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SUMMARY

The Wyoming Supreme Court affirmed Charles Frederick Secrest’s conviction for aggravated assault
and battery. The court held that the district court did not abuse its discretion by denying a continuance
requested to allow newly retained counsel additional preparation time, and that the jury’s verdict and
special findings were not invalid due to alleged inconsistencies.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Following a jury trial and conviction for aggravated assault and
battery, Secrest appealed the district court's denial of his motions to
continue trial and substitute newly retained counsel, and challenged
alleged inconsistencies in the jury's special verdict findings.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The denial of a motion to continue is reviewed for abuse of discretion
and will not be disturbed absent a clear showing of abuse resulting in
manifest injustice. Because Secrest did not object to the verdict form
below, the alleged verdict inconsistency was reviewed for plain error.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the district court violated Secrest's Sixth Amendment right to counsel of choice by denying a
continuance sought to allow newly retained counsel additional time to prepare for trial.

2. Whether alleged inconsistencies between the jury's aggravated-assault-and-battery verdict and its special
findings required a new trial.

HOLDINGS

1. The district court did not abuse its discretion or violate Secrest's Sixth Amendment right to counsel of
choice by denying a continuance requested less than a week before trial to allow newly retained counsel
additional preparation time.

2. The verdict and special findings were not legally inconsistent because Wyoming's aggravated-assault-
and-battery statute is satisfied by attempting to cause, intentionally causing, or knowingly causing bodily
injury with a deadly weapon; alternatively, alleged inconsistencies in a verdict do not invalidate the
verdict absent plain error and material prejudice.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A defendant’s Sixth Amendment right to counsel does include the right to be represented by an attorney of
the defendant’s own choice. That right is not, however, without limits.” (¶ 16)

“The district court did not abuse its discretion in denying Secrest’s motion to continue his jury trial to allow
newly retained counsel additional time to prepare for trial, and there was no plain error in the alleged
inconsistencies in the verdict form. Affirmed.” (¶ 23)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

On August 13, 2011, Charles Secrest struck Zach Barnes on the head and face with a beer bottle after a
disagreement at a bar. Barnes suffered lacerations requiring sutures to his lip, forehead, and cheek. Shortly
before the scheduled trial, Secrest retained private counsel and sought a continuance so that counsel could
prepare, but the district court denied the request while allowing private counsel to participate alongside
appointed counsel.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Secrest was charged in the District Court of Sublette County, pleaded not guilty, and requested a jury trial. After
a substitution of appointed public defenders delayed the original trial date, the court denied a second continuance
sought shortly before trial to permit newly retained counsel additional preparation time. The jury convicted
Secrest of aggravated assault and battery, the court entered judgment and imposed a four-to-seven-year sentence
with credit for time served, and the Wyoming Supreme Court affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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