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"TEX. R. APP. P. 9.10(a)(3).

MEMORANDUM OPINION
A Harrison County jury foﬁnd Deterryon Tyrell Ke}ly guilty 6f the capital murder of his
girlfriend’s twenty-two-menth-old son, Peter.ll On appeal, Kelly‘argues that the evidence was
insufficient to support his conviction, that the trial court erred in admitting autopsy photographs,
and that the trial court-erred in admitti-ng evidence regarding Peter’s prior injuries. We affirm the
trial court’s judgment and senténce.
i. The Evidence Was Sufficient to Prove Capital'Murder
| A Standard of Review
In,— evaluating legal -sufﬁﬁiency, we review all the evidence in the light most favorable to

the trial ‘court’sjudgment to dé_terminewhether any rational jury could have found the essential

‘ e_lements Qf the offense beyond a _reasoriabl‘e doubt. Brooks v. State, 323 S.W.3d 893, 912 (Tex.

Crim. App. 2010) (plurality op.) (citing Jackson v. Virginia, 443 U.S. 307, 319(1979)); Hartsfield
v. State, 305 S;W.3d 859, 863 (Tex. App.—Texarkana 2010, pet..ref’d).. Our rigorous legal
sufficiency review focuses on the quality of the evidence pre_sentedv. Broéks, 323 S.W.3'd at 917-
18 (Cochran, J., conéurring). We examine 1egal su'fﬁcienpy under the direction of the Brooks

Qpini,dn, while giving deference to the responsibility of the jury “to fairly resolve conflicts in

testimony, to w_éig_h,the evidence, and to draw reasonable inferences from basic facts to ultimate

facts.” Hooper v. State, 214 S.W.3d 9, 13 (Tex. Crim. App. 2007) (citing Jackson, 443 US. at.

318-1 9);',:Clzlzytio.1_‘7 v. State, 235 S.:W.3d 772, 778 (Tex. Crim. App. 2007). Legal sufficiency of the

1We use pseudonyms in this opinion for the child victim and his mother in order to protect the family’s privaby. See



evidence is measured by the elements of the offense as defined by a hypdthetically correct jury
chérge. AIaZik v. St&zte,- 953 S.W.2d 234, 240 (Tex. Crim. App. 1997). The “hypothetically cofrect”
jury charge is “one .that accurately sets out the law, is authorized by the indictment, does not
ﬁnneceséq’rily increase the State’s burden of proof or unnecessarily restrict the State’s theories of
liability, and adequately describes the particular offense for which the defendant was tried.” Id. - |

A person commits capital murder if, as alleged in Kelly’s indictment, the actor
“intehtiona_lly or knowingly causes-the death™? of “an individual under 10 years of age.” TEX.
‘PENAL ‘CODE ANN. § 19.03(a)(8) (West Supﬁ. 2016). “Intent may . . . be inferred from
circumstantial evidénce such-as acts, words, and the conduct of the appellant.” Guevara v. State,’
152 S:W.3d 45, 50 (Tex. Crim. App. 2004).

B -~ Summary of the Evidence

. The e\ii_dence at trial showed that Kelly and Peter’s mother, Jessica, were involved in a
live-in daﬁrig relationship. On the night of May 5, 2014, they rented a hotel room at the Best
Western Motel in Marshall, Texas. The next morning, police were called to the motel where they
found Peter stiff, _cold, unresponsive, and without any pulse or respiration. -Peter was transported
to the -hQspitaly'vhe_re‘he was pronounced dead at 7:15 a.m. that same morning.
1. The S‘;';rveillanée Video Recordings

lTth_ia_tg -in,trodueé_d 'sﬁljveillance Vide.o recordings from the motel’s security cameras. At

appro;(imétely 10:5_‘7_ p.m., video frorﬁ' the first camera showed Kelly exiting the room with Peter.

As they exited, Kelly struck Peter. on the head, hoisted him over his shoulder, and walked away,

2TEX. PENAL CODE ANN. § 19.02(b)(1) (West 2011).



car'rying Peter upside down. Approximately one minute later, a second surveillance video
recording showed Kﬁélly'and Peter entering the motel’s vending room. The recording depicts Kelly
holding the door open for Peter and Peter toddling into the vending room. During the next few
minutes, Kelly and Peter were out of the camera’s direct field of vision, but silhouettes in the
room’s windows appeared to show Kelly hitting and kicking something.

