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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Georgia affirmed Chiman Rai’s convictions for murder, burglary, and related
offenses arising from the killing of his daughter-in-law. The court held that the evidence was sufficient
and rejected claims concerning hearsay, a jailhouse informant’s alleged Sixth Amendment violation,
character evidence, witness credibility testimony, jury instructions, and ineffective assistance of
counsel. All Justices concurred.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Rai appealed his convictions and sentences for malice murder,
burglary, and related offenses after the trial court denied his motion for
new trial. He raised insufficiency-of-the-evidence, ineffective-
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the evidence was sufficient to support Rai’s convictions.

2. Whether statements made by the victim to family members were admissible under Georgia’s necessity
exception to the hearsay rule.

3. Whether testimony from a jailhouse inmate violated Rai’s Sixth Amendment right to counsel under
Massiah.

4. Whether testimony concerning prior statements by Rai’s son was improperly admitted or, where
unobjected to, preserved for appellate review.

5. Whether testimony by a detective concerning the son’s interview improperly commented on the son’s
credibility.

6. Whether a witness could testify about Rai’s apparent understanding of a topic based on the witness’s
observations.

7. Whether the trial court properly excluded specific acts of charitable conduct offered as evidence of Rai’s
good character.

8. Whether the jury instruction concerning conflicting testimony improperly created a presumption of
truthfulness or shifted the burden of proof.

9. Whether Rai received ineffective assistance of trial counsel under Strickland.

HOLDINGS

1. The evidence was sufficient for a rational trier of fact to find Rai guilty beyond a reasonable doubt of the
charged offenses.

2. The trial court did not abuse its discretion by admitting certain statements made by the deceased victim
to her aunt, grandmother, and sister under the necessity exception.

3. Admission of Walmer’s testimony did not violate Rai’s Sixth Amendment right to counsel because
Walmer was not acting as a government agent.

4. The claim concerning the neighbor’s testimony was not preserved because Rai made no
contemporaneous objection.

5. The trial court properly excluded third-party testimony concerning a specific charitable act by Rai when
offered to establish his good character.

6. The jury instruction substantially tracking the applicable pattern instruction was not erroneous and did
not create a presumption of truthfulness or shift the burden of proof.



7. Rai failed to establish ineffective assistance because he demonstrated neither deficient performance nor
prejudice under Strickland.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Under [Massiah], the right to counsel is violated by the admission of incriminating statements which a
government agent deliberately elicits after indictment and in the absence of counsel.” (12)

“He may not, however, call third parties to testify to specific acts of past good conduct either to refute [other]
evidence or to introduce evidence of his good character.” (18)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Rai was convicted of arranging the 2000 murder of his daughter-in-law, Sparkle Rai, whom Rai disapproved of
because she was African-American and had married his son contrary to the family’s cultural expectations.
Witnesses testified that Rai recruited Herbert Green, who contacted Willie Fred Evans and Cleveland Clark to
carry out the killing, and documentary evidence corroborated communications and payments among the
participants. Sparkle was killed in her apartment by stabbing and strangulation. The State also introduced Rai’s
recorded statements, evidence of his racial and cultural hostility, and testimony from a jailhouse inmate
regarding Rai’s statements.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Rai was indicted by a Fulton County grand jury in September 2006 and was tried separately in June 2008 after
the trial court granted his motion to sever. The jury convicted him on all counts and recommended life
imprisonment without parole; the trial court imposed life without parole for malice murder and consecutive
terms totaling twenty-five years for burglary and weapon possession, with other counts merged or vacated. After
an amended motion for new trial and two evidentiary hearings, the trial court denied the motion on January 10,
2014. Rai timely appealed, and the Supreme Court of Georgia affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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