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| 'STATEMENT”(’)I‘;“?I'SS‘UEV()N APPEAL

Whether the tr1al _]udge properly refused to admrt a letter allegedly from Latrell Strong
when the body of the letter was not properly authentlcated and when the letter was hearsay and
- did not meet the requirements for an exceptlon to hearsay under Rule 804(b)(3) SCRE? And

furthermore if the trial judge diderr in refusing to admit the letter, whether any error was
,_harmless because of’ the overwhelmlng evrdence presented agalnst Appellant at tr1a1‘7
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE

In December 2015- the Rlchland County Grand Jury 1nd1cted Appellant for ﬁrst degree .
burglary, grand larceny of greater than $2 000 but less than $10 000 and possess1on of a stolen ‘
' vehlcle On October 16- 18 2017 a Jury tr1al was held in the Rlchland County Court of General

Sessions w1th the Honorable J ocelyn J. Newman pres1d1ng Appellant was represented by Almee
Zmroczek Esq. Respondent (the State) was represented by Assrstant Solrc1tors R1chard Cathcart
and Jerem1ah Shellenberg of the F1fth C1rcu1t Sol1c1tor s Ofﬁce At the conclusmn of trial, the |
Jury conv1cted Appellant of all three char'ges. Follmeg the verdlct,,the trlal‘ Judge'sentenced
) Appellant to thlrty -six years 1mpr1sonment for ﬁrst degree burglary, ﬁve years 1mprlsonment
 for grand larceny of greater than $2 000 but less than $lO OOO and thrrty days 1mpr1sonment for
: possessmn of a-stolen Veh1cle Each of the sentences ran consecut1vely to each other resultlng in
. an aggregate sentence of forty -one years and th1rty days 1mpr1sonment Appellant then tlmely

filed a not1ce of appeal and an 1n1t1al br1ef Th1s br1ef of Respondent now follows

ot

1 Although the trlal judge unambrguously orally sentenced Appellant to consecutive sentences ‘
the sentencing sheets indicate that the sentence was to,run concurrently. (R. 404, 424-26). See -
Tant v. S.C. Department of Corrections, 408 S.C. 334, 759 S.E.2d 389(2014) (holding when oral
and written sentences are both ambiguous, the ambiguity must be construed in a defendant’s -
favor); Boan v. State, 388 S.C. 272, 695°S. E 2d 850 (2010) (holding a judge’s oral .~ '
pronouncement of sentence controls over a conflicting written sentencing order)
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STATEMENT OF F ACTS

On July 21 2015 at approxrmately one o clock PM Julle Rleger drove past her next door »
| nerghbor Chrlstopher 7 ohnson S (Vlctlm) house m a golf cart wrth her srx year old daughter on - .-

the way to the Rockbrldge Country Club pool in Forest Acres (R 33 34) As she drove past the

house, R1eger saw acat parked in V1ct1m s dr1veway that she had never seen before Rleger also o

saw two black males walking onto V1ct1m’s “stoop »? (R 38) The two males knocked on the

‘door and began lookrng around them (R 38) Rleger thought the 51tuat10n seemed we1rd and it
“raised the hairs on the back of her neck.” (R 38, lrnes 19 20) Once she had passed the house

' . Rleger called her husband and told him to call the Forest Acres Pollce Department to check out
_ the srtuatlon (R 39) After the phone call w1th her husband R1eger drove back by J ohnsons

home and notrced that the two males were no longer standmg on the ‘stoop.” Also the gate on
o/

| the left- hand 51de of the house; whlch led to the backyard was open (R 40) The same unusual o

' ‘vehrcle was still parked in the drlveway (R 40)

,

Rreger called another nelghbor Sally Metts shortly after seerng ‘the gate left open to the -

- backyard of Vrctrm s house Metts hved next door to V1ct1m Rleger asked Metts to-go to the

_back room of her house and see 1f she could view what was gomg onin Vrctlm s backyard (R
'42) Metts went to her backyard and observed “two black males comrng out of the back of

[V1ct1m s] house w1th a large TV ” (R 64 hnes 18 19) Metts went back 1n51de her house and
o went to another wmdow where she watched the two males come around the house wrth the TV