A few minutes later, a woman entered. the vending room. At that point, Kelly left the
vending room with the boy over his shoulder. Kelly set the boy down at one point, but he could
not stand on his own. Kelly attempted to make the child stand, but he fell to the ground. - Kelly
eventually lifted the boy to his shoulder by one hand: The recording’s last image shows Kelly
tossing the '};o'y in‘the air and catching him several times.

2. The Lay Witness Testimony

The mc‘)telv-‘;'night clerk, Wilma Laywell, testified that she “kept hearing these banging
noises” at her desk. She testified, “H] wasn’t quite sure where they were coming from. So I went
looking to see if'T could figure out. wh‘efe ” She continued,

It was like something hitting up against somethmg It was just like bang, bang.

You know, once 1 went looking, I saw a gentleman inside of the room where the

vpndmg machines are, and I was looking at the camera so I could see the gentleman

gomg from side to side through the window. So I thought that there was someone

. in there fighting because ‘it sounded like someone might have been pushmg '
someong up-against one of the machines in there, once I saw what was going on,
. onthe camera S ‘ '
Laywell then Went mto the Vendmg machme room- and encountered Deterryon and Peter. She

stated “[H]e said: somethmg about havmg issues getting’ somethmg out of tne vendlng machine,

_ but he didn’t real‘ly compl__am_. or anything.”



Accordmg to Laywell Peter was on the ﬂoor “laid op agamst the wall 51tt1ng ” Kelly asked
for a snack .or some food for the: chlld ‘and Laywell retrleved a banana. She saw Kelly and the
child again. af 5 computer terrpmal in the motellobby, and Laywell was‘concemed for the child
. because "‘hishead would flop,” as if he had n& control-over' his movement. Laywell said Peter had
the same appearance as her young grandson When‘he had once been “konked smooth out.” She
went on to testify that Peter “didn’t seem right,” and she was not surprised when an ambulance-
arrived for the boy the next momiog.

The motel owner, Pete Patel, testified that he lived in an apartment above the vending room.
He heard loud noi‘ses from the room, called Laywell, and then went to the lobby. He encountered
Kelisi and Peter there; and Patel felt that “[sJomething didn’t -- didn’t seem right with the kid.”
Patel explained, “I think he was losing consciousness maybe. Because his eyes were opening and
: closing. And if,‘IAremember correctly he was making some sort of noise. I cannot tell you exactly
wpat kind of noise.” Patel questioned Kelly, who told him “everything was fine” and that they
were waiting for the boy’s mother. Patel said the boy was sitting next to Kel_ly at the computer
terminal, but he was propped up and not sitting under his own power. Patel saw Keliy leave,

carrymg Peter, and Patel agreed that Peter looked: “ﬂoppy and ‘not right.”
Jessica testified that Kelly returned to the room with Peter asleep over his shoulder. She
was surprlsed that Peter was asleep because when she went in for her. bath Peter was watchmg
_ telev1sxon and dxd not seem tlred J essma sald Kelly put Peter in one. of the room’s two beds and
~ that she and Kelly went -outside to talk without disturbing Peter. A little Wh11e later, Jessica and

Kelly went to bed.



‘During the night, Jessica woke up and checked on Peter, whom she said was still covered
in the othet bed. She didnot pic‘k him up or check his breathing. -She woke up a second time, and
that time, Petei-was not in the bed. She asked Kelly where he was, and Kelly found him on the
floor between the beds. '%Kelly~lafer told police that he found the boy with his head caught between
the nightstand and the bed. -

3. The Police Officer Testimony
Officers from the Marshall Police Department arrived abdut 6:30 a.m. the next morning,
and they found Peter laying on the floor. Sergeant Scott Smith testified that Peter was cool to the
touch. Based on his prior exper'iences,. Smith believed this was an indication the child was already
dead. Although Smith could not detect a pulse, he began to administer CPR. While doing so,
Smith asked vK.,-"elly “when was the last time anybody had seen” Peter, but Kelly “really didn’t give
[Smith] a time.” However, Kelly said he hoped Smith had not performed CPR “too hard . . . or
didn’t do it wrong, something to that effect.” Kelly told Smith that he found Peter with his head
caught between onc‘: of the beds and the _nightstand, but the officers testified that the gap between
them was only three inches ahd ’t‘hat*Pe't'er’s head:was much wider than that.
4. "The Expert Testimony
Petér was transported By.ambulance to Marshall’s G’obd Shepherd Hospital, where he was
treated by Dr. Justin Mdrris. Morris testified that Peter presented with no pulse, sp'o_ntaheous
respiréti:é;ls., or vital signs.. Petei’s bddy_ temperature was eigﬁty degfees,- and»hé did not respond
to exter"’nal stimuli. In Morris® opinion, Peter Wés dead upon-arrivalin the cmefgeng:y room. Morris

