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STATEMENT OF ISSUE ON APPEAL

L

D1d the trial Judge abuse hrs dlscreuon by admlttlng the recordmg of Appellant s thlrty
minute conversatlon wrth her husband who later confessed to the murder whlle he was .
' _1ncarcerated on unrelated charges at the county jall before Apnellant s arrest where the evrdencej
was not relevant and its probatlve value if any, was substantrally outwerghed by‘ the danger of

_ ~

' .unfa1r prejud1ce in v1olat10n of Rules 402 and 403 SCRE and where it was 1mproper character'.et

-and 1mpeachment evrdence under Rules 404 608, and 613 SCRE‘?
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE

¥

A Beaufort County Grand Jury 1ndlcted Appellant on December 14, 2017 for accessory |
: after the fact of murder R 346 Her case was called to trlal on January 22 2018 before the'-f o
Honorable Doyet A Early, 111, and a Jury R 1 Ass1stant Sol1crtors K1mberly Smlth and Mary:_‘ | ‘
J ones represented the state and J effrey Scott Stephens represented Appellant R. 2 ‘ |

On January 24 2018 the Jury found Appellant gullty R. 335 ll 22-25. She was |

sentenced to ﬁfteen ‘years 1mprlsonment R 345 1. 1 -3.

Th1s appeal follows

—a



. STANDARD OF REVIEW

“The admission of evidence is within the discretion of the trial court and will not be

reversed ‘abs‘enlt an abuse of di‘screti-br.i.”"»St’eite‘i\‘i/: Hatc'hef-,)392 S.C. 86, 91, 708 S.E-.2d‘ 750, 753

(2011) (quoting S_téte v. Pagan, 369 S.C. 201,208, 631 S.E.2d 262, 265 (2006)). “Ah abuse of -

discretion occurs when the conclusions of the trial coutt either lack evidentiary shpp_ort or are

controlled by an error of law.” Id.
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STATEMENT OF FACTS

Samuel Colhns Appellant 'S estranged husband shot and k1lled John Cherol shortly after '

: _midmght on October 28 2015. Colllns met.Cherol in May or June 2015 : R 135, ll 12-17. The .

,two quickly became frrends and spent a consrderable amount of time together R. 135, 11 18 22; . "

R. 233 1. 10 25 R. 241 l 21 — 242, l 1. Collms who became addlcted to ‘narcotic -paln E :
‘medrcatlon 1nclud1ng Oxycodone‘and Oxycontm after he was 1nJured the preV1ous year. o
frequently sold p1lls to Cherol who lrkewrse suffered from addiction. R. 136 ll 13 25; ‘R. 156 v
l.2- 157 1. 10; R. 246, l 15 - 247 l 14. At the t1me ofhrs death, Cherol owed Collms near‘ly a’
o thousand dollars. R. 137 ll l 4 Collms had repeatedly pressured Cherol to repay the debt R B
-.141111217 | B |
Shortly before the murder Colllns began to suspect Cherol was 1nvolved in planmng a
. recent burglary at the Colhns res1dence where gunﬁre was exchanged R. 137 1.5- 141 1. 3 R L
1248, ll 11 24 Colhns confronted Cherol about lllS poss1ble 1nvolvement “but Cherol was»
evasrve and ‘merely “beat around the bush . R 141 l 18 — 142, l 2 However a mutual - k
.fr1end told Collrns that Cherol admltted to bemg mvolved in the burglary and “had set it up.” R‘ A. -
142, ll 3- 7 It was around th1s trme that Collins became 1ncreasmgly paranoid and his behav1or ‘

5

erratic. R 234 11.-10- 13 R: 240 L. 23 241 l 6

‘ On October 27, 2015 the day before the murder the same mutual frrend who told’ Collrns_
. . / .
about Cherol’s 1nvolvement in the burglary, told Collms that Cherol sard “he Wanted to put two‘

bullets” in Collins and “that he had the gun . to do it with.” R. 143, 1l 3-7 A

That night, after leav1ng her JOb as a wa1tress and havmg numerous alcohohc beverages

E Appellant drove to Cherol’s house in the Pmecrest Subdlvrsron in Bluffton She arrrved between‘v o o

10:30 and 11:30 pm. Appellant had hoped to resc)lve the-tension between Collin's and Cherol,’



