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THIS WEEK: 
• Motions to Withdraw Guilty Plea; Manifest Injustice 
• Jury Charges; Accident 
• Jury Instructions; Use of Prior Convictions 
• Ineffective Assistance of Counsel; Sufficiency of the Evidence 
• Emotional Outbursts; Rule of Sequestration 
• Jurors; Removal for Cause 
• Lesser Included Offenses; Closing Arguments 
• Right to a Speedy Appeal; Barker v. Wingo 

 
 
 
Motions to Withdraw Guilty Plea; Manifest Injustice 
McClain v. State, S21A0252 (5/17/21) 
 
Appellant was indicted for malice murder, two counts of felony murder, and three counts of aggravated assault. During 
the course of her trial, appellant changed her initial plea of not guilty and entered non-negotiated pleas of guilty to one 
count of felony murder and three counts of aggravated assault. The count of malice murder and one count of felony murder 
were nolle prossed. The trial court sentenced appellant to life in prison without parole for felony murder, and 20 years in 
prison for each count of aggravated assault to be served concurrently with the sentence for felony murder. Appellant filed 
timely motions to withdraw her guilty pleas through trial counsel and new counsel. After a hearing, the trial court denied 
the motion. 
 
Appellant contended that the trial court erred in denying her motion to withdraw her plea. She argued that the withdrawal 
of her guilty pleas was "necessary to correct the manifest injustice arising from denying [her] the opportunity to obtain the 
possibility of parole after prison[.]" Specifically, she asserted, she entered her guilty pleas after her attorney advised her that 
her trial was "not going well" and that her only chance of avoiding a sentence of life in prison without the possibility of 
parole was to plead guilty. Appellant argued that she reached for the "lifeline" thrown her way as a result of "instinct," and, 
therefore, her guilty pleas were not voluntary, knowing, or rational. She argued that she should be allowed to withdraw 
her instinctive guilty pleas "and finish her day in court" because of the possibility that, if she was found guilty after a trial, 
"the judge might be moved enough to offer the possibility of parole." 
 
The Court noted that the record did not include a transcript of the guilty plea hearing, but it contained a written plea and 
acknowledgment of waiver of rights in which appellant acknowledged, among other things, that the maximum sentence 
for the charge of felony murder was life without parole and that she had made no plea agreement that caused her to plead 
guilty. Appellant's counsel certified, among other things, that he had reviewed the questions on the form with her, assured 
himself that she understood them, and explained to her all possible consequences of a guilty plea. The trial court also 
entered an order signed contemporaneously with the entry of the plea finding from the questioning of the defendant and 
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defense counsel, and from the plea and acknowledgment of waiver, that the court had affirmatively determined, among 
other things, that appellant knew and understood the nature of the charges and the consequences of the plea.   
 
The Court found that appellant's testimony at the hearing on the motion to withdraw her pleas and her waiver-of-rights 
form showed that she understood that she faced a maximum sentence of life without parole by pleading guilty to the charge 
of felony murder. She pleaded guilty on advice of counsel, but, the Court noted, appellant did not show or contend that 
her attorney was deficient in offering that advice. Thus, notwithstanding appellant's argument that she acted "instinctively" 
in entering her guilty pleas, the record supported the trial court's finding that her pleas were freely and voluntarily made. 
Therefore, the Court concluded, there was no obvious abuse of discretion in the trial court's denial of her motion to 
withdraw her guilty pleas.   
 

Jury Charges; Accident 
Bonner v. State, S21A0070 (5/17/21) 
 
Appellant was convicted of felony murder in the shooting death of his girlfriend. The evidence, briefly stated, showed that 
the victim was staying with Grier and Grier’s children in Grier’s apartment. Appellant had stayed the night in the victim’s 
bedroom. The next morning, Grier saw appellant sitting on the edge of the bed holding a revolver. Grier told appellant 
that she did not allow guns in the house because her young son would pick things up and play with them, so he had to get 
rid of the gun. Appellant then dumped all of the bullets out of the revolver into his hand, placed the bullets on the 
windowsill, and put the revolver under his pillow. Grier left and returned to her room. A few minutes after returning to 
her room, Grier heard a sound. Moments later, Grier's daughter ran out of the room where the victim and appellant were 
staying, saying that appellant shot the victim. Appellant exited the bedroom into the hallway and grabbed Grier, stating, 
"I ain't tried to. It was an accident. I'm sorry." 
 
