7 . MS. DIAZ: Yes, Your Honor.
8 THE COURT: Okay.
9 All right, and it's my uﬁdersténding, we've had a
10 meeting in chambers. We're going to try and put -- go over
11 || the jury selecfion on.thé record and then go back and do the

_____ 12 closing afguments, is that what y'all are asking me to do,

} 13 and then make:a finaing éﬁout whether we had constructed the

1; ' record so,fhere can be a meaningful review of this by the
15 - Court of Appeéls; is that correct, Ms. Diaz?
16 MS. DIAZ: 'Yes, Your Honor.
17 THE COURT: Okay.
18 MR. WISE: Your Honor, if T may?
1§ THE COUﬁTé Yes, sir, Mr. Wise.
26 : MR. WISE: 1In relétibn to the'closing argument I -- my
éi poéition has been fhat even if Mr. Sorenson basically
22 repeéts his and I repeat mine that that would not be
23 adequate to reconstruct the closing érguments part of this.
24 It's my understanding that there wasA some objéction[ that I-
25 : impéséd some objections to Mr. Sorenson's closing, and as I
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State v. Ransom-Williams 1/3/14 . 5

stand here now, I'm -- I can't -- I'm not comfortable
remembering what those objections were, what his statements
-~ what his comments might have been, what my objections
were, what the Court's ruling was. So although I would
certainly reread my closing I don't think that woqld address
the problems that exist in this case.

THE COURT: Okay.

Ms. Diaz, you are the appellate counsel. Did you want
us to just address that issue or do you want us to read the
closings into the record?

MS. DIAZ: I think for a complete record since both
closing arguments are missing, i think wé need to have them
both in the record. . o |

THE éOURT: Okay.

MS. DIAZ: But I agree with Mr. Wise in that I don't
ﬁéceséarily think that's going to cure the issue of the
objections.

THE COURT: Okay, but you still think as part of the
record we ﬁeed to do théf?

MS. DIAZ: Yes,'Youf.Honor.

THE éOURT: All-right. Okay. Then weé'll go forward in‘
that. | |
" Let's take up the -- take up £he jury selection. And
whaf I}m going<£o do is, I have my strike list that I will

go forward and just kind of read in the record what we did
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State v. Ransom-Williams 1/3/14 6
and then if y'all will just follow along and tell me if
there's anything that you believe is in error, okay.

Regarding the first jury, .this is a one where the
Batson Motion was made.

The first juror was Ernest Marshall. He was Juror No.
121.A The state struck him. Mr. Marshall was a black male.

‘The next juror called_was Pamela,Wyatt. She was Jurcr
No. 164. She was a black female. No one objected to her,
and she was the first juror seated.

'The next juror called was Matthew Avinger, Juror No. 4.
He &asié white male. .The defendant used a strike to strike
Mr. Avinger.

The néxt juror called was Alice Johnson, Juror No. 105.
She was a:black female. The defenaant used a strike to
stiiké Ms. Johhson. |

The next juror calied was Jeanette Bailey. She was
Juror No. 5. She is a black female. There was no objéction
to her as a juror and she was seated as juror number'two;

'fhé next potentiél juror called was Tony Metzger
(Qerbatim). He was Juror No. 130. A white male. The
defendant used his third strike on Mr. Metzger.

The next potential jurdr called was Wilfred Afant.' He
was Juror No. 2, a white male. Defendant used his fourth
striké to:excuse Mr. Arénf.

The next potential juror called was Annie Charley,
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State wv. Ranéom—Williams 1/3/14 | 7
Juror No. 30, a black female. No objection by either party
and she was seated is juror number three.

Jasmine Jones, Juror No. 111, also a black femaie. No
objection by either party to her being seated and she was
seated as juror number four.

| Senetta (verbatim) Shaw, Juror No. 166, a black female.
No objection by either party as to her being -seated as a
juror and she was seated as juror number five.

Herbert Adams, Juror No. 1, a black male, no objection

by either party to him being seated as a juror and he was

seated as juror number six.
o Nesbit Brown, Juror No. 25, black male. The defense
objectéd, asked that hé be excused as a juror and that was
the defendant's strike number five.

Nathaniel Robinéon, Juror No. 160, also a black male.
The defendént ﬁsed his sixth strike to excuse him as a
juror;
| Douglas Davis, a white male, Juror No. 47. No one
objected to him being seated as a juror and he.was se%ted is
juror number seven. “

René Prichard, Juror No. 147, a white female. Thefe
Qere ﬁo objections to him-being'—— to her being seated as a
juror and she was seated as jﬁror number eight.

-Mafthew Thompson, Jurof No. 181 was a -- is a black

male. The defendant used a strike have him excused. It was
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State v. Ransom—Williams 1/3/14 ‘ 8
the sevenéh strike by the defendant.

Jefferson Ashby, Juror No. 3, also a black male. THe
defendant used the eighth strike to excuse him from being
seated as a juror.

The next potential juror called Charlotte Frazier,
Juror No. 61, a black female. No pafties took exception to
her being seated as a juror-and she was seated as juror
number nine.

Jody Welch, Juror No. 186, a white female. ©No party
took an exception to her being seated as a juror. she was
seated as_juror and she Was.seated as juror number 10.

‘ Charles Bales, Juror Né. 6, a white male. The
defendant téok exception to him being seated as a ﬁﬁror and
used his ninth strikg regarding Mr. Bales. | .

The next potential juror was Marion Kinsey, Juror No.
115, a white male. Neither.barty took any exceptidh'to him
Seing seated as a juror énd he was seated as juror number.
1. | |

_iorraihe Gramlin, Juror No. 70, a white female. The
defendant toock exception to her being seated as juror.and
used his 10th strike to excuses her as a jﬁror.

The next potential juror was TiaraARobinson, Juror No.
161, é black female. Theré was no objection to her being
seated as a juror and she was seated as juror number 12.

MS. DIAZ, do you need me to go over the alternates just
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State v. Ransom-Williams 1/3/14 9
for the record? |

MS. DIAZ: I —-

MR. SORENSON: I Qould say yes, Your Honor.

THE COURT: Okay.

MR. SORENSON: I believe, according to my notes, one of
the alternates was part of my Batson Motion.

THE COURT: Okay. All right.

MS. DIAZ: That was going to be my  thought.

THE COURT: Well, I'll continue them.

The next potential juror called as a first alternate’
woﬁld be Casandra James, Juror No. 97, a black female.
ététe.fook.exception to her being seated as an alternate and .
used a strike.

ﬁérry Fanniné, the next potenfiai juror, Juror No. 56,
white male.' The defendant éxcepted ~— took exception to him
being seated as juror and ﬁsed‘aAstrike. . |

The.nekt:poténtial 5uror was Savannah Kitrell, Juror
No. 1ié, avwﬁiﬁe_female.i She was seated as alternate number
one, Withéut,objection by'eiﬁhef pafty.

The next'poténtial.jufor or alterﬁate was Ethel Fraser,
Juror Né. 63, a black female. No party objected to her
Being seated as an alternate and she was seated és.alternate
number two.

. THE COURT: All right. Now, Mr. Wise -- I mean Mr.

Sorenson, then I believelyou made a Batson?
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Stéte v. Ransom-Williams 1/3/14 10

MR. SORENSON: That would be correct, Your Honor.

THE COURT: Do &ou recall --

MR. SORENSON: Looking baﬁk, I do have my notes from
that jury strike, Your Honor.

THE COURT: Yes, sir.

MR. SORENéON: And the one thing, "just if I could make
one correction that I have when you were going through the
jury selection. I'm not really sure'it matters, but Juror
186 —-

" THE COURT: Jody Welch?

MR. SORENSON: -- yeah. 'Yéu‘indicated that juror was a
white‘femaie; | e

THE COURT: Oh, I'm sorry.

MR. éORENSONi if ié‘a whife male;

fHE COURT: If is a white male. I'm sorry. That is my
mistake. Let me éérrect.that right now. White male. Yes,
sir. Thank you for a paying.attentién, Mff Sorenééh.

MR. SORENSbN; ~You‘ré welcome, Your Honor.

According toimy notes there appears to be three jdrofs
fhat I took exception to Mr. Wise's striking. That was
Juror-No. 4; Mr; Avinger, Juror No. 130, Mr. Metzger and
then Juror No. 56, Mr. Fanning, who was one of the .
altefnatés, the strike that Mr. Wise used during the
selection‘of our first alternate. They were all three of

them were white males. There were a couple other either
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State v. Ransom-Williams 1/3/14 li
white males or females that he did strike that I don't
believe, looking at my notes, I had an objection to, and I
suspect in looking at those they were all a little bit
elderly, a little bit older, at least, and I know he had
also struck some African—Americans that were in that same
age range, and this was a case where our victim was an
eldefly gentleman. So I understood the reason for those
strikes, but those three, Mr. Avinger, Mr. Metzger and Mr.
Fanning, Qere all born either -- I believe all in the 80s.
So they would be younger. -Had kind of working class type
jobs. One worked, Mr. Avinger, for a company called CSSI..
M%Q Metzger was a welder:and then Mr. Fanning-was a hélper,
fAbeliéve'he indicated his job was at Fanning coﬁstruéfioh
helper. I believe my objection was to the three'of ﬁﬁem was
that there were other jurors fhat were basically a kind of
biué éoiiér workiné class type African-American jurors fhat
weie séatédiﬁhile he struck those three jurors.

Ldokiné to my nofeé I don't see where any of them had
stood up énd,indicated thef—knéw any of our witnesses or
énything of that nafﬁre that would have been anéthef reéson
ﬁo striké . mean, théﬁ was the initial kind of.priﬁa
facie evidence I put forward to the Court for those --
challenging those three strikes.. . |
| THE.éoﬁRf: Okay. 'fhank you.