‘ Wthh was “escalating quickly ?
- 248, l 17 — 250, l 3 Appellant spoke to Cherol at his. home for about th1rty to forty ﬁve '
j' minutes. She then drove home. }R' 250,. 1. 13-19. When fshe got home, Collins was, -there-and
- awake. He immediately‘questioned Appellant about her whereabouts. Appellant admitted she 4
had gone to Cherol’s house to d1scuss his possible 1nvolvement in the burglary Colhns became
angry and upset He accused Appellant of hav1ng an affalr with Cherol and demanded she drlve.
him to Cherolfs house. R. 1144, 1. 9 - 146,:..1. 4;.;R,; 250, 1. 20_ 251, 1. 20._.

; éollins toldnAppellant that he wanted to intimidate and scare Cherol because he w'as
certaln Cherol was 1nvolved in the burglary Colllns also wanted to ask Cherol about why’
'. .Appellant was at his house that night R 146 1. 5= 9; R 251,121 —252 1 2 However Colllns .'
_assured Appellant that he would not hurt Cherol R. 252 1.21— 253 L1

. Appellant ultimately drove Colhns to Cherol’s nelghborhood and dropped h1m off on d
31de street.- R. 146 1. 18— 147, l I;R. 253 ll 2 8 Colllns got out of the car with a shotgun R.-
'254 1L 8 13; R. 270, ll 2- 22 After c1rcllng the neighborhood Appellant later plcked Collms up

at the same. spot where ‘she had dropped h1m off R 266, 1l. 15- 24 She never heard any

The “whole s1tuation made her ‘nervous’ and scared . R -

gunshots._‘ R. 267, ll.p19-21‘; R. 256, ll. 15-18. Moreover, Appellant testiﬁed_ the couple d1d .not' C

talk about what happened They did not talk on' the way home, except When Collins directed - -
£ ~
Appellant to stop at Cody Brown’s house wh1ch ‘was on the way Collins did not tell her why he

wanted to stop there but once they arnved Colhns got out of the car w1th the shotgun -When hev :

retumed to the car, he no longer had the gun R 254 1.'8-19; R. 270, 1. 23 272 1 16 |
.Appellant emphasized'that _there _was ,lno‘rplan' that‘night.- She “Just d1d whatever he:

(Collitis] told [her] to do.” R. 268, 1L 2122, Appellant learned Cherol had been killed the |

following day while she was at work. R. 256, II. 19-25." She later corifronted Collins and he



.ladmltted he had shot Cherol. However Collms told Appellant not to talk about the murder w1thv g

‘ anyone She testified that Colllns was very threatenmg and 1nt1m1dat1ng and drdn t want [her]

to discuss it, especrally w1th [her] famrly or the pohce Appellant was very scared” and d1d not
know what to do: She explamed [ ]f he [Coll1ns] was: capable of domg somethmg hke that to‘

John [Cherol] then I d1dn t know what was go1ng to happened to myself or my famlly ”R. 257 :

L 18-258,1.18

Collins, who was conv1cted by a Jury of Cherol s murder in October 2017 and sentenced B

o ﬁfty years 1mprrsonment testlﬁed agamst Appellant in exchange for a new sentencmg

: hear1ng R. 132 1 24— 134 1 5 He admltted to approachmg the back of Cherol’s house on

foot. He testlﬁed “I d1dn t have 1t d1rectly in my m1nd that [I was] go1ng to k1ll h1m I had it in

' my mrnd that I’'m going there and maybe ﬁre a couple shots poss1bly at the house I had shots -

v'j ﬁred at me, I was angry, maybe I would scare h1m and I don t. know I Just d1dn t know at that

pornt I Just was gorng to approach the house and see I guess ? R 147 ll 2 15. As Colllns ,

Tat

-approached the back of the house he saw Cherol outs1de He could not see a second person but

-~ he heard Cherol talkmg to’ someone Colhns pumped the shotgun pomted it at Cherol and ﬁred ,

‘He pumped 1t agarn a1med 1t away from Cherol and ﬁred agam He knew he had h1t ‘Cherol ‘
‘ when he heard the second person later 1dent1ﬁed as. J oe Rueby, screammg Collms pan1cked and‘;

' returned to the car as fast as he could R 148 ll 1 22

The car Was in the same spot 1t had been when Collms got out moments before R. 148 -

o ll 23- 25 Colllns clalmed when he clrmbed 1nto the passenger seat he had the. shotgun in his lap .