" pronounced Peter deceased at.7:15 a.m. on May 6,2014.-
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Mor_ris' also reviewed the motel surveillance video recordings and testified that he saw the
child walk into the vending room on his own without exhibiting any pain or discomfort. Morris
agreed that the movement on the vending room surveillance video looked “like someone was
punching something.” In Morzis’ opinion “semething happened in that vending room . . ... The
child walked in on his own, [but] was not able to walk out on his'own.”

Dr. Robért Lyon, a erensic pathologist, autopsied Peter’s body. Lyon' described
sigr_jiﬁcanf bruising on Peter’s arms, legs, chest, and breast areas. He denied that the bruises were
caused by the administration of CPR, because “CPR bruises don’t have that configuration . ... are
not;.that‘: numerous, [and] are not scattered like that.” He deséribed the .autopsy procedures. and
testified about photographs taken during the post-mortem procedure, which displayed substantial
subcutaneous bleeding. Lyon explained that Peter’s liver was torn and that he found 225 milliliters
of discharged blood trapped in tissue, “free in the abdominal cavity.” Lyon explained that this loss
of blood was not normal and could cau'se" deéth, and in his dpinion, the bruises were inflicted at or
just before the time of death.> Lyon diagnosed the cause of death as blunt force trauma and the

manner of death ashomicide.

3Lyon reached this conclusion because he saw no indication of healing in the bruises, which “takes hours to days to
show up.” The fact that all he saw was blood in the bruises indicated the injuries were recent. The bruising could
have been inflicted “minutes, hours, a few hours before [the child was] dead.” Lyon conducted: the autopsy about
five liours after the police and ambulance arrived at the motel.
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5. Evidence Regarding the Police Investigation, Kelly s Interviews, and
Kelly s Flight .

Marshall Police interviewed Kelly twice, once on May 6 and againt'A‘May 7. In both -
interviews, Kelly denied having done anything intentionally to injure Peter. He acknowledged
roughhousing, playfully tapping the child’s chin, and tossing the ¢hild in the air, but he also said
that. Jessica checked on Peter in the middle of the night and picked him up at one point. Keily
in_sist@d that Peter was found with his head lodged between one of the motel beds and. the
nightstand. He denied having moved either the stand or the bed before police arrived.

The interviewing detectives pointed out to Kelly only. three.inches of space _lay between
the nightstand and thie beds.on the ovther.,b_s'ide. Ofﬁcersralso measured the distance between the
nightstand and the beds in aﬁother room, and~the distance was consistentwifh the furniture inthe .-
room Kelly, Jéssica,_ and,Péter occupied-‘.v In additi,or‘,l,'Kelly‘tdld Smith thét he had not moved
either piece of furniture before he arrived at the motel. This led the officers to believe that the
furniture in their room had not been moved before the bolice arrived.

Finally, about one month after Peter’s death, an arrest warrant was issued for Kelly
charging him with capital murder. When several officers attempted.to arrest him at a local park,
Kelly.fied-from the officers. Officers eventually shot him with tasers, and he was arrested.

e Analym

Viewing:.tlfi‘e.i é\}i'd‘ence in ‘the light most .f;cw-oréble to the. Verdict, the State presented
evzdence from. whlch a ratlonal jury cou;d reasonably infer that Peter was not injured before Kelly
f took hlm from the motel room to ‘the vendmg reom, that Péter walked into the vending rocm with

Kelly on.his own,. but could not stand. mmutes later when they left “ang that. sﬂhouettes in the
8



vendmg room wmdows | whlch were recorded on the surveillance video, show Kelly hitting or
krckmg somethmg Con51dermg that ¢)) other surveillance video depicted Kelly striking Peter on
the head as they left the motel room, (2) Kelly and Peter were alone together in the vendmg room,
-{3) motel staff testlﬁed that they heard loud bangmsr noises commg from the TOORY whrle Kelly and
Peter were there 4) Peter did not appear to be 1nJured before entermg the vendlng room, and
(5) motelstaff testified that Peter appeared to be injured and unconscious when he and Kei-}y left-
the vending room, a rational jury could have reasonably concluded that Kelly kicked and hit Peter
-~ while they were in the vending room.