Mr. Wise.
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MR. WISE: .Thank Your Honor.

THE COURT: What you fecall about -- vyes, sir?

MR. WISE: When the issue was raised, I think we
discussed two criteria that I used in striking these jurors.
And the first issue, I believe.I raised, was the.issue of
just using peremptory strikes. 'In my opinion being that
they -- you can use them for any reason as longAas you don't
use them for any discriminatory reason.

So, when you look at the composition of the jury, and I
think the -- Mr. Sorenson correctly states that the issue
wés about white males. 'When you look at the composition of:
the jury, you.had three white males that were struck. I'm
sorry, threé'ﬁhite males that were selected, a white female
that was selected, blaqk feméles, black males, and I think I
a;gued af the time'that it was my goal to insure some . |
diversity,'éome representation ofithe comﬁuﬁity in thé jury
panel, and I think the court's concern was that anytime I
uséd a péremptory strike I ﬁad to be able to give a non - é
kind of a race neﬁtrél reason for using that strike, and I
think we Aisagreed ébéut.tﬁat, but that's what I offered:up(
i told -- I informed thercéurt and I think the Court can see
i did'ndt use all of‘my peremptive strikes. So 1if I &efe:
iﬁclined to rid a jury paﬁel of all wﬁite males, I would not
have allowed the three white males to be sat.

®

Now, as to the individual jurors, one of the jurors,
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Juror 130, based on my review of his facebook page, I saw
that he indicated he was a hunter or liked to hunt,
something along those lines, and that caused me some
concern, but the other jurors I used my peremptory strikes
to strike in an effort to not exclude white males but to
include other members of the community in the jury panel.

THE COURT: Okay.
MR. WISE: I think there were -- he ran down these

jurors so I think the Court can see, now looking back, that

" we did have a racially diverse jury. Whether or not it

reflecté the exact demographics of the community I think
if's -- it's a decent proximity of the deﬁographics and
thaﬁ's what i was going for.

It was not my iqtent to exclude white males, obviously,
I“didn'f, But to include the community as part of the.jury.
| » So.I think that waé myAaréumen£; I think-I argﬁed.at
the time ﬁhere was no purposeful discrimination against
white:ﬁales aé evidenced by who we sat. I argued about the
need fé insured raciél and gender diversity of theAjﬁry,
which I think I achieved, and I think I argued at the time
that I ﬁés:not seeking to exclude any racial or gender but
to include éll races énd'geﬁders. And I believe those were
my arguménté regarding the -- my deéisions on voir dire.
| Then obvi&usly the Court granted the motion and --

THE COURT: Yeah, but -- and the reason I granted the
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motion was that I waé not given a sufficient race neufral
reason for you to do that.

Now, the only other comment, I want you to double-check
your notés. According to my notes, Mr. Wise, you did use
all of your -- you had 10 strikes and you used 10,

Can you just double;check?

MR. WISE: I will right now.

THE COURT: Thank you, sir. I want to make sure that
we've go£ ﬁhat right on the record.

MR. WISE: T did use all 10. You are correct.

' THE COURT: That's what T thoﬁght. Okay.

MR.:WISE: ‘We sat Juror_No. 130 -- I'm sofry, the first
jﬁror —-— the first white male juror was No. 4, 130, 2 and 6.
And then we had jurors -- they were struck, then Jurors 47
186, 115, and I -- it's my recollection that I could havé
struck more white males, but I'm going.to defer to the
Court;s-nétes on that.

THE COURT: Rigﬁt. Oka&, and I just read those notes

into the record. Okay. Now, -- and I think that satisfies

_ that part of the jury selection unless there's anything

else.

Mr. Sorensoéon?

MR. SORENSON: The only thing, I would just like to
pqint out, I'm not sure if this ultimately if this was -

pointed out at any point in time, but ultimately -- and I'm

{
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not sure -- I don't have a recollection of Your Honor
actually granting the Batson Motion as to all three of those
jurors.or as to one or two of them. I don't know, but
ultimately those three jurors that I had indicated that my

notes reflected I had a problem with, none of the three of

them ended up-on the second jury, for whatever that's worth.

THE COURT: Okay.
MR. SORENSON: I mean, none of those three; Mr.

Avinger, Mr. Metzger or Mr. Fanning. None of them were even

" called when we picked our second jury that ultimately ended -

up.deciding this case.

THE COURT: And as I saw it, if y'all would double
cheék'my calculations as far as-the éitting juiy on the éaée
fhath gianted yoﬁr Bétson Motion on there weré initially
tﬁéfe would'have béen séven black females and one black
males and four —- I mean.;— excuse me, three white males and
one white female. IfAy;all would just double cheék.that:yéé
we’1ll have that on the record. .

. MRﬂ WISE: That’s what I have.

MR. SORENSON: Yes, sir.

THE COURT: All right. All right, now —-

MR. WISE: If I can’t just add --

THE éOURT: Yes, sir; .

MR. WiSE; -- along the éame lines —- My strikes

indicate I struck one black female, four black males, four
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white males, one white female.

THE COURT: Okay. Do I need to go through and discuss
the jury selection of the jury we sat, just for the record.

MR. SORENSON: I don’t have the whole transcript, so I
don’t know if that's something that’s missing or not.

THE COURT: Ms. Diaz, we're going to ask your direction
with that.

MS. DIAZ: Your Honor, the transcript only notes just

kind of what we just did where you called out names and who

" was seated or who was excused.

THE COURT: Uh-huh. (Affirmative response.)

:MS. hIAZ: I believé that completely céptures it. If
you’d like for me to read off the names to double check“fof
accuracy I can. .

THE COURT: No, I think -- you mean on the jury.that I
struck -- tﬁét I granted the Batson Motion? '

MS. DIAZ: Né,'I was talking about the next jury.

THE COURT: Okay.

MS. DIAZ& If you’d iike me to double check that, I can.

THE'COGRT; Yeah, if you Qaﬁt to. If you want‘to read
them‘into the record, go ahead.

MS.‘DIAZ: Okay. I have —- let me know if this is
diffefeht'from what y’all héve.‘ | |
o Jurof'No. 14, -- sorry —-

THE COURT: Okay. Well, let me do it. I’ve got mine.
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I’1]1 go over the list of the jury we sat. Okay.

MR. SORENSON: You want to compare that. I’m seeing

what Ms. Diaz is looking at, the transcript. I haven’t seen

that. I think it’s --

THE COURT: Okay. I'm going to go through, on my jury
strike list, my note is that the first juror was —-- Yeah.

The first juror that was presented as a possible juror
was Lester Foster, who would have been Juror No. 60, a white
male. There was no objection to him being seated by either
party and he was seated as- juror number one.

:The next potentiél ﬁuror'w;s Pamela Wyatt, Juror No.
164. .A black female. No ébjection from either party and
she was seated as juror number two.

Susan Farris, Juror No. 57, a white female. Defendant
tdok.exceptioﬁ té Ms.'Farris and she was excused as a juror.

The ﬁext potentiai jufor was Bernice Johnson, Juror No.
160, a Black female. Neither party took.exception to Ms.
Johnson being seated as é juror and she was seated as juror
number Ehéee. o | .

| MR.'WISE: Yoﬁr ﬁoﬁor, may I héve one moment?
'THE COURT: Sure.
(Pause.j
| Mﬁ. Wisé: I think the Court indicated Pamela Wyétt was
isd, it should be 164.

THE COURT: Oh, I apologize. It was 164. .Thank you for
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correcting me.

All

MS.

THE

them and

MS.

THE

was No.
MS.
THE
MS.

éﬁ.' .
THE

find the
MS.

THE

MR.
thing --
THE
MS.
THE
sﬁpposed
MS.

THE

right, Ms. biaz?

DIAZ; It’s all right. He said 164, 57, then 160. -
COURT: Wéll, it was —- Foster —- I’1ll go back over
see if I can say it right this time.

DIAZ: Okay.

COURT: The first juror was Foster, Lester Foster,

60.

DIAZ: Okay.
COURT: Pamela Ryant —-

DIAZ: That is inconsistent with the —- you can go

COURT: I don’t know if that —-- Let me see if I can
transcript.
DIAZ: I have é'cbpy for Your Honor.

COURT: No, you’ve given me a copy. I just haven’t

-placed it —-

SORENSON: It’s at the back of that jury selection .

COURT: feah. Oh, yeah. Y’all bear with me.
DIAZ; Line él.

COURT: Line 21. What page is that page is that
to be on?

DIAZ: 76, Your Honor.

COURT: 76. Okay. Okay, 76, Line 21°?
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MS. DIAZ: Yes, Your Honor.

THB COURT: Okay. Juror 14 seated. I don’t know --
well, I don’t know where Juror 14 on Line 21. I have no
idea where that came from. I have the original list of the
jurors. We didn’t even have a Juror 14 in my -- in the
original jurors that were present. And Ms. Foster -- I
mean, Mr. Foster was Jurbr No. 60, and he was the first
person sat.

Yes, sir, Mr. Sorenson.

MR. SORENSON: My notes reflect that, also, Your Honor.

' THE COURT: Okaf. Mr. Wise, do your notes reflect thaf'
same thing? |

MR. WIéE: That there was no Juror 147

TﬁE COURT: Yes, ahd that Mr. Foster, JurorANér 60.was
fhe first juror -- | |

MR. WISE: Yes.

THE COURT: Oka&. Ckay.

" MR. SORENSON: Just for the record, Your Honor, I’ve
gone thféugh ;— I don’t know if you still just want to go
through and‘réad. I’ve.gone thréugh and double checked the
rest of it and it’s all aécurate with my notes.