Accordmg to Colhns he told Appellant “I shot h1m Let s go Appellant looked at h1m “really

‘confused ”? Coll1ns beheved Appellant was “k1nd of asleep at ﬁrst when [he] got in the car,. - -

* because she was drunk. Colllns repeated “I shot h1m Let s g0.” R. l49,' 1. 1-13. Appellant “ -

od



“still acted hke she d1dn t comprehend what was- gorng on” so Colllns put the car. in drrve
grabbed the wheel wrth [hrs] left hand and stomped on the gas, and started dr1v1ng the car out to
- the street, Appellant eventually took over dr1v1ng Collrns “dlrected her to drive [hrm] to

"Cody ] house Wthl’l way to turn to take [hrm] to h1s house ” R 149, ll 14- 24 He put the
' \

shotgun 1 in the back of the p1ckup tmck outsrde Cody Brown S house R 149 ll 21 25 It was L -

dark outside so: Colllns d1d not know whether Appellant saw h1m drspose of the ﬁrearm R 150

_'11 13,

N

Colllns was arrested a few days after the murder on- unrelated charges He'.Was '

Y,

1ncarcerated on November 7, 201 5 Appellant came to V1s1t h1m at the detentlon center that day

)

R 151 11. 9 20 They had a thrrty m1nute v1s1t Wthh was recorded See State Exhrblt No 67

o

(CD of Jail Call). After the 1nvest1gat10n was complete Colhns was charged with murder

o Appellant Wasultvimately charged.wlth_accessory after the fact.



. ARGUMENT .

* The trial judge abused his discretion by admitting the recording of Appellant’s thirty

minute conversation _vvi'th kher husband, who later confessed to the murder, while he was

incarcerated on unrelated charges at the county jail before Appellant’s arrest, where the"evidence

was not relevant and its probative value, ifanv, was substanti:allv outweighed by the danger of

unfair prejudice.in violation of Rules 402 and 403, SCRE»,- and where it was improper character -

and impeachmient evidence under Rules 404 6(().5‘3,and 613SCRE 2 =
..How the Issue vvas Presented 'Belovv A |
To rebut Appellant testlmony, the state sought to present an‘ audio recordrng of

Appellant s v1srt w1th her\husband Samuel Collms wh1le he was 1ncarcerated on unrelated |
charges at the Beaufort County Detent1on Center on November 7 2015 shortly after the rnurder
o The conversat1on took" place durmg the early stages of -the 1nvest1gat10n before Coll1ns was

" arrested for murder and Appellant was arrested for accessory after the fact "l"he‘ ass1stant
sohc1tor clalmed the purpose"of 1ntroducmg the-recordlng} was to show that she [Appellant] was
not scared 1nt1m1dated .that she actually was strll very | much in love w1th h1m [Samuel Coll1ns]
| and was try1ng to post bond w1th h1m at that t1me 7 R, 208 ll 2 11. N |
Appellant obJected to the adm1ss1on of the recordrng based on numerous grounds.
.. 1nclud1ng (l) the lack of relevance (2) Rule 403 SCRE argumg any probatlve value of the
| recordmg was substantlally outwe1ghed by the danger of unfa1r preJudlce and (3) as 1mproper
} vlmpeachrnent ev1dence R 280 1. 13 281 l 13.. As to relevance defense counsel emphas1zed

. that durmg the jail visit Appellant and Colhns never dlscussed the murder of John Cherol or- the -.

circumstances- surrounding the ,murder Specrﬁcally, he argued “There $ N0 d1scuss1on of this



' case, the facts of thisﬁca'-se, any-of the facts” regarding the killing of J ohn}C'he‘ro‘l‘in the reco'rdi'ng;,

~R280118 281,1.2.