In addition, based on (1) the treating physician’s opinion that something happened to Peter
" - in the vending room based on the recording showing Peter walking into the vending room by

himself but being unable to stand afterward, (2) the pathologist’s testimony that Peter had a torn

U= liver resulting in significant internal bleeding and bruising which was inconsistent with CPR, and

(3) the pathologist’s opinion that Peter died from blunt force trauma and that the manner of death
was homicide, a rational jury could have reasonably concluded that Kelly’s actions in kicking and
hitting Teter whrle they were inthe vending regm caused his deatn

Fmally, Kelly fled from officers when they attempted to arrest him for Peter’s death, and
the Court of Criminal Appeals has held that evidence of flight from arrest or detention may be
offered as evidence of guilt, even if the flight occurs months after the prirnary offense. See Hunter
v. State, 530 S.W.2d 573, 574-75 (Tex. Crim, App. 1975). Based on this evidence, a rational jury
could have reasonably concluded-that Kelly fled trom officers because he knew he was guilty of

murdering Peter.



Consequentl&, a rational jury could have found Kelly guilty of capital murder beyond a
reasonable doubt. The first poirit of error is overruled.
H. The Trial Court Did Not Err in Admitting the Autops‘y‘Photlographs

Kelly argues-that the trial court erred in admitting into.evidence seventeén photographs
taken during Peter’s autopsy. Kelly argues that the photographs are so graphic that any probative
-evidentiary value they may have had was substantially outweighed by the danger of unfair
prejudice. See TEX:R. EVID:.- 403. We overrule this point of error.

A, Standard of Review

Wc review a'trial court’s decision to admit or exclude evidence for an abuse of. discretion.
Martinez v. State, _327 S.W.3d 727, 736 (Tex. Crim. App. 2010). Abuse of discretion occurs only
if the decision is “so clearly virong as to lie éutside the zone within which reasonable people might
di;s_agrc'c-i.-’,’ Taylor.v. State, 268 S.W.3~d~'571, 579 (Tex. Crim. App: 2008); Montgomery v. State,
810 S.W.2d 372, 391 (Tex. Crim. App. 1990) (op. on reh’g). We may not-substitute our own
decision for that of the trial court. Moses v. State, 105 S.W.3d 622, 627 (Tex. Crim. App. 2003).
We wm upholdian CJLdeTtlarj,rru4111g 1f it was ¢orrect on 9nyfheoryoﬂzw jap}_é'ﬁ"’iicab}c':"t'o the case.
De LaPaz v. State; 279‘:S;W.3,;d 336, 344 (Tex. Crim..App. 2009). |

© Under Rule 403 of the Texas-Rules of Evidence, even televant “evidence may be excluded

if its probé‘t‘iw-ya]ué is substantially outweighed by the danger of unfair prejudice . . .” TEX.R.
EviD. 403; “Rule 403 favors admissib,ility of rélevant evidence; and the presumption is that
relevant evidcrjqe will'be m-ére ;pr@ba_tive than pr«éjudicial.’_’ ‘Montgomery, 810 S.W.2d at 389 (op.

on reh’g). Rule 49’3» require,'§ both trial and reviewing- courts to: é,nalyze and balance “(1) the
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probative value of the evidence; (2) the potential to-impress the jury in some irrational, yet
indelible; way; (3) the time:needed to-develop the evidence; [and] (4) the proponent’s need for the
evidence.” Erazo v. State, 144 S.W.3d 487, 489 (Tex. Crim: App. 2004). “In making this
determination, we consider factors includirig: . therumber of exhibits foered, theit;gruesomeness,
their detail, their size, whether they are black and white or color, whether they are close-up shots,
whether the body is naked or clothed, the availability of other means of proof, and other
circumistances unique to the individual case.” Santellan v. State, 939 S.W.2d 155, 172 (Tex. Crim.
App. 1997).
Regarding photographic evidence, the Court of Criminal Appeals has held,

' A photograpl should add something that is relevant, legitimate, and logical to the
testimony that accompanies it and that assists the jury in its decision-making duties.
Sometimes this will, incidentally, include elements that' are emotional -and

- prejudicial.” Our case law is clear on this point: If theré are elements of a

- photograph that are genuinely helpful to the jury in making its decision, the
photograph is inadmissible only if the emotional and prejudicial aspects
substantially outweigh the helpful aspects.