Appellant argued that the trial court erred in failing to instruct the jury on accident. The Court disagreed. 
 
The Court stated that under Georgia law, in order to warrant a jury instruction on the defense of "accident," more must 
be shown than simply an unintended or undesirable outcome. There must also be evidence of an absence of criminal intent 
or negligence. The evidence justifying the accident defense instruction need only be slight, and whether the evidence 
presented is sufficient to authorize a charge is a question of law.    
 
Here, immediately following the shooting, appellant exclaimed to Grier, "I ain't tried to. It was an accident." Appellant 
argued that these statements and other evidence about the shooting created the slight evidence needed to justify giving an 
instruction on accident. However, the Court stated, conclusory claims by a defendant that he “didn't mean to do it” and 
“it was an accident” are insufficient without more to authorize a charge on accident. Instead, there must be some other 
evidence showing that the shooting occurred in the absence of a criminal scheme, undertaking, intention, or criminal 
negligence to authorize a jury instruction on accident.   
 
And here, the Court found, other than appellant's conclusory statement to Grier, no other evidence at trial suggested that 
appellant's shooting of his girlfriend was accidental. Appellant argued there was evidence that his gun was rusty, but, the 
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Court found, there was no evidence that the gun malfunctioned and fired accidentally as the result of rust. Moreover, a 
firearms examiner testified that rust could, at most, prevent a gun from firing (rather than causing it to fire accidentally). 
 
Appellant also noted that there was evidence that he was tired on the morning of the shooting, that he and the victim had 
a "good" and "playful" relationship, and that they were heard laughing and talking moments before the shooting. However, 
the Court stated, such evidence gave no indication of how the shooting actually occurred. By contrast, the State presented 
evidence that appellant had placed all of the bullets from his gun on the windowsill when he was confronted by Grier 
about having a gun in her apartment. He would thus have had to later reload at least one round of ammunition into his 
gun before shooting the victim. The evidence also showed that the victim was shot in the jaw and that, depending on the 
type of revolver he had, appellant would have had to either pull the gun's hammer back before firing or apply a greater 
degree of force to pull the trigger and fire. None of that evidence suggested that appellant shot the victim accidentally. To 
the contrary, such evidence suggested that appellant acted with at least criminal negligence, which negated his ability to 
avail himself of the defense of accident. Therefore, because an instruction on the law of accident was not authorized by the 
evidence presented at trial, the trial court did not err by refusing to give it.   
 

Jury Instructions; Use of Prior Convictions 
Collins v. State, A21A0291 (4/14/21) 
 
Appellant was convicted of theft by taking, aggravated assault on a peace officer, interference with government property, 
reckless driving, fleeing or attempting to elude a police officer, and various other offenses stemming from a high-speed 
chase with police. He contended that the trial court erred in failing to give the jury an instruction limiting the purpose for 
which his prior conviction could be used.  
 
The Court noted that after the State indicated its intent to "get into [appellant's] conviction," defense counsel asked the 
trial court to give the "pattern limiting instruction about prior convictions that are being used for impeachment purposes 
and not being used for any other - the jury not using it for any other purpose[.]" The trial court responded that it was not 
required to give a limiting instruction at the time the conviction was admitted, but that an instruction would be given. 
Defense counsel clarified that he was not asking for a contemporaneous limiting instruction; rather he wanted "to make 
sure that language is included when we do the final charge." The trial court responded, "Sure, I'll do something like that, 
sure." During the charge conference, defense counsel again asked the trial court to give a limiting instruction, specifically 
Suggested Pattern Jury Instruction 1.34.00, and the trial court ruled that it was omitting the instruction over objection.  
 
During the jury charge, the trial court gave the following charge: “In determining the credibility of witnesses and any 
testimony by them in court, you may consider, where applicable, evidence offered to attack the credibility or believability 
of any such witness, this would be evidence of a felony conviction. To prove that the defendant has been convicted of the 
offense of terroristic threats could be such a felony. To impeach a witness is to show that the witness is unworthy of belief. 
A witness may be impeached by disproving the facts to which the witness testified.” Defense counsel renewed his objection 
at the close of the charges. 
 