Crting Rule 403 ‘SCRE defense counsel asserted “any mmor relevance the evidence .
may have was outwelghed by ’ the danger of unfalr prejudlce He‘ emphas1zed the foul language
used by Appellant and her estranged husband during the conversatron.as well as obscene»
'COmr_ne‘nts abo'ut law enforcement o‘fﬁcers”that were rn'a‘d‘e by the pair. R. %‘81? 1: 3-l3. Counsel =
later maintained the conversatioh b.et»weeniAppellant:i and éollins during the recording about.the
execution of a search warrant at the couple s house 1n Wl’llCh drugs were found was further proof )
of unfair prejudice R 284, ll 14 20 | N , |

Lastly, defense ‘c‘ounsel Aargued*the"r,ecording w;s improper irnpeachment ‘evidence
because it was notevid'ence of. 'character- or' b.ias'-nor" was “it evidence of a prior inconsi‘stent‘ '

statement. He- erriphasrzed that Appellant admitted dur1ng her testlmony that she v1srted Collms '
at the detention center after hlS arrest and discussed the poss1b111ty of him postlng bond She
further adm1tted that she loved and still cared'for Collrns at the time. Therefore defense counsel _
concluded there .wer‘e‘no‘priorvinconsrstent”statements that "could be u_sed. to 1rnpeach Appellant .
and 'extrinsic evidence 1n the ‘for:rn of the recording, wasinadmissible .R 28l l 14 - 282‘ 1. 4 ’l
In response the ass1stant solicitor mamtamed ,that Appellant by testifying, “brought her
. character 1n to play She also contended the recordmg was ev1dence of pI'IOI' 1nconsrstent’:
: statements made by Appellant The sohc1tor claimed Appellant testiﬁed that she did not help* |
'.Colllns attempt to post bond, but durmg the recorded conversation Appellant said she was gomg, o
-to try to get him out., R 283 ll 5- 10 Fmally, the sohcrtor argued the recordlng showed_ A
A- .Appell.ant. wasnot scared of Collrns,r;that she loved'h1m, and “her demeanor at.the timef” R. 283,

.21 -284,1.5.



After . llstenmg to the recordmg, the trlal Judge ult1mately held the recordlng was o

t

adm1ss1ble He found the evidence relevant and that its relevance outwe1ghed any prejud1c1al

effect under Rule 403, SCRE. As far as the use of profamty, the judge malntalned it “was the1r o

i, AL

[Colllns and Appellant s] everyday language and 4f you are gomg to talk llke that obv1ously -

_people will hear. it.” The Judge further found that the credlblhty of the w1tnesses was a “keyv'
'lssue in the case and that the record1ng would ass1st the Jurors in determ1n1ng who .they"
believe.” R. 290,18 - w1117 RN T L
Appellant properly renewed her ohjection'to the admisSion of the‘recording., whlch Was

rnarked as State’s Exh1b1t No. 67 and is on ﬁle w1th thls Court, when it was entered 1nto ev1dence -
' ».and played for theJury R. 293, L 21 -294 l 7.
DlSCllSSlOll- ’ |

The trial judge‘abused his discretion”by adnlitting the recording off_‘Appellant’s thirty
minute‘-iconversation-with her 'hushand while;' he was incarcerated on unrelated 'charges at the :
.Beaufort_ County ljetentlon (ierlter before Appellant’s arrest becatise the' evidence_had absolutely
no relevance since the lmurder and"lthe | circurnstances lsurrOunding ‘the n*lurderu were')never
, d1scussed. and the probat1ve value of the recordlng, 1f any, was substantlally outwe1ghed hy the .

danger of unfa1r preJudlce in v1olat10n of Rules 402 and 403 SCRE The ev1dence was also" '

:1mproper character and 1mpeachment evrdence under Rules 404 608 and 613 SCRE The state _

| " sought to admit the ev1dence solely to impinge Appellant s character partlcularly where’l
: Appellant and C.ollms : repeatedly used pro.fa!n1ty ',durmg the conv’ersatron,‘ ‘made ob_scene
comments al)outlaw enforc'ement,. and l'revﬁeal_ed' that drugs were found in ‘jthe couple’s house
during the execution .of | a- search warrant. : Th1s inflamrnatory _evidence"should ‘haveheen

' excluded.

