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PER CURIAM:  The State of South Carolina appeals the granting of post-
conviction relief to Ayree Henderson, arguing the PCR court erred in finding a 
prior conviction for accessory after the fact of murder was prejudicial and was not
a crime of dishonesty under Rule 609(a)(2), SCRE.  We affirm pursuant to Rule 
220(b), SCACR, and the following authorities:   
 

1.  As to ineffective counsel: 	Strickland v. Washington, 466 U.S. 668, 687 
(1984) (stating to prove trial counsel was ineffective, the defendant must 
show (1) trial counsel's performance was deficient and (2) the deficiency 
prejudiced the defendant).   
 

2	  As to finding prior conviction for accessory after the fact of murder was not
a crime of dishonesty:  Brown v. State, 375 S.C. 464, 469, 652 S.E.2d 765, 
768 (Ct. App. 2007) (stating "[t]his court gives great deference to the post-
conviction relief (PCR) court's findings of fact and conclusions of law").   
 

3.  As to finding prior conviction was prejudicial:  State v. Martin	 , 347 S.C. 
522, 530, 556 S.E.2d 706, 710 (Ct. App. 2001) (stating "Rule 609(a)(1)[, 
SCRE,] requires the trial [court] to balance the probative value of the 
evidence for impeachment purposes against the prejudice to the accused"); 
State v. Bryant, 369 S.C. 511, 517-18, 633 S.E.2d 152, 156 (2006) (stating 
"we note that when the prior offense is similar to the offense for which the 
defendant is on trial, the danger of unfair prejudice to the defendant from 
impeachment by that prior offense weighs against its admission").   

 
AFFIRMED. 
 
HUFF, GEATHERS, and LOCKEMY, JJ., concur. 

 

 

 


