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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of South Carolina reversed the Court of Appeals and reinstated Robert Jared
Prather’s convictions for murder and strong-arm robbery. The court held that crime-scene analysis
testimony concerning staging and undoing was reliable expert testimony under Rule 702 of the South
Carolina Rules of Evidence and was properly admitted as reply testimony. The court also rejected

Prather’s additional sustaining grounds.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1

. Whether LaRosa's crime-scene-analysis testimony satisfied Rule 702 of the South Carolina Rules of

Evidence, including the requirements that he be qualified and that the subject matter be reliable.

. Whether LaRosa's testimony was proper reply testimony rebutting matters raised by Prather's testimony.

. Whether LaRosa's testimony improperly invaded the province of the jury by addressing Prather's intent

or guilt.

. Whether the admission of redacted portions of Phillips's statement violated Prather's rights under the

Confrontation Clause.

. Whether the evidence was sufficient to deny Prather's motion for a directed verdict on the murder

charge.

. Whether the trial court properly excluded a deceased witness's written statement as hearsay within

hearsay.

. Whether additional claims of prosecutorial misconduct, due process violations, and inconsistent theories

were preserved for appellate review.

HOLDINGS

1.

The trial court did not abuse its discretion in finding LaRosa qualified as an expert in crime scene
analysis.

. The trial court did not err in finding L.aRosa's crime-scene-analysis testimony reliable and admissible

under Rule 702.

. LaRosa's testimony did not rise to the level of inadmissible criminal profiling, and the decision does not

approve criminal-profiling evidence in South Carolina courts.

. The trial court did not abuse its discretion in admitting I.aRosa's testimony as reply testimony.

. LaRosa's testimony did not improperly invade the province of the jury or directly address Prather's state

of mind or guilt.

. Admission of the two one-word cutouts containing Phillips's misspelled word "rapeist" did not violate

Prather's Confrontation Clause rights.

. The trial court properly denied the directed-verdict motion because substantial evidence supported a

finding that Prather's beating was a proximate contributing cause of the victim's death.

. The trial court properly excluded Becknell's written statement because it contained hearsay within

hearsay and Becknell's statement to law enforcement satisfied neither the present-sense-impression nor

excited-utterance exception.



9. The prosecutorial-misconduct, due-process, hearsay, reliability, relevance, and inconsistent-theories

claims were unpreserved and were not considered on the merits.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We hold the trial court did not err in admitting the State's reply testimony, and we hold Prather's additional

sustaining grounds are without merit.”

“Our holding shall in no way be considered as our approval of criminal profiling evidence in the courts of
this State.”

“Reply testimony should be limited to rebuttal of matters raised by the defense.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Robert Jared Prather and Joshua Phillips went to a hospital after Victim Gerald Stewart was beaten and killed in
Stewart's home. Stewart was found face-down on a couch, covered with a blanket and pillow, with the word
"rapist" carved into his back and a dildo placed under his armpit. Prather admitted to police and an emergency-
room nurse that he had beaten Stewart, but testified that he struck Stewart only in self-defense and left Stewart
alive while Phillips briefly returned to the residence. The State offered crime-scene analyst Paul LaRosa in reply

to testify that the scene showed two conflicting post-crime behaviors, or "staging" and "undoing," indicating that
two people were present after the crime.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Prather was convicted after a second trial of murder and strong arm robbery and received concurrent sentences
of thirty years and ten years. The Court of Appeals, in a divided decision, reversed and remanded for a new trial,
holding that the trial court improperly admitted crime-scene-analysis testimony offered by the State in reply and
that the error was not harmless. The Supreme Court granted certiorari, reversed the Court of Appeals, and
reinstated Prather's convictions and sentences.

DISPOSITION

reversed

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The Court of Appeals' decision was reversed, and Prather's convictions and sentences were reinstated. No further

remand instructions were provided.
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