THE COURT: Oh, it is.

Have f’all -

MR. SORENSON: I don’t know if they’ve had a chance to

double check that or.not.

529




4 N
b
3

;
—

10
1
12
13

14

15

16
17
18
19
20
31
2
23
24

25

State v. Ransom—Williaﬁs . 1/3/14 20

MR. WISE: I apologize. The third juror sat, you '
reflect what number?

THE COURT: 106.

MR. WISE: 106, okay. Thank you.

THE COURT: Well, have y’all —- Mr. Wise, have you had
an opportunity to review these pages of the transcript about
who was séated and who wasn’t seated?

MS. DIAZ: Yes, Your Honof, but I’ve not had a chance to
compare them to the notes as to actually was seated or not.

THE COURT: Soiyou want me to go through the list again?

. MS; DIAZE I'caﬁ look at it.juét right now. Sorry.

THE COURT: If you’ll take your time. 1711 give you
time to do thét, 6kay.

MS. DIAZ: Thank you, Your Honor.

THE COURT: Yes, ma’am.

(Pause.) |

| MS. Diéz: four Honor, it appears with the excebtion
that first Juror 14, the remainder of the jurors in the
transcript match the Ones,iisted in Mr. Wise’s notes.

o TﬁE'COURT: All right, so I don’t need to go any furfﬁér
with fhat; is that correct? | N

MS. bIAZ: No, Your Honor.

THE COURf: Okay. All right. Now, according fo my.
re&ieW; and I’'d like'for y’all to look, this jury that sat

had three black males, four black females, two white females
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and three white males. Is that correct from y'all’s --

MR. WISE: I’'m going to need a moment.

‘THE COURT: Okay. If you’ll double check behind me so
we’1ll have that correct. |
(Pause.)

THE COURT: Mr. Wise, have you'had an opportunity to
review those numbers?

.MR. WISE: Yes, Your Honor, I did. They match up.with
wha£ I have.

'THE COURT: Okay. All right.

Now, Ms. Diaz, if’s my understanding that we need to
have fﬁe closings on.the record ana then we;ll gb over:about
whether tﬁere was any objecfion or not?

MS. DIAZ: Yes.

'THE COURT: Is that correct?

MS. DIAZ: Yes, Your Honor.

THE COURT: Okay.

MR. WiéE: Before we do that, would the Court mind
making.a Copy of the Courf's notes on the jury selection to
be;a part of the record?

THE COURT: I don’t have any problems with that.

All right. I ha&e -- and I've added -- 1’11l be glad to
make ﬁy copies pértvof the Court record, though, I ha§e ét
the bottom of this modified mine to indicate how many —-- the

racial and sexual division of the jury, which I did not do
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the first time. Okay.

MR.
THE
Exhibits
review.
MS.
THE
changes.

All

the case

MR.

THE

sit ——- I
R
THE

MR.

WISE: Okay.
COURT: I’1l1l have those copies made and made Court’s

1 and 2, and we’ll submit those for appellate

DIAZ: Yes, Your Honor. Thank you.

COURT: With the note -- with the note of those

right. Mr. Sorenson, I believe at the conclusion of

-- that the defendant did not put up any defenses

so you had the pleasure of opening?

SORENSON: Yes, sir.
COURT: All right. Do you want me to have someone

can have some people sit in the jury?

'SORENSON: I'm good, Your Honor.

COURT: All right, sir.

SORENSON: Just for the reéord,'Your Honor.

Attempting to do this kind of based off of my closing

outline,

argument.

which is pretty typical of how I do every closing-

So is to do an outline that I then;bring'up and

put on the podium kind of next to me and kind of .—-

bésicélly an outline for me to follow. 1It’s not a word for

word, I don’t sit there and read it.

THE

MR.

COURT: Right.

SORENSON: So it’s not going to be -- since what I
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propose to do instead of just kind of instead of going
through, is basically kind of go through my outline, because
I’'m sure that’s 99 percént on target with what I would havé
gone through for the jury.

THE COURT: Okay.

MR. SORENSON: I don’t really see any way where I can
word-for-word attempt to come back and say what I said to
the jury a year and a-half ago.

THE COURT: Right.

MR. SORENSON: This is the case, Your Honor, where I

would have started off by --

MR. WISE: I’m sorry, Mr. Sorenson.

Your Honor, I just want the record reflect that if iAdb
ﬁét object dﬁring Mr. Sofenson;s rereading, it should not-
ihaicéﬁé,.it should noﬁ be an indication that I didn’t
object duriné the actual trial.

THE COURf: No, I understand.

MR. WISE: Okay.. .

'THE COURT: We’l1l so note that on the record.

MR. WISE: Thank you.

THE COURT: Go ahead, Mr. Sorenson.

MR. SORENSON: And Your Honor, I started off in this
case by thanking the jury on behalf of the victim’s family
and also the citizens of Orangeburg County. As I told theﬁ.

the day before this wasn’t going to be a long or compliéated
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case, but nonetheless it was one that was very important to
all the parties involved, not only the victim,.but alsoc the
defendant. I appreciated the attention they had given so far
and I was confident they were going to give once they got to
the point they were deliberating.

At that point in time, I went through and kind of
explained, just briefly, what was going to happen now, that
this was my lést chance to address them.

I think part of this, Your Honor, is actually in the
transcript that does exist. 1It’s a very short part of °
either.the tape was changed or for some reason it doesn’t
éxist any mo;e) but I just briefly explained to them Whét:
Qaé gging.té-happen,.how this was my last chance to télk fé
them. That they knew the defendant was charged with first
degree burglary‘and attémpted murder, and that I was gdoing
to basically break my closing arguments with them into ‘two
parts. Initiéiiy I was going to taik about the charges and
baséd.ﬁn - talk.aﬁout‘the éharges,Aana tﬁe fact ﬁhat I said
béfore you can‘convict\somebody you have tolactually_prove
that the crimes actuallyloccurred. Then number tWo-the
facﬁéithat péint concluéivély to the defendant’s guilt in
thié matter. | | ) .

-At that point in time I moved on and addressed the
actual cﬁarges, burglary iﬁ the first degree. Defined thét

as the unlawful entry into a person’s home without their
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consent with the intent to commit a crime, accompanied by }
circumstances of aggravation. In this case, that would have
been use of a deadly weapon, physical injury to a person not
a part of -- who is not a participant of a crime.

Then moved on to attempted murder. This was-a case,. I
believe, according to my notes, Yodr Honor, ultimately
charged the-jury not only attempted murder, but also the
lesset included assault and battery of a high and aggravated
nature and assault and batter, second degree. I went
through and briefly defined those. Attempted murder, you
have to prove the intent to kill and that you attempted tof:
kill another with malice aforethought. V -
| Then moved on te the:lesser included of assault ahd
battery of a high and aggravated-nature,.which involvee
unlawful injury to another and either great bodlly 1n3ury
results or is accompllshed by means likely to produce death
or gfeat‘bodily injury. Defined great bodily injury} the
euhstantial-riek of‘death ot'serious permanent disfigutement
br'pfetracted loss of the function of a part of the bodYﬁ'h

And then moved on to assault and battety, secohd
degree. .Unlawfuliy injures or attempts to injure'anothet
with moderate bodily 1njury I defined moderate bodily -
1hjury ae phy51cal 1n3ury requlrlng medical treatment not
rising to the level of great bodlly 1njury

Then moved on and the next thing I kind of addressed
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was the defendant, Mf.IWise quéstioning of Dr. Zolki
(verbatim) who is the doctor that testified for the state
that he may have been trying to suggest the victim may have
had a seizure and fell causing the injurieé. I asked the
jury if that made any sense.

My notes reflect at that point in time I was,.you know,
showing them some of the photographs that were in evidence
from the scene. Addressing Dr. Zolki’s testimony about
multiple, serious, life-threatening injuries and then also
the victim, himSelf’s,Ttestimony'corroborating about what he
told the reépbnding officers a neighbor that testified, EMT
and Dr. Zolki. . | |
o Then I go on to address -- let’s see -- I've got what
élse doesithiS‘provef .The back door is wide open with<.4.b
évidence'it was forced, there’s n6>trail of bléod baék tﬁe:e
so we do the victim didn’t leave that way. Addressing the
burgléry énd then the défendanf’s statements that he gavé
bbth to é friend ofihié; Durell (verbatim) who tesfified'and
Lt. Shﬁmpert. Then those little'pafts right tﬁere were
dealing with the burélaryl

And then moved Sﬁ to address the attempted murder; I
made a note‘here and kind of read, thaﬁ I had, kind of
gesturing with the axe handle that was allegedly used in
this case. How much more malicious can you get. Pretty

amazing that we weren’t -- were trying a murder case instead
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of just attempted murder. You can’t‘be much more brutal or
violent and to still have the victim here te testify.

So turn to look and see what kind of proves that-
intent, that malice that’s required. In fact, the weapon
that was used, the number of times that Mr. -- the victim
was struck in the head and face. Blood spattered inside the
residence, the victim’s injuries. The skull fracture with
epidural bleeding. He would have died if not treated.
Additional bleeding on the brain, multiple facial, orbital
and jaw fractures. Suffered a seizure, he was in the
hospital for 50 da?s( His jaw was still wired shut 50 dayeu
later. A year iater now, he’s still haviﬁg multipleAiesaes;
diaZiaess, uheteady on his feet. Looked at the disparity in
the victim’s and the defeadantfs sizes and physical
édﬁditione.' I believe the victim is 61 years old.

Ultimately, at some point in there I addressed you
Ean’t.epen up Mr. Ransom’s brain to see what his idteat was;
éo'you look at all those facts that I just addressed and if
that’s not mallce then I'm not sure what is.

