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AND P}iOQEDURAI}ngMARY -

Vidence that on Octobir 8; 2015 at approximately 3:58

on testified that Defendant and e e fiever acquainted and

that he knew of no rgabon‘ that Defendant would want to'.ha:m‘é“"his.'faﬂier; ‘The ‘pathélbgist

testified that the victim died instantly as aresult of the collision from an aortic transection.




0 PM: Additionally,

nvestigator testified that Defendant usually workéd about 4 days a

witnesses :iesﬁ}ﬁéd




! At:the time of trial. Biggs-was 49 years old.
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s leading up to: the :aécf:idc'nt He testifie

s own-behalf. tha hehadno memory of the’




' on the elements of reckless hoi ’idg’iifrém-- State v

: “Reckless disreg:

~

prove '.intériftjiféreél'oscsilict;r_pqssiﬁ_ility that thé jury could acquit Deferdant if they find

| P ‘théi:Défﬁﬂdant did not intentionally, consciously, an’d..r“ecklésély disrégard the safety of




ury' by mstrut,tmg them that 1f Defendant mtended to dnve A

ust find:him: gmlty of reckless homxcnde Additi nally the Court s

sthat do not‘ﬁ 'h,,facts of the

& AState V. Blurton 352 S.Co 203 208, 573 S. E 2d: 802 804 (2002) “It is error to give




at an injury can.amount'to a

_ caéhly“wherlg inflicted by intention is no provincial or transient notion. Tt is:as universal




f thehuman will and a

esented at tnal State. v.

: _\,based on the South Carolma Suprcme Court’s mterpretatmn 0 he. facts p
'not reversé the Court of

: , 326°S.C. 313, 317, 487 S.E.2d 185, 187 (1997). The Supreme Court:di
Appeals Jegal conclusions or summary of the law. See id




reckless criminal intent was the central issu¢ in

required to-find Defendant’s reckless criminal intent beyond a reasonable doubt in order to




‘presented no hei g‘_ﬁ;cclpf,régk‘less;icéndi;cté bﬁ“t‘inerel&acauée:xmfac’t legal theory of

guilf, with no evidence of criminal intent. “[T]he State may not rely simply on the fact of




d staterent that he

- thought ke hit a mailbox o a deer, and drove home without repoiting the incident to the




- Vmgup to 15 |

le .,ijailroﬁ&.cr sing « -

licitor argued to

herefore he hiis

n de of the solicitor’s
" closing argument.* State v. McFadden; 318 5.C. 404,458 S.E:2d 61 (Ct. App. 1995). “The
State miay niot comment on a defendant’s exercise of a constitutional right. Specifically, the

: Sfdliéitb;- miust not comment, either directly or indirectly, on a defendant’s silende, failure







‘iade a burden shifting comment in its (‘;:lc'i’sinfgeargumen't:.
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