J .
(R 65). She saw the two men load the TV 1nto the backseat of the car parked in the dr1veway

o . P

| Accordlng to Metts as the two riien were enterrng the car, they had ‘a foot in and the polrce car
pulled up, and they turned and looked at h1m and bolted through [V1ct1m s] backyard ” (R 68

lines 2-5). - : . _' N A. e



OfﬁcerBaxter arrived on th‘e scene ';and'saw two black mal,es', entering ialvehi‘c?le who =
- proceed torun a's soon as theyl saw him. (R. 91) Baxter notiﬁed other law enforcemerit in the- o
' ‘-‘{ ;:arealof the direction the two men ran.in and then checked the license plate of the vehlcle Law
e 'enforcement searched for the lrcense plate in the DMV and NCIC databases ‘and d1scovered the
vehicle wa‘,s.fstolen.v (R.93; 11 l). The two men were eventually apprehendedm the surrounding
- f_ﬁéighbdrhéo& with the assistance of a K9umtBoth men fmﬁény provided ‘félée:-na{még anvd.
; dates of birth to law enforcement but were. later 1dent1ﬁed by their ﬁngerprlnts as Appellant and ,
: hlS co- defendant Latrell Strong (R 144 45) | | |
- Law enfor/cement found multiple ﬂat screen TVs a laptop, an 1Pad some other cell
-phones, and other electronic acc“essor1es in the'backseat of the stolen vehrcle_m Victim s
ﬂ;“ driveway Victim con;tirmedthat each of the :i'telms" belorigedito him (R169) Law:'enfo’rcement‘ |
; tested for DNA 1nsrde the: stolen car and found Appellant s DNA on the steering wheel |
gearshift and several drmk bottles (R 241) Strong s DNA ‘was found on several of the
‘ electronics in the backseat however Appellant s DNA was not found on any of the electromcs
- .(R 241). Metts and Rieger were both shown photo lineups to 1dent1fy the black males they saw - .
at Vlctlm s house Rleger was able to 1dent1fy Strong m the ﬁrst lrneup but chose another male

~

mstead of Appellant in the second lmeup (R 52) Metts was. unable to 1dent1fy anyone in erther :
. lrneup (R 76) | " | |
- At tr1al Appellant admltted to belng guilty. of posse551ng'a stolen veh1cle but he denied ‘
: burglar1zmg V1ct1m s home or committmg grand larceny (R 353) Appellant contended that'he
SN B was an accessory after the’ fact Appellant argued that Strong and poss1bly another party were '
| responsrble for the burglary and that he was only there to p1ck up Strong (R 356) Appellant had

_/

- five pr10r burglary convrct1ons but only two prlor conv1ctions were admitted 1nto ev1dence to ’_ _ 4

PR



prove Appellant was: gurlty of ﬁrst degree burglary (R 252) Durlng Appellant s case in. chref L
Appellant attempted to 1ntroduce a letter allegedly ‘written by Strong that was addressed to tr1al."
counsel s law ﬁrm The letter reads e |
I Latrell Strong is- wr1te1ng this letter on the behalf of the defendant Darrus
Walker ‘witch'is my co-defendant of a burglary 2" that he knew ‘nothing about
until after the fact. The burglary was my (Latrell Strong) domg I simply called
" ‘the defendant Darius Walker for a ride. When he came to pick me up I still did not
- . say anythrng about what I had done until the police car pulled up-to the residence. .

By then it was fare to late: I am Just wrrterng this letter to own up to my actions -

like a man and put: all this behind me. If you would like to get in contact w1th me

the address to where I am belng held i is on the front of th1s letter Thanks ......
~ (R, 296 407)

THe letter attempts to exculpate Appellant from the crrme of burglary and asserts that Appellant .

came to the res1dence to prck up Strong When Appellant attempted to admrt the letter by calhng )
Strong asa wrtness Strong exermsed hrs Frfth Amendment r1ght agamst self—mcrrmrnatron (R
259 61) Appellant then proffered testlmony to authentlcate the letter and envelope Three .
witnesses were called to testrfy in camera to establrsh Strong ] Jarl 1dent1ﬁcatron number the
dates Strong was conﬁned in _]all the recelpt of the letter by trral counsel’s office, and to attempt
to- authentrcate Strong s s1gnature on the letter (R 273 92)

The trial Judge ruled that Appellant had not sufﬁc1ently authentlcated the letter and |
excluded it from evrdence (R 298) In makmg her rulmg, the trral Judge expressed concern that o
Appellant had only authent1cated the srgnature on the letter but not the body of the letter 1tself
Without a w1tness who saw Strong wr1te the letter or a sample of his handwrltmg to compare the ‘

prmted portron of the letter to Appellant was unable to sufﬁc1ently authent1cate the letter (R