The Court noted that the "limiting instruction" requested by defense counsel states, in pertinent part: "Sometimes evidence 
is admitted for a limited purpose. Such evidence may be considered by the jury for the sole issue or purpose for which the 
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evidence is limited and not for any other purpose." (Parentheticals omitted.) Suggested Pattern Jury Instructions, Vol. II: 
Criminal Cases, § 1.34.00 (4th ed. 2020). And the Court found, while the trial court properly instructed the jury on 
impeachment in general, its instruction did not limit consideration of the prior conviction for impeachment purposes only, 
as requested. Nevertheless, the Court concluded, any error in failing to give the requested charge was harmless because the 
overwhelming evidence of guilt made it highly improbable the jury's verdict would have been affected by the error.   
 

Ineffective Assistance of Counsel; Sufficiency of the Evidence 
Harris v. State, A21A0365 (4/21/21) 
 
Appellant was convicted of felony obstruction of an officer, felony theft by shoplifting, identify fraud, second degree 
forgery, possession of a controlled substance, fleeing and attempting to elude a police officer, and driving while license 
suspended. The evidence, very briefly stated, showed that law enforcement attempted to stop appellant’s vehicle after 
receiving a report of shoplifting and a description of the vehicle. Appellant attempted to elude the police and failed. A 
search of the vehicle led to additional charges.  
 
Appellant contended that her trial counsel was ineffective for failing to object to hearsay evidence. The Court agreed. The 
Court found that not a single employee from the store or eyewitness to the shoplifting testified at trial. The State relied on 
testimony from the officers about their conversations with the store manager in order to establish the elements of theft by 
shoplifting. An officer testified that he spoke with the store manager who "confirmed there was a shoplifting that did 
occur" and gave a description of the two females involved in the robbery. An officer also testified that the clothing recovered 
was identified by the store manager as the clothing that was stolen from the store. Additionally, the jury saw a dash cam 
video where a store employee can be heard stating that she observed the two females removing sensors from merchandise 
and that she could identify exactly which items of clothing were stolen. The jurors asked to hear that dash cam video again 
during deliberations. While the video was playing the jury foreperson asked, "Your Honor, can we rewind that just a little 
bit to - - did she say that they saw them pop the sensors off the clothes?" The trial court complied with the request and the 
foreperson explained, "[j]ust at the part where the officer's talking in the store." 
 
The State contended that the hearsay was objectionable, but contended that the other evidence was overwhelming. The 
Court disagreed. Instead, the Court found that the evidence connecting appellant to the theft by shoplifting was 
inadmissible hearsay and at the hearing on appellant's motion for new trial, trial counsel did not give any reason for failing 
to object to the hearsay testimony. Furthermore, the Court found, no reasonable attorney would have decided not to object 
to the hearsay testimony that provided the only evidentiary basis for a conviction of theft by shoplifting. Consequently, 
the Court held that trial counsel was deficient for failing to object to the hearsay testimony. 
 
Finally, the Court found that the prejudice was obvious. Had this evidence been excluded, there would not have been 
sufficient evidence to convict appellant of that offense. Accordingly, the Court reversed the trial court's denial of appellant’s 
motion for a new trial with respect to the theft by shoplifting conviction. 
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Emotional Outbursts; Rule of Sequestration 
Miller v. State, A21A0643 (4/27/21) 
 
Appellant was convicted of rape, kidnapping, five counts of child molestation, four counts of sexual battery against a child 
under 16 years of age, three counts of enticing a child for indecent purposes, three counts of false imprisonment, and three 
counts of simple battery. The record showed that after the victim described the events that related to some of the charges, 
including appellant grabbing the victim, placing his penis on her vagina, and not letting her leave, the victim's father 
spontaneously shouted, "I'm going to get this mother f***er. I can't do it, please." The trial judge immediately asked that 
the jury be removed from the courtroom for a moment, but before the jury left, the victim's father stated again, "I'm going 
to get you. I'm going to get you. I'm going to get you, mother f***er." The trial court had the father removed from the 
courtroom for the remainder of the trial, and, when the jury was brought back in, the trial judge apologized for the delay 
and gave a curative instruction to the jury. The trial then continued. Defense counsel made no objection or motion 
regarding the trial court's instruction to the jury when they were brought back into the courtroom or the continuation of 
the trial. And at the conclusion of the trial, the court reiterated in its final instructions to the jury the jurors' obligation to 
base their decision on the evidence and not sympathy to any party. 
 