Turned to, if you don t flnd ultlmately that 1ntent to

klll then there is no question about it that it was that he

would be gullty of assault and battery of a high and

aggravated nature .and I'm not 100 percent sure, but
typlcally in these cases I'm pretty sure in this case I had

some boards w1th the elements kind of laid out that I would
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. have been addressing with the jury at that point in time.

Then I turned to what p?oves the defendant’s guilty
beyond any and all doubt and there was basically four thingg
that I wanted to address.‘ His testimony, the testimony of
Durell Jenkins, the victim’s cell phone and ultimately the
defendant’s statements to Lt. Shumpert. I believe I made

comment that if this case had just had one or two of these

the defendant would be guilty, but ultimately all four of

these, you know, address his guilt beyond any and all doubt.

So the first was the ﬁictim’s testimony. He ID’d the’
defendant, had seen him around a neighbor’s trailer multiplé
timés in the months‘leading up to the incident. He éébé'a
description to law enforcement after the incident fh;£ fit
thé deféndant's description, told Deputy Thorpe, afifhé'"‘”
time,.that he was familiar with his attacker, buthdidn't
know-his name; And then there-was-no-doubt, hefé'in coﬁrt
yeéterda&,-when he pointed out and ID;d the defendant in
éourt; | |

Then moved on to Durell Jenkins, the defendant’s friend
who Had known him for about a year. -When’the defendant was
in Orangéburg he wbuld stay at the victim’s neighbor’s
trailer, consistent with what the victim indicated. Thé':
féct:that the'Aefendant needed ﬁoney duriﬁg this time n
pefiod,'aé'MrQ Jénkins testified. He testified about the

frantic phone call he had received from an unknown number

538




10
11
12
13
14
15

16

17

18
19
20

21

23

24

25

State v. Ransom-Williams 1/3/14 4 29
which Qas the victim’s telephone, asking him what did he
tell him, that he had to do a lick, he busted the guy’s head
open, F’d him up, left him leaking. He only got about $30,
thought he would have. a couple hundred dollars. I addressed
those, you know, were the most honest words Mr. Ransom told
anybody was what he told Mr. Jenkins right after this
incident.

Onee the defendant is caught he tries to back-track.
Tell Durell Jenkine that he only said all that because he
needed a ride. I asked the jury did that make any sense if
yon’d make all that up just to get somebody to give you a
ride . ' ' - '

. He wanted to talk 1n1t1ally to Durell because he waa
trylng to find out exactly what he had told law enforcement
up to that point in time. o

‘Then I moved on to the dress and the victim’s phone.

The victim’s phone had been found stuffed in the back of a

patrol car that Mr. Ransom was transported after he was

arrested, and had his, I believe, his victim’s DNA on the
phone and also made the comment if that’s not enough that
1t’s got the victim’s blood on both screen and keypad $o
we know he had to have gotten it at or around the time the
vicfim was assaulted, wasn’t a phone that he had come into
possession of prior to the'assault because of the victim’s

blood being on the phone.
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Then I moved on to the defendant’s statements was the
fourth one. There was his writing —— law enforcement had
gone back and re-interviewed him at his insistence,‘because
he wanted to talk. He admitted to owning a red bandana,
admitting to using the victim’s phone, admitting to coming
in through the back door, admitted to assaulting the victim
four or five times. Still even at the end he was
minimizing, you know, his involvement.

Then I briefly would have addressed something dealing
with the defense. You know, I know Mr. Wise had made some
cémments'ih his openings aboutAassumptiOns and assertions.
The fact that ﬁhose'aésumptions and aéseftioné, don’t lé£
him make them becéuse they are not evidence. | |

I don’t héve my.other_notés in there, so I'm not'fod'
éﬁre what éisé I addreséea dealing with him at thét‘pdint in
fiﬁé_ . ‘ . S A
| Then I'ultimately cpnéluded with the fact that the jﬁfy

has to sit here quietly over these several days, told over

~ and over they can’t talk about the case. It’s about time

for that to change here. They’ re ultimately going to have
fhe'loudeét voice in the'courtroom. Nothing done here tﬁis
week is going to.undo the pain, sﬁffering,‘damage'that the
defendant inflicted on the victim, but what your Verdict can
do is bring some justice, and we can’t hold Mr. Ransom

accountable for his actions.
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We finished -- his statement. I think I was holding up

his statement indicating he’s sorry -and made the comment

that his

actions were what was sorry in this case. I

ultimately asked the jury to find him gquilty of burglary

first and attempted murder. .

THE
Mr.
closing?
MR.

THE

COURT: Okay. All right. Thank you, Mr. Sorenson.

Wise, I know you possibly took notes during his

WISE: Yes, Your Honor.

COURT: And ydu’re reviewing them as he was going

through? .

MR.’

THE
énYthing
élésing?

MR;

Sorenson

WISE: That’s correct.
COURT: Anything in there, in your notes indicate

that Mr. Sorenson may not have covered in his

WISE: The oﬁly thing I wrote down is when Mr.

was giving his -- his closing now, he argued about

ABHAN and then he argued assault and battery, second. My

nétes indicate that he also argued about assault and

batﬁery, first.

THE COURT: Okay.

MR. SORENSON: I’ve got that initially. I’d would have
to look to see what Your Hoﬁér charged,. because I had —-- you

know, I did this kind of addendum that I had attached to my

outline.
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THE COURT: Okay.

MR. SORENSON: I had all four of them, attempted murder,
ABHAN and assault and battery first and assault and battery
second, then I crossed out assault and battery first. I was
kind of making the aSsuﬁption that maybe Your Honof didn’t
charge that.

THE COURT: No, I did charge assault and battery, first,
and th;t was one —- if y’all had not had a chance to review

the verdict form. The verdict form, they had an opportunity

" to find him guilty of burglary in the first degree,

attémpted murder, assault and battexry of a high and
aggravated nafure, assault and battery first degree, and
assault and battéry in the second degree were eséentiali&ﬂuA
tﬁe five choices.
- MR. SORENSON Well, I guess I can kind of go back and

klnd of -

THE COURT: Okay. .

MR!iséRENSON: I do have ABHAN, it was crossed out;'So I'
——~I thlnk I realize now I didn’t cross out the whole thlng
So I hope that explalns it. | :
| THE COURT: Okay.

MR. SORENSON: I had assault and battery firsﬁ; kind of
in between ABHAN and assault .and battery second.
o TﬁE.COURT:'Uh-huh. (Affirmative response.)

MR. SORENSON: The definition I have written down was
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unlawfully injures another during the commission of a
burglary, robbery, theft or kidnaping or attempts to injure
with the present ability to do so and the act is accompanied
by means likely --

THE COURT: Well, the reason that that’s crossed. out --

MR. SORENSON: Is because that doesn’t apply in this
case.

THE COURT: Right, and the first part does.

MR. SORENSON: And my notes I don’t have'thét first
line.

'THE‘COURT: Yeéh.

MR. SORENSON: Now that I look at it, I just kind of
looked at it initially and thought I'd crossed the wholée
thing out. So as far as the assault and battery seéohd}niv
£ﬁihk.the Aefinition I would have givgn to the jury. The
assault and batter? first is unlawfully injures énotheft
duriné.the'coﬁmission of a burglary, theft or.kidnéping.

THE COURT: Okay. All right. |

Mr; Wise, anything else that your ﬁotes indicate that
was in Mr; Sorenson’s closing?
| MR. WISE: No, Your - -Honor.

THE COURT: All right.

MR. SORENSON: Or anything that’s different,‘I.gueés,
frbm what I -- left out or diffefent. c

THE COURT: Yeah.
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MR. WISE: I didn’t notice anything significantly
different or left out. You know, I continue to have this
issue ébout, sometimes there are things that are said, as
Mr. Sorenson indicated.
THE COURT: Right.
MR. WISE: Things that are not reflected in his notes.
THE COURT: Right.

MR. WISE: That’s just I think impossible to recreate.

THE COURT: That’s true. That’s one of the problems you .

have with re-creation.
MR. WISE. That’s true. And my notes here -- I would

not héVe -- just my normal practice would hot have been to

‘write down any objections I would have made, because I would

have assumed it wés allxbéihg taken down.

'THE COﬁRT: Cérrect. Correct.

_All riéht. ﬁow,'Mr. Wise, are you prepared to do your
closing? | | | | :

MR. WISE: Xes, Your Honor.

THE COURT: Okay.

MR. WISE: In like Mr; Sorenson, it’s going to be more
éf an éﬁtline form.

THE COURT: Okay.

MR. WISE: Because —-

THE COURT: That’s the nature of where we are.

MR. WISE: Yes.
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I would have started off -- in my closing, my notes

indicate I started off by telling the jury I had a lot of

information to cover and I needed their patience, saying it

was a serious matter. I asked them to bear with me. That

the issue in the case was very simple. The issue was that

Darius did this, not whether he was present or knew about it

or knows the person who did this, but was it him. Do the

facts convince them, the jury, beyond a reasonable doubt

that it Qas Darius.