298) At the conclusron of trral Appellant was convrcted of each charge

'r



STANDARD OF REVIEW

In crrmmal cases appellate courts s1t to review errors of law only State V. Baccus 367

S.C. 41, 48 625 S. E 2d 216, 219 (2006) Tr1a1 courts have cons1derab1e d1scret1on in. rul1ng on. o

e

the admrss1on or exclusion of evrdence and an appellate court w1ll not reverse a tr1a1 court S

N

{.'—

ruling on ev1dent1ary matters absent a clear abuse of that dlscretlon State V. Gaster 349 S. C

k ) 545 557, 564 S:E.2d 87 93 (2002) “An abuse of dlscretlon occurs when the conclusrons of the

trlal court e1ther lack ev1dent1ary support or are controlled by an error of law State V. Douglas

f369 S.C. 424 429 30 632 S. E 2d 845, 848 (2006)

A}



. _ARGUMENT -

. : ; . L
e, . . . . o
. ! - A [ .

The- trlal Judge properly refused to admlt a letter allegedly from Latrell Strong

S because the body of the letter was not, properly authentlcated and because the letter was

* hearsay.and did not meet the requirements for an exceptlon to ‘hearsay under Rule’
'"_804(b)(3) SCRE. Even if the trial judge erred in excluding the letter from evidence, any
‘error was harmless because of the overwhelmmg ev1dence presented agamst Appellant at

- = trial.

Appellant contends the tr1al Judge abused her dlscretlon by refusmg to admlt a letter into E

o . eev1dence allegedly wr1tten by Appellant s codefendant Latrell Strong Appellant argues the

! : letter was properly authent1cated and was adm1ssrble as an except1on to the rule agamst hearsay ’
under Rule 804(b)(3) SCRE Appellant s argument 1s w1thout merlt The tr1al Judge correctly
excluded the letter because Appellant d1d not authentlcate the body of the letter or otherw1se ;

' prove that the letter was what 1t purported to be. Add1tronally, even 1f Appellant had properly

‘ authentlcated the letter, the letter was strll 1nadm1ssrble as hearsay because corroboratmg
crrcumstances d1d not clearly indicate the trustworthlness of the statements contalned in the

v , \ : . : .

letter Furthermore even 1f the tr1al Judge erred 1n excludlng the letter any error was harmless

&

" because of the overwhelmmg evrdence presented agamst Appellant at tr1al Appellant s |

~ convictions and .vsentences should be affrrmed. »; o

oy

: Auth'enticatlonL

.

Appellant 1n1t1ally argues the letter was, properly authentrcated because the s1gnature on' S

the letter could be compared to other known examples of Strong S: 51gnature Add1t1onally, , g
' ’Appellant argued other dlstmctlve elements of the letter and the envelope in wh1ch 1t was B
contamed such as the presence of Strong S. 1nmate number and a stamp from the local _]all

o contrlbuted to the letter s authentlclty However the tr1al Judge correctly refused to adm1t the o



-

letter because Appellant fa1led to offer any ev1dence to authentrcate the body of the letter and

only attempted to- authentrcate Strong S s1gnature b_

.

: “The requ1rement of authentlcatlon or 1dent1ﬁcat10n as a condltron precedent to
N / ; - foer .

admrss1b111ty is sat1sf1ed by ev1dence sufﬁc1ent to support a ﬁndmg that the matter in questron is

what its proponent cla1ms ” Rule 901 SCRE Evrdence must be authentrcated before it can be

.‘admrtted Statev Aragon 354 S C. 334, 336 579 S E2d 626 627 (Ct App 2003) “‘The burden

to authent1cate ¢..1s not hrgh’ 'and requrres only that the proponent offer a satrsfactory

Deep. |

,3’

' foundatron from wh1ch the Jury could reasonably ﬁnd that the ev1dence is authentlc

Keel, LLC V. Atl Prlvate Equrtv Grp LLC 413 S C 58 64 773 S E 2d 607 610 (Ct App

' 2015) (quotlng Un1ted States V. Hassan 742 F 3d 104 132 (4th C1r 2014))