Appellant contended that his trial counsel rendered ineffective assistance of counsel by failing to move for a mistrial after 
the victim's father made his spontaneous outbursts. But, the Court found, the trial judge immediately removed the victim's 
father from the courtroom and took prompt, thorough, and curative action to handle the outburst, reminding the jury to 
evaluate the case based only upon the evidence and testimony. Thus, the Court held, contrary to appellant's argument, 
this curative instruction was sufficient to alleviate the potential for prejudice and to ensure a fair trial. 
 
Furthermore, when questioned at the motion for new trial hearing, appellant's trial counsel testified that he did not move 
for a mistrial following the victim's father's outburst because (1) he felt it was unnecessary given that the trial court took 
immediate, curative action, and (2) he strategically chose not to move for a mistrial in front of the jury because he felt it 
would be more prejudicial to appellant after the steps taken by the trial court. Tactical decisions will not form the basis for 
an ineffective assistance of counsel claim unless it was so patently unreasonable that no competent attorney would have 
chosen it. Consequently, the Court concluded, it could not say that trial counsel's assessment was objectively unreasonable. 
 
Nevertheless, appellant contended, the trial court erred in allowing the father to stay in the courtroom after he invoked 
the rule of sequestration before the victim testified. However, the Court found, under OCGA § 17-17-9, the victim's 
father in this case was considered both a "victim" of a criminal offense and a "member of the immediate family of the 
victim" for purposes of the statutory exemption excluding these individuals from the rule of sequestration. 
 
But, appellant argued, if the father had been excluded from the courtroom, he would not have been prejudiced by the 
father's outburst, during the victim's testimony. However, the Court found, appellant did not argue at trial that the father 
should be sequestered because his presence would impair the conduct of a fair trial. In fact, neither the parties nor the trial 
court could have expected the father's outburst. Therefore, the Court found no abuse of discretion in the trial court's 
decision to allow the father to remain in the courtroom after the rule of sequestration had been invoked. 
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Jurors; Removal for Cause 
Collins v. State, A21A0084 (4/28/21) 
 
Appellant was convicted of four counts of serious injury by vehicle and other related offenses. He contended that the trial 
court erred by excusing a juror during the trial. The Court disagreed. 
 
The record showed that during the State's case-in-chief, a juror sent a note to the trial court stating: "Need to discuss 
possible bias." The court called the juror into the courtroom, where she advised that the previous day, as she left the 
courthouse, she passed by Officer R. C., who had already testified, who was standing with another officer, who was possibly 
going to testify. According to the juror, Officer R. C. was not speaking, but if the other officer testified, the juror. "would 
be biased." When the trial court asked the juror what she heard, she responded: “As I walked by, the other officer was 
saying, ‘These charges are ridiculous. I'm not coming back tomorrow unless she makes me.’ I don't know whether or not 
it's regarding this case. If it is, and he's being called as a State's witness, then he's undermining the State's case, and I'm 
highly biased.” 
 
The State moved to have the juror removed from the case "out of an abundance of caution and fairness to [appellant]"; 
Appellant objected to her removal. The trial court removed the juror, explaining: "I think [the statement the juror 
overheard] . . . had enough of an influence that she thought it was important enough to bring it to the [c]ourt's attention. 
. . . I think it was inadvertent, but she overheard a communication, and that is relevant to this case in her mind." The court 
then replaced the juror with an alternate. 
 
The Court stated that under OCGA § 15-12-172, the trial court has discretion to discharge a juror and replace her with 
an alternate at any time so long as there is a sound legal basis for doing so. The defendant in a criminal proceeding has no 
vested interest in the service of any particular juror, but is entitled only to a legal and impartial jury. 
 
And here, the Court noted, appellant did not contend that the alternate juror who replaced the juror was biased or 
otherwise unqualified to serve. Thus, the Court held, in light of the statement the juror overheard from an officer, which 
statement she believed was related to the instant case, the juror's discharge had a sound basis in that it served the legally 
relevant purpose of preserving public respect for the integrity of the judicial process. Therefore, the Court concluded, the 
trial court did not abuse its discretion in removing the juror from the jury. 
 

