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PER CURIAM: Marion Bonds appeals his convictions of assault and battery of a 
high and aggravated nature, unlawful possession of a handgun by a person 
convicted of a crime of violence, trafficking in crack cocaine (more than twenty-
eight grams but less than one hundred grams) and possession with intent to 
distribute crack cocaine within a one-half mile radius of a school, arguing the trial 
court erred in (1) denying his motion to  suppress evidence obtained during a search 
of the residence where Bonds was arrested and (2) admitting testimony that the 
victim identified him as the perpetrator in a photographic line-up although the 
victim knew and was related to Bonds.  We affirm1 pursuant to Rule 220(b) and the 
following authorities: 
 
1. As to whether the trial court erred in denying Bonds's motion to suppress 
evidence obtained during a search of the residence where police officers arrested 
Bonds: State v. Laux, 344 S.C. 374, 376, 544 S.E.2d 276, 277 (2001) ("The test of 
whether a third party has sufficient status to consent to a search is whether the third 
party possesses common authority over or has some other sufficient relationship to 
the premises or effects searched."); id. ("Common authority is defined as mutual 
use of the property by persons generally having joint access or control for most 
purposes, so that it is reasonable for officers to believe the person granting consent  
has the authority to do so.").   
 
2. As to whether the trial court erred in admitting testimony that the victim 
identified Bonds as the perpetrator in a photographic line-up although the victim  
knew and was related to Bonds: State v. Gambrell, 274 S.C. 587, 589-91, 266 
S.E.2d 78, 80-81 (1980) (standing for the proposition that evidence regarding pre-
trial identifications that are not the product of unconstitutional procedures is 
admissible).     
 
AFFIRMED. 
 
FEW, C.J., WILLIAMS and PIEPER, JJ., concur. 
 

 

                                        
1 We decide this case without oral argument pursuant to Rule 215, SCACR.  