N

‘ Here Appellant falled o produce ev1dence that the body of the letter Was actually wrltten |
by Strong Appellant attempted to authentrcate the letter by profferrng testlmony from three |
'w1tnesses dur1ng an in camera hearmg Flrst Appellant called Chrlstlna Metze who worked as’ L
the paralegal for Appellant s tr1a1 counsel Metze testlﬁed that she. re-celved a 1etter that was
‘allegedly from Strong whlch bore his 1nmate number and a stamp frorn theyAlvm S. Glenn
communication from Strong before and could not 1dent1fy hlS handwr1t1ng (R 275- 76)
Addltronally,‘Metze adm1tted that Strong ] 1nmate number was publrc 1nformat10n that anyone
could look up (R. 276 77). Washava Moyd of Alv1n S Glenn detelltlon center conﬁrmed |
Strong s 1nmate number and the dates of h1s 1ncarcerat10n Moyd also adm1tted that inmate B
'» numbers were publ1clyl acce551ble 1nformatlon on the Jall’s webs1te and that any of the JallS 850 o

1nmates were capable of sendmg such a letter (R 281 84) J ohn Carwell testlﬁed that he

| observed Strong write his srgnature in curs1ve on an Adv1ce of nghts Form and a DNA Consent



. to Search Form pr10r to the tr1al (R 286) However Carwell never saw Strong wr1te 1n pr1nt (R
289) In fact, the only trme Carwell wrtnessed Strong wr1te anythlng was when he observed

: Strong wr1te hrs entire name 1n cursrve on the two forms. (R 289 405 06) Carwell could not
. even say that the s1gnature on Defense Exhrbrt #20 was Strong ] handwrltrng (R 291)

S

' Appellant falled to prov1de sufﬁcrent evrdence to support a ﬁndlng that Defense Exhlbrt |

I\

#20 was what Appellant clalmed 1t to be. Appellant drd not produce any evrdence to show that

. the prrnted body of the letter was wrltten by Strong Appellant merely attempted to authent1cate e
the srgnature on Defense Exhrbrt #20 as belongmg to Strong, but even the srgnature on Defense

Exhibit #20 is dlssrmrlar to the known srgnatures on Defense Exhlblts #1 8 and #19 In Defense

N

| Exhlbrt s #1 8 and #19 Strong wrote out h1s full name as “Latrell Strong ? (R 405 06) However

on Defense Exhrblt #20 the 31gnature reads “L Strong » Even if- Appellant had properly

authentrcated Strong s srgnature Appellant strll farled to authentrcate the prrnted sectlon of the
letter Thrs was a crrtlcal deﬁmency'rn Appellant s ‘authentlcatlon attempt because, there was 1o -
way for the trlal Judge orthej Jury to know whether Strong had actually written the letter or

: whether he srgned a blank sheet of paper that someone else subsequently ﬁlled in. Indeed the

-trial Judge recogmzed thls problem when makrng her ruhng on the admrssrbllrty of the letter Y “ ‘ :

" The problem is the s1gnature ‘and the letter appear to be in dlfferent handwrrtrng
And the court has heard no testimony from any witness regardmg the printed
portion of this letter and any attempt to authenticate the printed portion of the

letter. That is the same print or appears to be the same print that is on the

' envelope and 1 do see that there is'an Alv1n S ‘Glerin stamp on the back 6f the -
envelope. But I think the requirement is more than just authentication of the
signature but the contents of the letter because for all anybody kriows, his

‘signature is on a blank piece of paper and somebody frlls it and mails it from the
jail. = o ‘ . '

' You may- have satrsﬁed your burden 1f someone else had seen hrm write: thrs -
letter, if he.had given a written statement to the polrce or something else that *:
authenticates the substance of the letter because the court has to be satisfied that
this document is what it purports to be. And based on the totality of the

R



cucumstances the court cannot make that ﬁndmg Therefore the document is not
sufﬁcrently authentrcated and is not adm1551ble ' :

1
\
b

v. C(R 298, l1nes 3 22) .;‘ - Aj v ‘};:, o ‘.;‘ P - S
The other authentrcatmg characterrstlcs c1ted by Appellant also fail to prove that Strong |
wrote the letter. Indeed as Moyd and Metze admltted on cross exammat1on Strong S mmate
7 number was pubhcly avallable 1nformat10n and»could have been obtamed and used to send the |
letter by any of the 850 1nmates at Alvm S Glenn Detentron Center Wrthout any authent1catron' C )
of the prmted portlon of the letter or any other evrdence provmg that the letter was what .
; Appellant.claimed it to be, the.tnal Judge did not abuse her drscret1on in re_fuslrng to admlt -
) Defense .Ex'h.ibi_t ‘,#2‘0 into evidence:"‘Appellant:’."s.Z’convicti‘onsf‘and‘sentence"s should be ‘afflrrnedl o