Lesser Included Offenses; Closing Arguments 
Campbell v. State, A21A0376 (4/29/30) 
 
Appellant was convicted of first-degree home invasion, aggravated assault, and possession of a firearm by a convicted felon. 
The evidence showed that appellant banged on the door of an occupied residence and then forced his way inside while 
carrying an AR-15 rifle, which he began to raise in the direction of the three persons inside. One of those persons then 
shot appellant several times. Appellant fled but was apprehended nearby. 
 
Appellant contended that the trial court erred in failing to give his requested charge of simple assault as a lesser-included 
offense of aggravated assault. The Court disagreed. Although the victims' testimony was inconsistent in several respects, 
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their depictions of the incident all unequivocally centered around appellant's actions with the rifle and there was no 
evidence that appellant attempted to commit a violent injury to the victims, or placed them in reasonable apprehension of 
immediately receiving such an injury, in a way that did not involve a firearm. And if appellant did not, in fact, assault the 
victims in some other way, then no simple assault occurred and the trial court was not required to charge on that offense. 
 
Next, appellant argued that the trial court erred in not giving his requested charge on second degree home invasion as a 
lesser-included offense of first degree home invasion. He argued that there was evidence showing that, when he entered 
the house, he intended to commit the forcible misdemeanor of simple assault, rather than the forcible felony of aggravated 
assault. In support of this argument, he pointed to evidence that he contended showed he did not possess a deadly weapon 
when he entered the house. 
 
But, the Court stated, if appellant did not possess a deadly weapon, then he did not commit second-degree home invasion 
because that crime requires that the perpetrator enter the home "while in possession of a deadly weapon or instrument 
which, when used offensively against a person, is likely to or actually does result in serious bodily injury[.]" OCGA § 16-
7-5 (c). So to the extent the evidence cited by appellant supported his argument that he did not possess a deadly weapon, 
that evidence did not support the giving of a charge on second-degree home invasion. 
 
Moreover, appellant would not be entitled to a charge of second-degree home invasion based on the forcible misdemeanor 
of simple assault unless there was evidence that he intended to assault the victims by some means other than the deadly 
weapon in his possession. This is because an assault using a deadly weapon or other instrument capable of causing serious 
bodily harm is, by definition, an aggravated assault rather than a simple assault. And, just as he did not point to evidence 
that he committed an assault by some means other than with a deadly weapon, he also did not point to any evidence that 
he intended to commit an assault by some means other than with a deadly weapon. Instead, the Court found, the evidence 
showed either the commission of the offense charged in the indictment, first degree home invasion, or the commission of 
no offense at all.  
 
Appellant also argued that the trial court erred by failing to give his requested charge of criminal trespass as a lesser-included 
offense of first degree home invasion. The Court again disagreed. The Court noted that for appellant to be entitled to a 
charge on criminal trespass as a lesser-included offense to first degree home invasion, there must be evidence that he was 
in the home for an unlawful purpose other than the purpose upon which the greater offense was based, aggravated assault.   
 
Appellant argued that the evidence showed that the house at issue was a "drug house" and that in the past both he and the 
victims had been involved with illegal drug dealings. Thus, he hypothesized that he was at the house for some unspecified 
reason related to illegal drugs, rather than to commit aggravated assault. But, the Court found, there was no evidence that, 
on the specific day in question, he went to the house for a drug transaction, a purpose which suggested that the occupants 
of the house would have permitted him to be there. Moreover, he cited no evidence that he was at the house on that day 
for any other unlawful purpose aside from aggravated assault, and the Court detected no such evidence. Therefore, the 
Court held, the trial court did not err in failing to give the requested charge on criminal trespass. 
 
Finally, appellant argued that his trial counsel should have objected to the following argument by the prosecutor during 
closing arguments: “The presumption [of innocence] is only there until it is overcome by the evidence. Once you believe 
that he did this, that he committed these crimes, that presumption is now gone. So you will hear that you had to presume 

http://www.pacga.org/
https://www.facebook.com/GAProsecutors
https://twitter.com/GAProsecutors
https://www.instagram.com/gaprosecutors/
https://www.linkedin.com/company/prosecuting-attorneys-council-georgia/


 
WEEK ENDING JUNE 25, 2021 

Issue 26-21 
 

Page 8 
1590 Adamson Parkway, Fourth Floor, Morrow, Georgia 30260 ▪ (770) 282-6300 ▪ www.pacga.org ▪  
Facebook: https://www.facebook.com/GAProsecutors ▪ Twitter: https://twitter.com/GAProsecutors  

Instagram: https://www.instagram.com/gaprosecutors/  
LinkedIn: https://www.linkedin.com/company/prosecuting-attorneys-council-georgia/ 

him innocent at one time, but now you can presume him to be guilty, as well, if you find that all the evidence fits. Once you 
believe he did this, that guilt is now beyond a reasonable doubt.” (Emphasis supplied.) 
 