"I then argued that the state relies on two things, the’
statements to police and to Durell and the cell phone, and;}
that Qould he.their'case; I argued that the state believes
that's enough to send him to prison. I argued I believei
they need more, they need scmething to corroborate that
Darlus did thlS and that in this case there was nothlng to
corroborate that Darius did this. '

Looklng at the objectlve phy51cal evidence, the facts,
the thlngs that we know We look at the evidence to
corroborate, I started with the no finger prints, no-tinger
prints.anynhere in the house, not on the door. Have to
believe-that Darius pried open the back door, but left no
prints, not even a partial finger print; No finder priht'on
the axe handle, no finger prints on any appliance or table
or surface in the entire house. That there were no finger

prints, no DNA. There was no DNA of Darius anyWhere'in the
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house. Not on the axe handle, not on Mr. Harrison, not on
any surface. The best théy had was DNA on the phone could
be Darius and I would certainly hope they’re not going to
send people to prisén on could .be’s especially when you know
there’s some similarity in Darius’s DNA and Harrison’s DNA.
The factlthat there’s no DNA on the axe handle is especially
important. The state used ﬁheir most sensitive equipment to
find DNA. If you touch it with a finger you could find no

blood or DNA on that axe handle. I submit that means two

‘things. I raised the obvious issue whether there —- whether

Mr.'ngrison was actuaily hit with the axe handle and
caﬁfifms’that Darius ne&ér touched the axe handle.

Anéﬁhe: fact wasvthéré wés no blood,‘no bloodzépnﬁf.”
Harrison —- no blood of Mr. Harrison was found on Dérius or
on anything in his possession. Certainly with all tﬁéfbi§6é
at thefscené if Darius was as close'as he would havé fozgév.
fo do fhié, he would'have some biood on him. Nét on hié |

clothes, not on his shoes, not on his person, on his shbes[

under his finger nails, in his hair. There was not one drop | .

of blood.

o 'i'suﬁmit to youvthére was no blood because he was not
iﬁ the areé where blood was being shed. You can’t find
évidence because no evidence was there. I submit to you if
you found something physical of tangible connecting Darius.

Remember the state is‘looking for it. They had the best

546



10

11

12

13

14 -

-15

16

17

18

19

20

21

23
24

25

State v. Ransom-Williams 1/3/14 ' 37
people going over this crime scene. Ketcherside was there,
Lt. Shumpert was there, the SLED lab was doing the analysis.
The could find nothing of or on Darius. You have to believe
Darius was smart enough to outwit and outsmart the best the
Orangeburg Sheriff’s Office ahd SLED has to offer and then I
argued, no offense, I submit he was not that smart.

Let’s talk about what was not found on or with Darius.
That was the interesting aspect of the case. Remember
Darius did not know the police were looking for him or going
to arrest him. He did not know Durell has arranged for him
to-be arrested. So if Darius had done this he would have
thought he.got away with it, eo you would expect somethihg'
on him to connect to the crime. .

What are the facts =- what do the facts show about what
evrdence was on him. There was no money from the theft on
Darius and that’s significant. What happened to the money
You d have expected h1m to- have the money. Remember he dld
not know he was going to be stopped. " Also there was no
property purchased with the money, SO where’s the mohey. I
argﬁed, I submit there’s no money found on Darius because he
never had the money. |

‘The red clothing, you have to start mith this. There
wae nothing distinctive about the red clothing. Anyone:.
coulo have had this type clothes, but more important Darius

was never seen wearing or with red clothes. Remember Darius
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Vdnly had'a beige backpack. He didn’t have enough room to

carry red clothes. I submit the reason Darius was never

seen wearing or with red clothes because he didn’t have red
clotﬁes, therefoie he was not the person who attacked Mr.
Harrison.

Remember when Travis last saw -- ﬁy notes indicate I
argued, remember when Travis last saw Darius he was wearing
blue jeans and a black t-shirt. The red bandana. There was

nothing unusual about the bandana. It’s a bandana like any

‘sold in any.store. To me the interesting thing about the

bandana is this, it’s been said that Darius kept the bandana

with him, if you saw him you saw a red bandana. -Sb:Wﬁy

‘would he not wear one in the crime.

The';eason I'm hesitating when I’m doing fﬁis isui’m
trying to remember if I argued all these. I don’t kﬁow.if
Travis testified -~

MR. SORENSON: He did not.

'MR. WISE: He did not. So some of this I probably.di&w
ﬁot'séy,'but this is what’s in my noteéﬂ

THE COURT: Okay.

MR..WISE: It's a problem.

' THE.COURT: Yes.

MR.'WiSE: Okéy. :Sb 1’11 skip those things.abouf Mr.

Trévis.. .

May I have one moment, Your Honor?
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THE . COURT: Sure.

(Pause.)

MR. WISE: Okay. I'‘m informed that although he didn’t
testify there was some reference to him. I’11 just put this
in the récord,.the Court of Appeals will ignore it if if’s
inappropriate.

THE COURT: All right.

MR. WISE: So why would he wear one in the crime knowing
it would connect him to the crime. - I submit that he
wouldn’t. Just plain common sense. Another thing not found
on him.

Tﬁe nexf thing was tools. Remember how the door was
éried open but no toéls or other objects were found in the
area or on Défius. In.the beginning; I spoke aboﬁt tﬁe
fécts. These are tﬁé facts that there’s no physical or
tanéible evidencé to Connécf'Darius to the crime.

And I talked about assumptions startiqg with the phone
in the éar; The assumption is ﬁhat Darius put the :‘phone in
the cérn The policé searched Darius and showed nothiﬁg-. N
éduid be used.td hurt him. He hés a problem with having his
hands cuffed. You have to believe he was able to get intoH;
the car with the cell phone anq then take the cell phone out
of his ﬁocket,'a pocket ﬁhe police did not look in . aﬂd to
bréék the cell phone: ‘Not just‘to break the cell phoﬁe; but .

to take it apart. Remember it was found in three pieces.
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He’d have to be able toc conceal it in the seat and then get
out of the car still in handcuffs and no one suspect
anything. That was quite a feat, hard to believe that could
happen. Police assume put the phone in the car. I submit |
the facts do not tell us that. The security related to the
car, acéess to the car was not as good as it should be
especially considering Thorpe says he searched it at the end
of the shift. Then says he found the phone two days later

and could not explain why. Submit with all the people

.around the night this happened trying to figure out what

hébpéhed, the police, the EMS, the civilians. Submit last'f
tﬁing anyone can say is there was any sécurity aétaéhed £8;
this car. Moie impdrtant issue related to the phone,
aésumptién that Darius took the phone from Mr. Harfiéon in
%he.attack, tﬁe assumption goes like this, Darius ﬁad the
phone,vDarius took the phone and thereforé Darius attaékéd'
Mr. Harrison.

' I argue that -- the problems we know Mr. Harrisoﬁ
é;fféred.a head ihjury, we:know that he passed out. Unsuré
how long he passed out. Submit the injuries certainly would
éffect his ability to remember and recall. Submit he knows
wﬁat happened and when. So even if we —-- even if we assume
the'phone taken was taken at the tiﬁe of the assault, giﬁen
the‘issues that would result from head injuries certainly

does not mean Darius took the phoné. Submit the fact
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consistent with someone else taking the phone.

I argued the fact that is that you cannot be sure of
the time of the panic phone call related to this incident.
The assumption is one immédiately followed the other. The
fact is that nobody knows if they were within minutes of the
other or were they hours apart. The assumption only makes
sense if they are withiﬁ minutes.

-The facts -- another problem with the facts concerns
regarding the crime scene. Submit photos of the scene do
not reflect what'thé'state'wanps you to assume happened.
Photos are inéonsigtent with what Mr. Harrison says. He
éays he wés éttacked ét the door, got up, struggled to go
out of the aoor; So why would the blood be all ovef'théﬁ
kifchen-floor. . |

Just not clear whét happened and how it happened. The
simplé answer is ﬁarrisoﬁ does not remember what Héépeﬁéd;
Whafever ﬁaébened the facts, pictures, it is not what?thé'
state wants you to see happened. Submit these photos cast
doubt on what happened. As to the identification sﬁbﬁiﬁ the-
faét Harrison does not know who was in his house. o

”Six reaédné. If he knew it was the persoﬁ from fhe
ﬁeighbors houseAhé would have told Mr. Jennings. He woﬁld
ha&e.proyided a bettei.deécription then just a black maié,
élthéugh.he gavé'details of what happened. He did not say

he knew the person. Two, if he knew it was a person from the-
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neighbor’s house he would have fold Officer Thorpe that. He -
would not have described the person simply as a black male.
He could have provided other information -- if he could have
provided other information certainly he would have provided
it. If he told Investigator Shumpert he —— if he told
Invéstigator Shumpert, Investigator Shumpert would have
written it in his report. Why, that’s where he writes all
the important information or he would have said something at

the preliminary hearing. Remember the case came up at the

| "preliminary hearing. He would have said something then to

correct Shumpert. Would have told -- she said he was
articulate, conscious and alert, would have told Dr: Zoltif:
He déscribed —-- Dr. Zolti described him as conversant and
aﬁake. He did not'—— He did not ID Darius because he diaﬁ
nat‘khow him;' |
Thén I went on to talk about the statements he made. He
ﬁade fhrée, denies knowledge, indicates it was sdmeone else(
implicétes himséif, |
The state’s assumétion,,the first two are lieé, the;
last one is the truth. That is the assumption they wén£ you .
to accépt and send Darius to prison. Let(s take a loék at
fhé last statement, loék at the facts. Remember hé'had
élreédy given two statements. This ié important,'what.ié“
éding on atvthe time of the last statement. It wés an

emotional time. Darius was emotional. He was crying. He
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had documented physical conditions. He mother was there.
She was not well, just got out of the hospital. Lt. Shumpert
wanted a statement although Darius says he does not know
anything. Shumpert would not take no for an answer. The
fact that he pressured him, Shumpert pressured him, called
him a liar. When Darius writes a statement Shumpert is not
satisfied because it does not say what he needs it to say.
He needs a confession. Why? Because he knows without it
there’s no case. Police didn’t know who did this, Mr.
Harrison didn’t know who did this, and needed a confession
to make the case. Aﬁd.;ll they'néeded were the words, I did
it. He clears the room and that’s what he got. That was
énouéh‘for.him, but it should not be enough for you. We
dbn’t know what happened in the interrogation rooh; 'If-we
could we could have the facts about what went on. Thefv
could have been video ‘tapped, could have been audio tapped.
fhére’é no video tape.- The fact, énything behind closed |
ééors,.no wifnesseé, evefyfﬁing is done in secret, so

there’s no way for you to know. The key, this is the key,

assumption. Assumption that Lt. Shumpert is telling you the

truth. No problems, no issues, no pressureé. The facts we
do hot knoh.'-So why would he confess?I.Simpiy because he
was beaten down. I argued imagine this, you’ re placed under
dﬁresé, you’ re taken to'jail, you ask for a lawyer. The

fact is, you don‘t get a lawYer, instead you get a tag team:
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of yoﬁr mothei and the county’s lead investigator, the best
detective, Lt. Shumpert} What do you think is going to
happen. Not only do you have no one on your side, but you
have everyone against you. You heart should sink just
thinking about it. The fact that no one is willing to
accept what Darius is saying, no one. Not even his mother
was on his side. So this confession is what you get
Defeated people confess just to get it over with.