% ) A . .
A o Hearsay

o x'

Appellant next contends the letter is admlss1ble as an exceptlon to the rule agalnst

‘ hearsay under Rule 804(b)(3) SCRE Appellant S argument is w1thout merlt Even if Appellant

- ..-l~properly authent1cated the body of the letter Defense Exh1b1t #20 was strll properly excluded

: from evidence because Appellant was unable tor establlsh corroboratlng crrcumstances to indicate
the trustworthmess of the statement made in Defense Exhlblt #20. .

“He’arsay rs a statement other than one made by the declarant while testlfymg at the trral
or hearmg, offered in evidence to. prove the truth of the matter-asserted.” Rule 80l(c) SCRE A
"declarant is unava11able asa, w1tness when exempted by rulrng of the court on the ground of
prrvrlege from testlfymg concermng the subJ ect matter of declarant s statement.” Rule 804(a)(1) ‘ -
- “'SCRE When a declarant 1s unavallable the1r statements may be adm1551ble if the statement at .

" issue is agalnst the declarant s interest. Rule 804(b)(3) SCRE provrdes |

Statement Agamst lnterest A statement which was at the time of 1ts makmg SO

g far contrary to the declarant's pecumary or proprletary interest, or so far tendedto” <
subject the declarant to civil or crrmmal hablhty, or to render invalid a claim by



.y (. . g . X .
the declarant against another that a. reasonable person in the declarant s position -
. would not have made the statemeént unless bellevmg it to be true. A statement -
. -tending to expose the declarant to’criminal liability-and offered to exculpate - the
"+ accused is not admissible unless corroboratrng c1rcumstances clearly 1ndlcate the
trustworthlness of the statement :

Out- of-court statements agalnst penal rnterest made by an unavallable declarant are .

.‘admrss1ble at trlal State V. Doctor 306 S C 527 413 S E 2d 36 (1992) However “A defendantt -

seeklng to offer a statement pursuant to th1s exceptron bears the form1dable burden of -
ﬁestablrshlng that corroboratlng 01rcumstances clearly 1ndrcate the trustworthlness of the

statement.” State V. Wannamaker 346 S. C 495 501 552 S E.2d 284 287 (2001) “Whether a.

: statement has been sufﬁcrently corroborated isa quest1on ‘left to the d1scret1on of the trral judge .

after consrdermg the totalrty of the c1rcumstances under whrch a declaratron agamst penal

| 1nterest was made.. ” Wannamaker 346 S C at 501 552 S E. 2d 2 at 287 (quotlng State v,

| . _Klnloch 338 S C., 385 391 n. 5 526 S E 2d 705 208, n. 5 (1996)) “The rule does not require |
, that the 1nformat10n w1th1n the- statement be clearly corroborated 1t means only that there be
| corroboratmg crrcumstances whrch clearly 1ndlcate the: trustworthlness of the statement 1tself
, R .
i €., that the statement was actually made ” Krnloch 338 S C at 388, 468 S.E. 2d at 644.

Here, Appellant falled to’ produce corroboratlng ev1dence to 1ndlcate the trustworthrness
of the statement allegedly made by Strong in Defensﬂegxhrbn #20 Appellant not only falled to ‘
' show that the statement made in Defense Exhrblt #20\was trustworthy, but he falled to show that ’
- the statement was even made by Strong o |

The statement 1n Defense Exh1b1t #20 clalms that Appellant merely'arrlved to p1ck up
’4 Strong and that Appellant knew nothrng of Strong s 1llegal act1v1ty untrl law enforcement h

- arrived. (R 407) However this statement 1s contradlcted by all the ev1dence presented at tr1al

‘Two eyeW1tnesses testified that two‘ black (males were'rn the process of loadrng a;TV into the

s

R



-backseat ofa car wh1ch was parked in Vlct1m s drrveway Ofﬁcer Baxter saw two 1nd1v1duals on' o

| erther srde of the car loadlng the TV 1nsrde when he arrived. (R 102) Sally Metts 11kewrse

testrﬁed to see1ng two men in the process of loadmg aTVv 1nto the backseat when pollce arrlved

