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This matter comes before the Court pursuant Defendant' Motion for a New Trial Baséd SC Court Of App@a/S
on Lack of Evidence and Motion to Reconsider dated J uly 28, 2018. In his Motions, the -
Defendant asserts the following: |
(1) The State's case against the Defendant was deficient in that there was no evidence
corroborating the testimony of the victim or evidence tending to show the Defendant's
intent 10 arouse the sexual desires of the minor or the Defendant; and
(2) Aside from the child victim's testimony there was not any corroborating evidence offered
regarding any alleéations of the act, and despite this, the jury convicted the Defendant
based on prejudice and passion.
After reviewing the Defendant's Motions, the Court finds as follows:
A. A jury's verdict Qill not be disturbed if any cvidence exists that sustains the factual
findings implicit in its decision. Wright v. Craft, 372 S.C. 1, 640 S.E.2d 486 (Ct. App.
2006).



.

a. The Court finds that there was sufficient factual evidence presented in this trial to
support the jury’s verdict. As such, this Court's position is that it would be
inappropriate and improper to disturb the jury's verdict.

B. This Court also finds the Defendant's arguments regarding the insufficiency of the
evidence presented at t.rial unpersuasive as the}e was extensive evidence of the sexual
acts that occurred between the victim and the Defendant presented in this case. Further,
the jury's verdict was likely the result of weighing the credibility and believability of each
witness's testimony and the evidence admitted during the trial.

THEREFORE, IT IS SO ORDERED that the Defendant's Motion for 1 New Triz

Lack of Evidence and Motion to Reconsider are respectfully denied.

AND IT IS SO ORDERED.

-{'b/ ¢ Honorable Thomas A. Russo
August_|9 2016 Chief Administrative Judge