The facts are obvious he did not want to talk. If he

wanted to talk to Shumpert he would have picked up the phone’

can called him. The fact that is that he didn’t. The fact
is that his mother gets Shumpert ana brings him out. wﬁQ%
We don’t know. The féét is if he wanted to.confess he would
have done so when Shuﬁpert got there. Not make his first
ététeﬁéﬁf. I submit that statémént was truthful, a:frﬁthful
éfatément to Shﬁmpeft. The facts, he’s in jail. Up pops
Shumpért and ﬁis mother; they take him touavroom énd théy
begin, both of them tb work on him. He makes a statement.
Wﬁat happehs, they reject.it. Put yourself in this
position. When does this end, is it going to be hours, is it
going to be days.. Who’s going to stop this? Not Lt.
éﬁumpert, certainly not hié mothér. What happens? What do
YOu expect happens, he confesses. He finally.cbnfessed
bécaﬁée he wanted to get it over with. These people righﬁ

here looked you in the face. This situation is a real
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example of why we are supposed to give people lawyers who
ask for them. It prevents things like this, like false
confessiops.

I talked about false confessions. Things you have to
remember is this, is that we all know that people confess to
crimes they did not commit simply just cannot accept that --
I argued:this._ I argued it. You simply just cannot accept
what Darius says, even the state does not accept anything he

says. The state accepts or rejects things Darius said to

"fit the case. Trey did it, they reject that. Says we went

through the back door. That’s rejected. They want this

just to be about Darius. Asked to speak to Darius, they

,éccepf that when, in fact, his mother asked -- the

aeeﬁmption'is the fact that fit the case are true, the facts
that do not are rejected. They'did not and yeu eﬁoﬁld'nef
eccept Darius’s statement as a whoie. And I talked'ebeuf -
fhenséatement. Daeius dia this because of the'statemeht:to.
Durell The issue is Darius the person who actually attacked
Mr; Harrlson or does he know about it and says he d1d it.
Remember the state says it was him. The fact, calllng
Daflus-—— calllng Darius because he needs a ride home Thé
fact( Durell does not respond. He makes up'the story )
burell's words friend is johnny on the spot. Jﬁst like“he
toid bufell when Durell saw him in jail. He had to make up

the story to get him to respond. Some of you are goiﬁg'fo B
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think who would say something like that who had not done it,

. but you know what, Darius was right. Simply asking for a

ride home, Durell would not help. When he makes up the
story Durell helps. Maybe not the best course of action,
but those facts cut against the assumption that he committed
this crime. Remember after his arrest he cooperated. He

had nothing to hide. You cannot ignore Darius’s openness’

when dealing with the police. Remember he gave DNA without '

a search warrant, is that the act of a guilty person.
That’s why we need corroboration, and that is a problem
because ﬁhére is noné;

I have some notes about who was this Trey fellow.
Obviouély hé didn’t testify. I'm going to reaa thesé-ﬁotes
and I.guess they will corroborate with the trénscript.

' Who was this Trey fellow. Police work on the
éésumption that Darius committed the crime and never
iﬁvestigated the persoﬁ identified as Trey. Travié isvaey.
Tﬁey'did not even consider him. Darius is called Drey;“.ﬁot
a big.jumé. Travis/Trey. Expect they would invesﬁigéfez':
éspecially-this case waen we have a person who in Travis who
is involved in this case. What do we know about Tra&is?
Travis_lives within a few feet of the victim. He’s the only
person who saw red clothes. He obviously fit the description
beéause the clothes are his. Something that is signifiéant,

he was around with Officer Thorpe and his car were at the
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scene, giving him access to the car. At least search his

home, look for clothes, look for money, take his DNA. None
of this was done because the police assumed it was Darius.

So what happened is we know it did not happen the way
Harris&n says. There was no chasing. Does not make sense
since Darius broke in and was searching for an axe handle.
Even Hérrison did not know where it was. So this was

consistent with someone who has been in the house befo;e.

‘Who would do this. Fact, we know men are in and out of

Harrison’s house. Ten to 15 men in 15 months. People come
and go. Laét facté indicéte it was not Darius. Remember
the call to Durell was éfter.the incident. If you believe
it happeﬁed'as tﬁe state says you would have tb believe.hé:
Qouid attack Harrisoﬁ without a means to get-away ana thén
try to find a get-é-way driver. Use youf common sense.
fﬁat‘is:unlikély to happen. No one would commit a crimé'
iike this when they.would,have to remain in the areavaftér.
| | Then T aréued some legal questions. At this point I'm

obligated-to discusé'legal issues that have to do with each

crime. Whylisn’t there ~- no indication he intended to
kill. .Judge will tell ydu —- define attempted murder, it’s
none here. Assumption one, Darius —-- Harrison was . hit with

a stick. Getting hit with a stick does not equal intent to
kill. As to the first assumption doctors said injuries come

from a stick or a fist. Fact, no blood on the stick --
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submit if a person is hit, not stabbed, not shot, but hit no
matter how bad the injuries that result that does not mean
the person striking the biow intended to kill the person,
just an assumption. Hit someone and they fall as a result
and injure themselves -- is my push or strike endugh to say
I was attempting to murder? |

Facts indicate if anything occurred it was an assault.
Harrison was unsteady on his feet. Submit he drinks more

than he likes to let on. Beer can on the step, beer can on

" the trailer tongue. Only a drinker drinks and throws the

beer cans on the ground.

‘Assumption, élliihjdries came from the stick. But if

he iévunéteédy on his feet is it from the drinking or

unsteady on his feet as a result of being hit. Either way,

he is likely to fall and hurt.himself further. Either the

‘doctor said he could have suffered a seizure. Assﬁmption,

another assumption, all blows from the stick. Fact, we just
do not know whether blow from stick or fist and what :
injﬁries from blon énd.what from falliﬂg.

ﬁiscusséd_thé inﬁuries to Mr; Harrison. Mr. Hérfisoh
had inj&ries to his heéd only, only blood came from his
ﬁead. N6 blood erm Darius, no blood on the axe handle, but
there was blood on the trailer tongﬁe. Submif'the faéts :
teli'usA—— submit the facts tell us that the blood on the

trailer tongue came from his head based on the fact that he
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hit his head on the trailer tongue, the tongue is metal.
Submit hitting head on the trailer tongue would cause
serious injuries.

Then I talked about first degree burglary, why is there
first degree burglary, assumptions one, Darius did it, two,
he had a stick, three, he hit Harrison inside the house.

Had to eause injuries from commiting the burglary. If
Harrison hit head on the tongue that caused injuries then

obviously the burglary —-- as injuries would have happened on

the porch and not in the house. Have to be convinced it

cross the threshold inside before the blow was struck. If'f
not a burglary —- real issue considering Mr. Harrison;s
ability to recall. All these become very important in this
éasé, i.submih, in splte of where the blood may have been
found ih-the house the issue is where the injury occurred-v”
and if that injury oecurred by hitting head on the tengue
and hleeding inside or if the injdry occurred on the porch
then there was no bufglary and you should find Darius not
gullty of that charge.’ |

Based on what we know cannot be sald with certalnty
that Harrison knows when this happened, where it happened
Obv1ously if the person did not have a stick it is not
burglary. |
4 hashly I want to focus on aesumptions. The last aree

with my open. The assumptions. This is a problem in this
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case, there are too many assumptions. Let me detail.some of
them. One, simple assumption. Red on the stick is blood.
Turns out there’s no blood on the stick. More significant,

assumptions two, Darius had the phone and Darius tocok the

' phone. Obviously, you can come into possession of something

that you did not take because you have it especially in a
situation like this doesn’t mean you took it. Three, he
éalled burell and said he hurt someone. I talked about that.
Four, another assumption that there’s no Trey -- another
assumption is that there’s no Trey —- there is a Trey.

Fi&e; Darius is telling the truth when he says things
consistent with the state’s théory but lying when he says
éhingsAthat are inconsistent. Theselassumpfiéns éhéﬁid-

cause you to pause. They should cause you to hHave doubt

about who Qas there, what happened, who did what. .Did o

Darius do this or was he just there. Did Trey do this, did’

someone else do this. Here’s the point, it is, as I said in

the béginning there are some facts, but there are

éssumptioﬁs. Start relying on those assumptions that'theylv
want you to convict Darius. Assumé Darius was telling the

truth when he said something they like, éssume he’s lying

‘when he said something they don’t, but they cannot have it

both ways.
Takes up full circle back to the evidénce. You need

some'physiCa;, tangible evidence to corroborate the state’s
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theory, .corroborate that Darius was there -- corroborate not
that Darius was there or knew about it but that Darius did
this.