. 10_‘;~I>



! .Rules 402 and 403 SCRE
‘b As a general rule, all relevant ev1dence ‘1s adm1ssrble Rule 402, SCl{E. “‘Relevant
evidence means evldence having any tendency to& make the e’xilstence .Iof any fact ;that is of .
* consequence to the de‘termlination of the:act~i'on -moreprobal')le or less prObable than itvwould be
without the evidencef Rule 401, SCRE “Although relevant ev1dence may be excluded 1f 1ts‘ o
. probative value is substantrally outwelghed by the danger of unfarr prejudrce LD Rule 403,
_ SCRE. | | |

‘ The recording of Appellant. s conversatlon with her husbandv while he was 1ncarcerated on |
unrelated charges shortly after the murder had absolutely no relevance to vvhether Appellant»'
knew_ Collins had cornm1tted murder ‘and 1ntent10nal‘ly 'helped h1m. escape from arrest, .
: cOnviction or punishment See S. C Code Ann. § l6 1-55. The couple never- dlscussed the ‘
murder or the c1rcumstances surroundlng the- murder dur1ng the entlre th1rty m1nute conversatlon |

) e v ‘ :
* The focus of the conversatlon was largely on the poss1b111ty of Collms posting bond on hls
- 'unrelated charges the couple s ﬁnancral s1tuat1on 1nclud1ng the sale of a boat, the couple s son,.
. the executlon of a search Warranthat the fam1ly s house where a large quantlty of the drugs vvere
serzed and Colllns then cond1t1on or mrcumstances given that he was 1ncarcerated 1nclud1ng
. the fact that he Was havmg w1thdrawal symptoms from narcotrc pam medlcatlon See ‘State’s

-Exh1b1t No 67

Not only dld the ev1dence lack any relevance any probatlve value the recordlng may.
. 'have had was substant1ally 0utwe1ghed by the danger of unfalr prejud1ce under Rule 403 SCRE
As d1scussed dur1ng the1r conversatlon Appellant and’Collins repeatedly used profanrty, made

. obscene comments about law. enforcement, and revealed that drugs were found in the couple’s

house during the execution of a search warrant. All of these circumstances were pr_ejudicial to -

.o 11 . . " - » i b



Appellant and llkely 1nﬂamed the Jury and led them to. conv1ct Appellant on an 1mproper bas1s

The sole purpose of the ev1dence was to attempt to demonstrate Appellant s bad character As

such, it should.haye been eXcl_uded.
‘Rule 404, SCRE . |

' “Character evidence is’ " not ,admissible to. prove the . ac’cus‘ed‘ possesses - a

crrmmal character or has a propens1ty to comm1t the cr1me w1th which he is charged ” State V.

Brown 344 S. C 70 73 543 S E 2d 552 554 (2001) Rule 404(a) SCRE states the general rule . .

~ - that “[e]v1dence ofa person s character or, a tra1t of character is.not admlss1ble for the purpose of
| provmg act1on in conform1tyl. therew1th on a part1cular occas1on ’ The recorded cont/ersanon A .
between Appellant -and her husband was not adm1ss1ble under llule 404(a) bec’ause it was
1mproper character ev1dence that the state. sought to admit to prove Appellant acted in conform1ty .
therew1th‘ on the mornmgj of the; murder ',and;,durmg*the subsequent daysor weeks.

Rule 608, SCRE . | | R

' “Rule 608(a) perm1ts the cred1b111ty of a w1tness to be 1mpeached in the form of opinion :

or reputatlon test1mony, but only for truthfulness or untruthfulness »” State V. Grace 350 S. C _

1

- 19, 26 564 S.E. 2d 331 334 (Ct App 2002) Rule 608(b) prov1des when spec1ﬁc acts ev1dence s

»

may be used to 1mpeach a w1tness s test1mony Id. It reads in relevant part: e

(b) Specific Instances of Conduct Spec1ﬁc instances of the conduct of a
“'witness, for the purpese of attacking or supportmg the witness’ credibility, other
“than conviction: of -crime as provided in Rule 609, may not- be proved by
© ‘extrinsic evidence. They may, however, . in the discretion of the court, if

probative of truthfulness or untruthfulness, be inquired into on cross-examination

of the witness (1) concemmg the w1tness character for truthfulness or -
untruthfulness[] o : ’

" Rule 608(b), _SCRE (emphas.isad'ded).'f AR

1 )



The recOrding' of Appellant’s‘conversatioir vvith 'her’ husband was. not admissible u’rider

subsectlon (a) because it was not 1n the form of opmion or reputat1on test1mony It was also not
admiss1ble under subsection (b) because under the rule spec1ﬁc 1nstances of conduct of a witness

may not be proved by éxtrinsic evidence. - The recordlng f,undoubte'dlyv constitutes extrms1c