Erazo, 144 S.W.3d at 491-92.

B, Analysis
The S;cate,._introducgd numerous autopsy photographs, but Kelly only_.obje'cted' to seventeen

of them. . The pathologist, Lyon,__tesﬁﬁed about. all but one of the photographs to which Kelly
objected. He used these photographs to demonstrate to the jury the nature of Petet’s injuries in
order to explain how he reached his opinions in this case. Specifically; he used the photographs

to demonstrate that Peter had blood beneath his skin and had sustained significant internal injuries

as a means of supportiﬁg his opinion that Peter died from blunt force trauma. '

11



In Gdlloivi State, the appell’ént likewise challenged the trial cgmft’s admission of autopsy
phétographé which showedh.f‘injuries dvisc‘:overed‘ during the intefﬁal éxamiﬁétion of tﬁe V.ictim’s
: body.” Gallo ‘v. Sta'ie;239 S.V\v/.b3d" 757; 763 (Tex. Crim. App. 2007). Theré, as here, “[t]he
'nie,dicél exaﬁdi.neru.égd t"m ﬁh@t@grapﬁé»'*tosh(iw th%’maésive arr‘i’c?f.gmt of éamage?z:h%xt was' i‘nﬂ‘ic‘ted

on the victim before h[is] déatﬁ.” Id. Also, as with Lyon’s téstimony aif Kelly’s trial, the medical
examiner in Gallo “used the photographs to show the injuries that could not be seen.on the surface
of :the body.” Id: In rejecting the appellant’s challenge to the evidence, the Court of Criminal
Appeals held, “A visual image of the injuries appellant inflicted on the victim is evidence that is
relevaiit to the jury’s determination. The fact that the jury also heard testimony regarding the
‘injuries depicted does not reduce the relevance of the visual depiction.” Id: at 762.

As in Gallo, an examination of the Erazo factors in this case demonstrates that the trial
court did not err in-admitting the-challenged auto‘ésy photographs. The first'and fourth factors—
probative value and the proponent’s need fér the evidence—weigh in fay'or of admission. Lyon -
found that Peter ~d§ed from blunt for_ce: trauma as a result of a homicide. Although bruising'was
wisible‘en Petef’vs skin, the full extent of*his injuties could only-ff)'e knowit By“-ex:anaming the inside
of Peter’s body. The photographs reveal that those. injuries v;lere extensive. Accordingly, the

- photographs were probative of the issue of Peter’s cause of death.
. The photographs were also probative of Kelly’s intent. Namely, the severity and extensive
© nature éf the injurieé provided tﬁe jury with evidence that the injuries were inflicted intentionally

and did-not result from an,acé,ident_.. They also serve to rebut any inference that the injuries were

12



zavcc‘ideptanl. I_nasmuch as the State’s case was largely circumstantial; the State’s need for such proof
was high.

Additi(')nally,‘_the State did not spend an inordinate amount of time on the challenged
photefraphs. T‘1e the s case»m chlef took two days. The Sté%‘e’s witfiess téétimony during its
case-in-chief constitutes approximately 744 pages of the reporter’s record. Lyon s direct
examination. constitutes sixty-two pages of the State’s witness testimony, and the testimony
regarding the photographs in question only-covers twelve pages of Lyon’s testimony. This factor

- weighs in favor of admission.

Finally, we do_not-find that there was any significant danger of the autopsy photographs
impressing the jury in an irrational or indelible manner. While the photographs are, explicit, they
were no more explicit than any autopsy photographs showing a body’s internal organs. Moreover,
they were consistent with Lyon’s testimony and necessary to explain his findings and opinions that
Peter died as a result of blunt force trauma. And, as noted above, they were also necessary to rebut
any inference that the injuries were accidental or were not severe enough to cause Peter’s death.
1"’1 this context, introdyction of the A‘phot'(jgvr'ap‘ﬁsv"WOuld not impress.the jury in an irrational or
indelible manner.