Then I have a note, Your Honor, that I would address
soﬁe of the issues of Mr. Sorenson’s closing at this point.
Frankly, Your Honor, at this point in my closing I
would have done that, Mr. Sorenson’s closing, I can’t tell .

what arguments I made at that point in response to the

things that I put here. I have a number of things circled on

" my notes from Mr. Sorenson’s closing but not how I responded

té'them. _
‘THE COURT: Okay.

" MR. WISE: Then I afguea.submit you have to be:Qéry
ﬁésifant to convict. Indeed, you should, as you would be
required to wﬁen provided this typé of evidence ishfo';ender
a verdict of not guilty;' fhénk you. . o

THE COURT: Okay. All.right.

Mr.'Sofenson, you took notes while he was arghiﬁgét
MR. SORENSON: Absaiutely not, Your Hoﬁor. |

THE COURT: You didn’t?

| MR;'SORENSON:'NO, but I don’t have any récollectibﬁ:of
aﬁy objgcting during his closing arguments. "I’m not too
sure there was anything that would be an appellate matter
dealing'witﬁ his closing arguments. I was listening as he

wasAgoing through and there was nothing that jumped'dut at
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me as something that I thought — greatly from the facts or
anything of that nature.

THE COURT: All right.

Now, Mr. Wise, I know you noted when we were getting
ready -- that you did not object —— the fact that you did
not object while he was doing his reconstruction of his
opening, was not to indicate that you did not object at the
time of the original trial?

MR. WISE: Yes, sir.

THE COURT: Okay. I believe you’ve indicated to me that
you don’t have anyfhing in your notes that indicated that R
you objécted; is that correct? 4

V MR. WiSE: That is correct.

THE COURT: Bu£ it would not have been your policy to
note that? |

| 'MR: WISE: That is cérrect.

THE COURT: Okay..All right; Do youlhave‘any‘independent
récoilection now that we have gone through the closing o
arguments, do you have any indeéendent.recollection that you
objecfed to‘anything that Mr. Sorenson said dﬁring his
closiné?

o Mk. WISE: Your Honor, having been through this process,
as I sit here I still don’t récall what I might have
objected fé.

THE COURT: Okay. Well, let me note just for the
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record, I — you know, my notes do not indicate -- whereas
they’re not 100 percent accurate or anything like that, I'm
not trying to indicate that, that there was anything about
an objection at the closing by any party.

Generally speaking if I note something when I’m'
listening to the closing, something that I might think is
important I do note in my notes of your closing, Mr. Wise,
your point of emphasis dﬁting your closing was the too many
assumptions to convict him and I believe that, to me, was
one of the points that you were trying to emphasize for the
jury | |

The only objectlon that I have noted in my notes is
before the closing and that was an objection that you made
in my failure fo chafge burglary second, which IAdid not "

oharge in this case, but I do not have any objection or any

notes of any objection, you know, during the actual closing

nor do I have any 1ndependent memory of an objection.

Now, looklng over my witness list and like that .i'note
Mf;”Sorenson did not have co—counsel; is. that correct? .

MR. SORENSON That is correct, Your Honor.

THE COURT: Okay. - And Mr. Wise, you had Mr. Stroud as
co—oounsel?

MR. WISE' That is correct, Yout Honor.

THE COURT: Have you talked to hlm to see if he has any

1ndependent recollectlon°
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MR. WISE: I did.

THE COURT: And?

MR. WISE: He‘does not recall -- hé doesn’t recall much
of what was argued during closing.

THE COURT: Okay. All right. Thank you.

Ms. Diaz, do I need to get an affidavit from Mr. Stroud
about that? |

- MS. DIAZ: Your Honor, I believe on the record is

sufficient, but if Your Honor would like one, if you feel

"it’s more complete that’s fine, but I think saying it on the

récord is fine.

THE COURT: Okay; All right. Can I see y’all back in
chambe;s one second. Or do you have something youlneed to
address? | | o “

MR. SORENSON: Just -real quick while I’'m thinking about
it, Youf Honor. 1If I cén just put on the record that in
reviewing'myA—- my'closing outline I don’t have anything
ﬁoﬁed anywhere that Mr. Wise had objected. I’m not saying I
necessaril? would have noted if he had, but there isanothing
noted in there nor do I have any independert reéollécti&h or
aﬁy objeétion that he made during that -- my closing | .
aigﬁment. ‘

THE COURT: Okay.

Now, we’re’going to take a break for just 6hé éebdné;

because I want to talk to y’all about one thing and then
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we’ll come right back.
(Court in recess for short break.)
(Court in session after short break.)
THE COURT: Y'all can be'seated. Thank you.
Okay.
MR. WISE: Can I have one moment?
THE COURT: éure .
MR. WISE: Thank Your Honor.

THE COURT: Okay. Bear with me one second. We’re

‘getting copies so I can get them marked.

All right. We’re going back on the record just so we
Ean get a coﬁple of thingé. We made —-- All right. My notes
ffom'fhe first jury strike marked as Court’s 1 for purposes
éf this hear -- for this réconstructed record.

| (Court’s Exhibit No. 1, notes from

first jufy strike, was marked.)

THE COURT: And the next —-- the jury that we sat had a
- is“AArked as Court’s Exhibit No. 2. .
. - (Court’s Exhibit No. 2, Jjury that
was séafed, was marked.) | | o

THE COURT: To clarify on the record, just so~there.
won’t be any question about it. Court’g Exhibit.No.:é, the
fifst witness ~-'1 meén,'excuse me, the first potenéiai -
juror wés Alexie Nemhard (verbatim) and she was —- e&én _

though she came up on the first jury list the second time
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the clerk ran the jury, she was not called. Mr. Wise I
believe your notes indicate the reason that she was not
called. Would you read that in the record? |

MR. WISE: Yes, Your Honor. I have a note that
indicates specifically best friend of defendant’s cousin.

THE COURT: That’ right. And so this had already been
run at that time and since her name appeared on there that
was my oecision not to have her struck. I believe there’s

some discussion in record about some issue -- I believe the

" Cousin’s name is Ms. Williams.

MR. WISE: That would be Darius’s mother.

THE COURT: Oh, okay. I believe there was.some\
dlscu351on on the record about. the contact that —-- maybe a
famlly member‘was trylng to have with another member of the
jury’ whlch was another reason why out of an abundance of
cautlon her name was deleted from the jury llst | |

Okay. Now, anythlnglelse we need to put on the ;ecord,
Mr. Sorenson? | | o

MR. SORENSON: Not from the state, Your Honor.

THE COUﬁT: Ali right. Mr. Wise?

MR. WISE:.Your Honor, I did have some argument I’d like
to make for”a brief —--

THE COURT: Yes, sir.

MR. WISE: Unlike my closing.

THE COURT: Sir? Oh, no. Thank you, sir. Sorry.
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-,

MR. WISE: Your Honor, I think the Court has seen by
this point that the issue that I had with the reconstruction
is not related to the initial Batson issue, okay. I think
we had enough information, I had enough information that we
could go back and we could lay that out ih some detail, but
the problem I always had is this, in the reconstruction ofA
the closing arguments my position has been and after we’ve
been through the process it remains. It is impossible to
recreate that.

‘What I’'m asking the Court to do is to return this

mattér,to the Court of Appéais indicting that we cannot

reconstruct the closing'arguments and the objections and

just let them deal with it as they think best, based on the
information that they have.
I think to do anythiﬁg less than that is to try to

resolve Mr. Ransom’s appeal based on conjecture about what

happéned. There ié, Your Honor, simply no way to know what

statéménté were made, what objections I made, the Caurt's'
ruling on those objections and any'instructions as a result
of the Court;s ruling. Whether or not there were even any
objections made, too hﬁch time has passed. It’s not the
defendant’s fault. As the Court sees, there were several
iésﬁes in this trial thaf we had to deai with and when:
you’ re talking about sdmething like the closing argﬁmentéhI

submit to the Court you just can’t re-create it. That is a
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process where people get on their feet and they have, as we
both do, Mr. Sorenson and I do, we have an outline of the
things that we want to focus on, but the arguments and the
comments and how we filled in the blanks is something that
just happens when we’re up there looking the jury in the
eye. Things occur .when we’re standing there. I think.you'
see that here, little things that people kind of remember
remember differently.

Tﬁere were several issues raised over the trial about
witnesses testimony, inconsistent statements, Darius’s

statements, Lt. Shumpért’s statements. Just —-- Officer

Thorpe. Just a lot of ‘information that we fought about. I

éﬁbmif that the record, as it’s going to be, right néw[
aftér:everything we’ve done is simpiy inadequate. I éugmit
that -—- I'm not ah appellaté lawyer, but if that is a groﬂnd
for a new trial, then'it-would be. ‘But the ~- it's'just
inadequaﬁe what wé’ve 5een able to do and I ddn’t fhink
éﬁYbody’s trying to do'anything éxéept try to do theAbééé
fhéy.can.

The issue, to summarizé it, is if this:happéns, Mr;

Sorenson is doing his argument, I object, maybe I'm right,

'maybe I'm wrong. If I was right} maybe the Court gave an

instruction, maybe it didn’t. Maybe the instruction cured
the problem, maybe it didn’t. There is simply no way to

tell. I think the Court of Appeals, and they have the
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ability to make their decision bésed on the transcript that
they have. I guess the issue that the Court of Appeals is
going to be faced with is whether or not the solici£or's
comments infected the trial with unfairness as to make the
resulting conviction a denial of due process and I’m not
standing here saying it did or it didn’t. All I'm saying is
I just don’t know. We can’t know. We can’t at this point we
can’t tell exactly what happened because we cén’t 4
definitively recreate the closing arguments.

