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PER CURIAM:  William Holmes appeals his convictions for manufacturing crack 
cocaine and possession of cocaine.  He argues the trial court erred in denying his 



 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

                                        

motion to suppress evidence obtained following a knock and talk, asserting the 
officers lacked reasonable suspicion. We affirm. 

On March 6, 2015, officers of the North Charleston Police Department executed a 
knock and talk on an apartment and observed Holmes and Darell Boston 
manufacturing crack cocaine.  Holmes and Boston were charged with various drug 
crimes, tried jointly, and found guilty.  Before trial, Holmes and Boston both 
moved to suppress the evidence seized from the apartment, arguing the officers 
lacked reasonable suspicion and the knock and talk violated their right to privacy 
under the South Carolina Constitution. See generally S.C. Const. art. I, § 10 ("The 
right of the people to be secure in their persons, houses, papers, and effects against 
unreasonable searches and seizures and unreasonable invasions of privacy shall not 
be violated . . . ."); State v. Counts, 413 S.C. 153, 174, 776 S.E.2d 59, 71 (2015) 
(holding an officer must have reasonable suspicion of illegal activity before 
conducting a knock and talk).  The trial court found the officers had reasonable 
suspicion and denied the motions.  Holmes and Boston appealed separately, but 
both asserted the trial court erred in finding the officers had reasonable suspicion.   

This court recently decided Boston's appeal, affirming the trial court's finding that 
the officers had reasonable suspicion and its denial of the motion to suppress.  See 
State v. Boston, 433 S.C. 177, 185–86, 857 S.E.2d 27, 31–32 (Ct. App. 2021).  
Because Boston's and Holmes's appeals concern the same factual circumstances 
and legal arguments, this court's affirmance of the trial court's finding of 
reasonable suspicion in Boston applies to Holmes's appeal.   

Therefore, Holmes's convictions are 

AFFIRMED.1 

WILLIAMS, THOMAS, and HILL, JJ., concur. 

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