Considering the circumstances in which the photographs were presented to the jury in this
case, we cannot say that the autopsy photos had a prej'ud_icial effect that substantially outweighed
their probative value, The trial-court did not abuse its discretion in-admitting -the.ph_otographs to-

which.Kelly.-objected. Point of error two is overruled.

13



.-

- TEX. CODE LRIM PRQC ANN, a*t 38 36(Weat 2005)

I The Trial CourtDid Not Err in Admitting Evidence of Peter’s Prior Broken Arm
Kelly argues the trial court erred in allowing evidence of a broken arm suffered by Peter a

few months before the murder. . The State gave pretrial notice of extrangous-offense evidence

‘whichmight be offered at trial.* Oné such ifistnce was an allegation that “{o]n o about Novembet

13,2013[,] ... [Peter] sustained [a] fractured wrist while under the supervision of the-defendant.”
Kelly.argues that the trial-court erred in admitting this evidence.

Aq Stardard of Review

As-noted above, a trial court’s ruling on admission or exclusion of evidence is reviewed
for an abuse of discretion. “That is to say, as long as the trial court’s ruling was at least within
the- zone of reasonable disagreement, the appellate court will not intercede.”. Monigomery, 810
S;;-W.2d’ at: 391 (op: 6n reh’g). Generally, an a’-ccUsc;d is entitled to only be tried fqr the offenses at
bar. “[Aln accuse_«l_is entitled to be tried-on the accusation made in the state’s pleading{.] and . .
. he éholul‘d not be tried for some collateral crime or for being a criminal generally.” Albrecht v.
State, 486 S.W.2d 97, 100 (Tex. Crim. App. 1972). However, evidencé of-prior bad acts or
offenses may be admissible uﬁder cemam cm:i“mstances such.as to pr ove “my ot‘ve opportunity,
intent, preparation, plan; knowledge, identity, absence of mistake, or lack of accident.” TEX.R.

EvID. 404(b)(2),° . .

4See TEX. R. EVID. 404(b‘(2)

5Add1t10ngll~y, Article 38.36 of the Code of Criminal Procedure states,
Iti-all prosecut;ons for-murder, the state or the defendant shall be perntitted to offér testimony as to -
all relevant.-facts and circumstances surroundmg the killing and_the previous relationship existing
between the accused and the deceaaed together with all refevant facts and circumstances gomg to

14



B. . Analysis

.Despite the State’s ﬁétice to Kelly that it might offer evidence of a prior injury to Peter
suffered While in Kelly’s care, the State did not introduce this evidence as part of its case-in-chief.
Rathet, the prior %tijhriy‘v-vas first menitioned by Kelly when he croSs-sexamined Jessica. The ré'cord
demonstrates that Kélly cjuestioﬁed jessica é‘bout Peter’s medical records that identified numerous
- -doctor visits. Sometime between September 5 and November 13, 2013, Peter was taken to the
emergency roém for a broken afm. Kelly discussed this episode to establish that “no abuse [was]
suspected at the time” and that-the injury was attributed to Peter falling .d'ofw;n some stairs. The
State only. mentioned. the broken- arm during its redirect examinatioﬁ of Jessica, and then it
mentionéd the arm in passing while establishing that, during the thirty-six-doctor visits, Peter had
been seen.by different physicians, and ﬁone had ever diagnosed liver problems.

Accordingly, Kélly introduced evidence that Peter previously sustained a fractured arm
while in his care, not the State. A party cannot be heard to complaiﬁ of evidence he himself
proffered. “[T]he law of invited error estops a party from making. an appellate error of an action
it induced.” Pry¥ashv. State, 3-’S'.;;W.3d 522, 531 (Tex. Crim. %pp 199"9). Therefore, the trial court

did not.err in admitting the.eviderice. This point of error is overruled.®

SFurther, we ‘cannot say that the trial court abused its discretion in allowing this evidence. Although Kelly
preemptively objected to this topic before it was brought up at trial, the State never mentioned this incident. Kelly
did. '
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IV.  Conclusion -

~1F0fr,alf1 ‘of the foregoing reasons, the trial court’s judgment is affirmed.

Raiph.K. Burgess

Justice
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