R
—

\ evidence

Rule 608(c) allows for the admissmn of ev1dence of bias See Smalls V. State 422 S. C

A‘I

x.\

‘ 174 810 S E 2d 836 (2018) It states

(c) Evndence of Bias. B1as prejudice or any motive to m1srepresent may be shown to

~ "impeach the witness either by’ exam1nat1on of the witness or by ev1dence otherwrse’ '
adduced. . L . : :

| The recorded conversation betvveen Appellanti anii' her husband’ slhould have been ..eXclude:d
‘under subsectlon (c) because 1t did not demonstrate any evidence of bias, prejudice or motive to;f
misrepresent Agam ‘the couple E conversation concemed largely the poss1b111ty of Colhns'_
posting bond on ‘his unrelated charges‘, -_the_'couple s ﬁnanc1al 51tuat10n, 1nclud1né ‘the sale.of a
- boat, the couple’_s son, the‘exec‘ution of a search:~_\§varrant at the’ family’sl hou_se,. 'vvhere alarge
quantityﬁof the drugs .we_reisei'zed; and Collins’ then conditi,on or circumstanees given that he was -
incarcerated,‘ including ithe fact. that. he vvas _ha-ving»vvithdravval symptoms from‘ narcotic pain
1medication. Nopa.rtof'this discu_’ssion could be u‘sed as e'vidence of lbias-, prej.udice, or motiveto 'J, 3
) misrepresent.. _Therefore,'tlie-rec'ordingvvas also not*admissible under subsection (c)_an_d should
" have been excluded. : | S - | |
Rule 613, SCRE

Rule 613 SCRE govems the admiss1on of extr1ns1c ev1dence of a prior 1ncons1stent'

‘statement. 'It.readsin relevant part: |

’(a) Examininngitness Concerning. Prior Statement. In examining a ‘witness. -
- concerning.a prior statement made by the witness, whether written or not, the

13



~ statément need not be shown nor its contents di.sclosedto the witness at that time,
but on request the same shall be shown or-disclosed to opposing counsel.

(b) Extrinsic Evidence of Prior. Inconsistent Statement of Witness. Extrinsic -
evidence of a prior inconsistent statement by a witness is not admissible unless
the witness is advised of the substance of the statement, the time and place it was

* allegedly made, and the person to whom it was made, and is given the opportunity. -
to explain or deny the statement. If a witness does not admit that he had made .

- the prior inconsistent: statement, extrinsic evidence of such statement is
admissible. However, if a witness admits making the prior statement,
extrinsic evidence that the prior statement was made is inadmissible.

Rule 613, SCRE (emphasis added)
" The recording of Appellant’s conversation with-her husbandwas"not admissible'pursuant
- to Rule 613 because Appellant never made any prior inconsistent Statements durin‘g the re‘corded _

conversatlon Appellant test1ﬁed that she v151ted Collms on November 7 2015 while he was in
jail. She admrtted that the two talked about Colllns bond and that Colllns asked her to’ contact-
. hrs famlly to assist in. post1ng bond However Appellant was not actually attemptmg to help h1m
| + post bond She merely told Colllns she would do so. R.:273, l 11 — 274, l 4. The recorded\

: conversat1on corroborates Appellant S test1mony See State s Exhibit No. 67. Appellant further

~ admitted that she. loved Colhns at that time, whrch is consrstent w1th the statements she made
durmg the recordmg R. 258, 1. 20 23. R. 274 ll 5- 6 Because there were not prior 1nconsrstent
statements made by Appellant durmg the recordrng, it was not adm1ss_1ble under Rule 613 and

should have been excluded- ‘( S

Based on the foregomg argument the trial Judge erred by adm1tt1ng the recorded'

‘ conversatlon between Appellant and Colllns pursuant to Rules 402 403 404, 608 and 613 S

SCRE. Appellant réspectfully hr‘equests th1_s_ Court reverse her convrctl_on and sentence and: -

‘remand for a new trial.
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" 'CONCLUSION

~ Based ohrthe fdfegoiﬁg argumerit, Appéllaﬁt respectful‘ly requests this COurf re'Vers'e." her

s

conviction and sentence and reimand;for anew trial; -
T Respectfully submltted

TaraM. Caudy
i ~Appellate Defender

LT 'ATTORNEYFOR'APPELLANT.
‘This 11th day of March, 2019. -

s
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