' There is some.case law, Your Honor, that deals with
this, but I don’f know that the Coﬁrt needs to review the
casé law because I think it’s clear what our positibh'iéﬁll

TﬁE COdRT:‘Théugh I don’t mind you submitfiné the case
iaﬁ to me. : .

MR. WISE: Okay.. Well; I’11 hand it up after this.

THE COURT: Okay. '

'MR. WISE: Your Honor, I think that’s it.- The iéSﬁé is
not just —-- obvi&usly-if there was an objéétion, and if -
fhefe waé the objection aﬁd-how the Court dealt with the
objeétion. It’s just too much. It’s just too much unknown
to insure thét Darius ‘has a full and fair appeal’wﬂen'.
there’s just so muéh that we‘don’t know, and he'didn't:do
anythiné. :

fHE COURT: Well, we do have all the testimony in-thé.‘

record.
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MR. WISE: We do, absolutely, and if the Court of
Appeals can look at that testimony and they’ll make their
decision.

THE COURT: Mr. Wise, and I don’t mean to interrupt
you, but one of the things he was charged with was attempted
murder-and he was found not guilty of attempted murder.

MR. WISE: Absolutely.

THE COURT: Okay.

MR. WISE: Absolutely. And I -- Your Honor, I don’‘t
disagree with anything the Court says, I just think the
Céﬁrt of Appeals Shéuld base their.—— we should say to the
Court éf Apéeals ybu have what we have'and thaﬁ's'tﬁé best
we can do. We’ll give them the Batson Motion but théffs'the
best we can do. .

THE COURT: All right. Thank you.‘

MR. WISE: Can I have one moment?

. TﬁE COURT: Yes, sir;

MR. WISE: Thank you, Your Honor.

THE COURT: Thank you, Mr. Wise.

Mr. Sorenson, do yoquant-to make any statement on the
record? | .

.MR. SORENSON; Jﬁst real briefly, Your Honor.

I think we have given:our bestleffort to recréafe tﬁé
record ér reconstruét the record. I would note that theré‘

are three of us here who were involved in the trial and the
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representation Mr. Wise has made from talking to Mr. Stroud,
three lawyers and.the judge involved in the trial, none of
which have any recollection or any notation of any
objections being made during closing arguments. Other than
that, I think we have done our best to reconstruct the

record and obviously it’s going to be up to the Court of

- Appeals ultimately to determine if that’s the case.

THE COURT: Okay. All right. Gentlemen and lady, I
appreciate everything_j’all did.

Mr. Wise, I believe you’re going to get that case law
to me and as soon as I'héve an opportunity to review my
nofes I'11 get 5ack with y’all with my decision.

- MR. SORENSON:.Thank you, Your Honor. |

THE COURT: Sure.

All right. We're.in recess. Thank y’ali. Y’ali hévé
; géodxweekend. ' |

(This proceeding was concluded.)
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€-E-R-T-I-F-1-C-A-T-E

I, THE UNDERSIGNED HILDA M. JORDAN, CVR-M, OFFICIAL COURT
REPORTER FOR THE FIRST JUDICIAL CIRCUIT OF THE STATE OF
SOUTH CAROLINA, DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE FOREGOING IS A
TRUE, ACCURATE AND COMPLETE TRANSCRI BT OF-RECORD-QE“THE
RECONSTRUCTION HEARING IN THE CAPTIONED CAUSE, IN THE COURT
OF GENERAL SESSIONS FOR ORANGEBURG COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA,
O THE 3 DAY OF JANUARY, 2014.

I DO FURTHER CERTIFY THAT I AM NEITHER OF KIN, GOUNSEL,;

NOR INTEREST IN ANY PARTY HERETO.

Hilda M. Jordan, GVR-M

Rugust 18, 2014
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ORANGEBURG COUNTY SHERIFF’S OFFICE
CENTRAL INVESTIGATIVE DIVISION
DEFENDANT AFFIDAVIT

-

Time: (7\-'5»?,2_4} Place:__/0.92

Date:‘f/i'-"’;1 Zﬁl /
Deferfdant/\l .

Address:

Age: DL

Date of Biﬂh:—ghone Number:

My rights are as follows: Qﬁ_ 1. ' have ghe right to remain silent; anything
I say can be used against me in Court. U8 2. I have the right to talk to a
lawyer for advice before [ am asked any question. IfI cannot afford a ‘
lawyer, one will be appointed for me before any questions if I wish. @3 IfI
decide to answer questions now w 1thout alawyer present, I will still have the
right to stop answering at any time. "i)\ 4. [also have the right to stop
answering at any time until I talk with a lawyer. DA

VO~ K(/ A0
[ understand the rights above and initialed each. 1 have been advised of the
rights above by - L. X Sw mpet 2(’ of the Orangeburg County
Shenﬁ" s Office and wish to make the following statement.

573



Page

c

- Defendant Affidavit

574



( ¢

Page - Defendant Affidavit

I declare that the statement above is made freely and voluntarily without
promise or hope of reward or leniency and without fear or threat of physical
harm, by any person. '

I swear or affirm that this statement is the truth, the whole truth and nothing
but the truth, so help me God.

Signature of Defendant

Witnesses:

Notary Public

Sworn to before me this
Day of ,20
My Commission Expires
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ORANGEBURG COUNTY SHERIFE’S OFFICE
CENTRAL INVESTIGATIVE DIVISION
DEFENDANT AFFIDAVIT

Date: ’1[4&[” Time:_ [.3§ Place: Bamberg Kuur\}—v
Defendant Name:_ e,
Age:

VW-OC"‘—’-"‘/

SC e
My rights are as follow: D& 1. I have the right to remain silent; anything I

say can be used against me in Court. ) flu. 2. I have the right to talk to a

lawyer for advice before I am asked any question. If I cannot afford a

lawyer, one will be appointed for me before any questions if I wish. 0., 3.

If I decide to answer questions now without a lawyer present, I will still have

the right to stop answering at any time. p.f, 4. I also have the right to stop.
answering at any time until I talk with a lawyer. Dk

I understand the rli@ﬁ\:akd each. Thave been advised of the
rights above by <X of the Orangeburg County

Sheriff's Office and wish to make the following statement.

M, )‘éeorcg’ Kum to M afler he woes bruise and balle s g
20 he t\\\(\!\\‘{ s Wal\ QLT beved Lok Yhe phone 7T
\\C\(\} was wok Lesor it so g1t hem .l-t: (CNE to "“\& sy h
Ace v fe (nBOT ol \4‘/‘\;1 sy assid L,_:\Jgp;- D cf wes
s ot [ i 7\« + o B /Lw\-‘— cond ':Lcni Yhave adneot 2
heuvs Tke. ﬁ-ﬂ-ﬁSCV\ Lho Wewwo  done o ses S\Jn.;/
ety du? ond  anobhte chesmeber oihy they Kall Sceep
T Ac«r/ pathiny /lf’/ ob crtbA 14— ol L bi"tf\ /;’7/7’1-{ fo
cb 78 god /sam? £ ry 4 2 o</»A'/r ard _gecidn t_eren do Ma/
et (()uf:\ 20 (UJZ//IWH paLd (‘fif areend j /0{7[ ﬁfSUN‘E
J/L'EV C/tAl-r & becese a0l hewo "H"-Q/V W‘QC‘«_-/IY‘—’I
and c/,o\, Lhges adr‘am Spzk e sy
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I declare that the statement above is made freely and vblunta.rily without
promise or hope of reward or leniency and without fear or threat of physical
harm, by any person.

I swear or affirm that this statement is the truth, the whole truth and nothing
but the truth, so help me God.

hY

O
Signature of Defendant

&%esses.@l>
—~ ) ‘

o

Notary Public .
Sworn to before me this

day of , 20
My Commission Expires
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ORANGEBURG COUNTY SHERIFF’S OFFICE
CENTRAL INVESTIGATIVE DIVISION
DEFENDANT AFFIDAVIT

Date: 11{2[, ] [l Time:_2.00 Place:_Bim bery (binf
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I have read the above thoroughly. I have made the necessary corrections and
initialed each to make this a factual and complete representation.

Witness Witne {

Notary Public

Sworn to before me this
Day of. , 20
My Commission expires
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM ORANGEBURG COUNTY .
Court of Common Pleas

The Honorable Edgar J. Dickson
Appellate No.: 2012-212566
Indictment Nos.: 2011-GS-38-0114, 0124

The State ..ottt sa e e Respondent

VS.

Darius Ransom-Williams.......c.ccvceeercertrneennirecnnnmsnsnsinnesstnssioseeisensnsessessesenss Appellant.
CERTIFICATE OF COUNSEL

Counsel for appellant certifies that this Record on Appeal contains all material proposed to be
included by any of the parties and not any other material and that this Record on Appeal complies
to the best of my ability with the April 15, 2014 order from the South Carolina Supreme Court
entitled “Revised Order Concerning Personal Identifying Information and Other Sensitive
Information in Appellate Court Filings.”

Signature to follow



March 30, 2015

8, 1 /MM

Shetfa Marlouvon Bias, Esquire

RICHARDSON PLOWDEN & ROBINSON, P.A.

1900 Barnwell Street
Columbia, South Carolina 29202
803-771-4400

Robert M. Dudek

Chief Appellate Defender

South Carolina Commission on Indigent Defense
Appellate Division

1330 Lady Street, Suite 401

PO Box 11589

Columbia, SC 29201-1589
(803) 734-1330.— Telephone:

(803) 734-1397 - Fax
Counsel for Appellant Darius Ransom Williamns