The Court stated that in a criminal trial, the presumption of innocence remains until it is overcome by evidence of the 
defendant's guilt beyond a reasonable doubt. Once overcome, however, it is not replaced by a "presumption of guilt," as 
the prosecutor argued, so the Court agreed that the argument was improper and that trial counsel should have objected to 
the prosecutor's statements.  
 
Nevertheless, the Court found that appellant failed to show that trial counsel's failure to object prejudiced him. Certainly, 
the erroneous reference to a presumption of guilt was confusing. But the prosecutor's discussion of how the presumption 
of innocence could be overcome, which preceded the statement about a presumption of guilt, was correct, and the trial 
court correctly charged the jury on the presumption of innocence, burden of proof, and reasonable doubt at the beginning 
of the trial and in its final instruction to the jury. The jury was presumed to follow the trial court's instructions, and 
appellant presented nothing to overcome this presumption. Consequently, the Court concluded that under these 
circumstances, there was no reasonable probability that, but for trial counsel's failure to object to this comment, the 
outcome of the trial would have been different. 
 

Right to a Speedy Appeal; Barker v. Wingo 
Williams v. State, A21A0381 (4/29/21) 
 
In 2008, appellant was convicted of armed robbery, two counts of aggravated assault, burglary, and two counts of 
possession of a firearm during the commission of a crime. The record showed that appellant filed a timely motion for new 
trial. The trial court denied the motion on March 22, 2018, but vacated and reissued its order on July 21, 2020, when it 
was discovered that appellant was not properly served with the original order.  
 
Appellant did not challenge the trial court's denial of his motion for new trial, but instead, argued that his convictions 
should be reversed due to the trial court's extreme delay in both ruling on his motion for new trial and serving its order 
denying the motion on him. 
 
The Court stated that in analyzing whether a substantial delay in the appellate process implicates a defendant's due process 
rights, the courts employ the four-factor analysis used for speedy trial claims set forth in Barker v. Wingo, 407 U.S. 514 
(92 SCt 2182, 33 LE2d 101) (1972). These factors include the length of the delay, the reason for the delay, the defendant's 
assertion of his right, and prejudice to the defendant. However, where prejudice is clearly lacking, a court will not reverse 
a conviction, even if the other factors favor the defendant.    
 
To establish prejudice, the defendant must show that the post-conviction direct appeal delay prejudiced the ability of the 
defendant to assert his arguments on appeal, leading to a reasonable probability that, but for the delay, the result of the 
appeal would have been different. A reasonable probability is a probability sufficient to undermine confidence in the 
outcome.    
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Appellant argued that the deprivation of his right to appeal for over ten years "should be considered a per se prejudice[.]" 
However, the Court stated, neither the Supreme Court of Georgia nor it have recognized any per se prejudice in the context 
of a post-conviction appellate delay. In fact, a bare assertion that the passage of time results in prejudice is insufficient to 
demonstrate that the delay has prejudiced a defendant's appeal or that the result of the appeal would have been different 
but for the delay. It, therefore, was incumbent upon appellant to demonstrate that the delay actually prejudiced his ability 
to assert his arguments on appeal, leading to a reasonable probability that the result of his appeal would have been different 
but for the delay.   
 
And here, the Court found, appellant failed to argue, let alone show, that the delay actually prejudiced his ability to assert 
his arguments or that a reasonable probability exists that he would have prevailed on appeal but for the post-conviction 
delay. He did not cite a single error occurring before the trial, during the trial, or at sentencing, or indicate how the result 
of his appeal would have differed from that of his co-defendant, whose appeal we affirmed in 2013. Appellant further 
pointed to no change in the law or facts or loss of material evidence that would raise a reasonable probability that the 
outcome of his appeal would have been different but for the delay in pursuing his motion for new trial.  Accordingly, the 
Court found no merit to his argument that his convictions should be reversed based solely on the lengthy post-conviction 
delay in this case. 
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