LA

(R 67- 68) Srmllarly, a th1rd eyewrtness Julre Rreger attested to seemg an unknown car parked i'?.' |
' '-‘m Victim’s drrveway and two black males actmg susplclously (R 37- 38) No eyew1tness -
testrmony corroborates the statement made ‘1nrDefe,ns_e Exhrblt; #20 No w1tnes_s ‘testlﬁed they‘saw ‘-f )
a car pull"upand,l"pick up a s(ingle»black male. Each 'eyewi‘tnes';s described a paryked.car and two |
black males e1ther lookmg around the house 'or actrvely loadmg stolen ‘materlal in: the car, which
: "contradlcts the clalms made in Defense Exhlbrt #20 Fmally, and perhaps foremost the statement -
lacksﬂtrustworthmess because 1t does not make"any log1cal sense Defense Exh1b1t #20 cla1ms
. that Appellant was completely unware that a crime had taken place when he p1cked up .Strong
o _[For this. statement to be: true Strong would have to load the entlre backseat of the car w1th
electromcs w1thout Appellant not1c1ng or Appellant had to beheve there was nothmg strange |
.about be1ng asked to pick up a frlend from a random house who just happened to be carrymg .
- seyeral TV s w1th h1m The statement contalned in DefensefExhrblt #20 is not trustworthy |
| Even if the statement made in Defense E)rh1b1t #20 was tmstworthy, Appellant failed to _ |
- present any corroboratmg 01rcumstances to 1nd1cate the statement was made by Strong The

. 51gnature on the letter and the body of the letter are wrltten in two d1fferent styles of handwr1t1ng

- one in prrnt and one in cursive. No attempt was made to authentrcate the pr1nted portlon of the
coo , }_ ‘

letter as being wr1tten by Strong The tr1al Judge was r1ghtfully concemed that: “F or all anybody _

knows, his srgnature isona blank p1ece of paper and somebody fills it and marls it from the Jarl »
(R 298 hnes 12- 14) No ev1dence was. presented for. the trlal Judge to determme whether Strong .

: actually wrote the body of the letter Furthermore 1nformat10n on the envelope such as Strong s

oy ..




- {)'_“; R .

‘inmate number is publlcly acces51ble mformat1on that any of the approxrmately 850 1nmates at -
. the jail could have discovered and wrote on the envelope (R 294) No wrtnesses testlﬁed that.
-;they actually saw. Strong wrlte and sign the letter in questron and Appellant drd not produce

.‘ test1mony from any expert w1tnesses to ver1fy Strong $ handwrrtmg Appellant farled to

" “introduce sufﬁcrent corroboratrng ev1den‘ce that the letter was written by Strong; The trial judge |

s .properly acted w1thm her dlscretlon in excludmg Defense Exhrbrt #20 because there was

1nsufﬁcrent corroboratlon to meet the exceptron to the rule agamst hearsay under Rule 804(b)(3) :

- SCRE Appellant s conv1ctlons and sentences should be afﬁrmed

Harmless Error

Even if th1s Court determmes the tr1al Judge erred by not admrttmg Defense EXhlblt #20 '* o

.into ev1dence .any- error is harmless because of the overwhelmmg evxdence presented agamst , i
Appellant at tr‘1al | o | | |

“Whether an error 1s harmless depends on the crrcurnstances of the partrcular case.” StateA

Thompson 352 S. C 552, 562 575 S E. 2d 77 83 (Ct App 2003) “No definite rule of law

B govems this ﬁndmg, rather, the materrahty and prejudlcral character of the error must be

determmed from its relatlonshrp to'the entrre case ” State V. Mltchell 286 S C. 572 573, 336 _

“SE2d 150 151 (1985) “Where a revrew of the entrre record establrshes the error is harmless

beyond a reasonable doubt the conv1ct10n should not be reversed Thompson 352 S C. at 562

- 5758. E -2d at 83 “Error is harmless when it could not’ reasonably have.affected the result of the

'trlal ? Mrtchell 286 S C at 573 336 S E 2d at 151 (quotrng State V. Key 256 S C 90 180

__’,SE2d888 (1971)) 5 T

The evidence presented agalnst Appellant at trlal was overwhelmlng Appellant was .

apprehended in the v1c1n1ty of V1ct1m S house after be1ng chased by pohce Appellant was caught )



L

et




CONCLUSION

For all the foregoing reasons, it is respectfully submitted that the judgments and

convictions of the lower court should be affirmed.
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