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BEFORE KING,; P.J., CHAMBERLIN AND ISHEE, JJ.
CHAMBERLIN, JUSTICE, FOR THE COURT:

Y1.  Percy Harris appeals his conviction for first-degree murder -and sentence of life

imprisonment. On July 27, 2021, Harris was indicted for the first-degree murder of his wife,

Shauna. On October 17, 2022, Harris’s jury trial commenced. On October 20, 2022, the jury
returned a guilty verdict, and the court sentenced Hatris to life imprisonment. This Court

affirms Harris’s conviction and sentence.




FACTS AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY
92.  Percy Harris was a staff sergeant in the Mississippi Army National Guard stationed
in Magee. In 2018, Harris married Shauna Wright, At his trial, Harris elected to testify.
Accordinig to Harris, he and Shauna were experiencing marital difficulties leading to the
incident on December 22, 2019. That évening, Harris returned hiome from work, greeted his
stepson, and noticed that his wife was on the phone. Passion May, who was on the phone
with Shauna, testified that they ended their conversation at 10:28 p.m. When Shauna got off
the phone, she and Harris began to argue about who would pay the light bill. Harris testified
that he and Shauna continued to argue as he lay down in bed.
93.  According to Harris, Shauna was next to him in their bed and he was facing away
from her when he lieard her say, “Oh, M.F., you dotie?” and he heard his gun ¢ock. Harris
then claimed that he turned around to see Shauna pointing the gun at herself. Harris testified
that he lunged for the gun and that it werit off, injuring his left hand. Harris testified that he
did not realize his wife had been shot at the time, and he went into the bathroom to retrieve
a towel to wrap his injured hand. As he tended to his wound, Harris heard “a thump in the
tub” and turned around to find that Shauna had ¢rawled into the tub.
94. At this point, Harris became -aware that Shauna was also suffering ffom a gunshot
wound. Harris testified that Shauna was breathing heavily, and she said, “I’m sorry.” Harris

stepped into the tub; took the gun out of her hand and placed it on the side of the tub. Harris

then heard his stepson on.the photie with 911, tellifig the police the home address and “ihat

he heard some pops.”




Y5.  Harris’s stepson M.K. also festified at trial. M.K.’s mother, Shauna, had picked him

up from his father’s house on December 22, 2019. M.K. was in his room playing a video

game when his friend called him. MK took off his headphones to answer the phone, and
when he did, he heard a noise like a gunshot. M.K. testified that he heard his mother
“begging [Harris] not to shoot” arid that he called 911. M.K. stated that he heard three
gunshots in total.

76. M.K.madetwo calls to911. The first call was made at 10:44 p.m., and the second was
made at 10:51 p.m. After the first 911 call, M.K. testified that Harris came into his room and
asked what he was doing. M.K. as'ke_d‘ Harris if his mother had called for him; Harris
responded that she was asleep and then Harris exited the room. M.K. noticed that Harris had
ascratch on his arm. M.K. then left his room and got a knife. M.K. testified that he remained
in the house because he feared that Harris might hurt his younger siblings who were also in
the house. On the second 911 call, M K. requested that the police not use sirens -when they
approached the house because he was afraid of alarming Harris.

¥7.  When the police arrived, M.K. met them outside. Deputy Chris Williamsor was the
first officer to arrive on scene. After calling for backup, Deputy Williamson entered the home.
along with Deputy Michael Shannon. The officers announced themselves several times, and
Harris exited the bedroom and walked into the living room. Deputy Williamison testified that
Harris’s left hand was wrapped in a towel. According to Deputy Williamson, Harris stated,

“ think my wife shot herself.” At that time, the officers handcuffed Harris and read him his




Miranda' rights. After Harris was secured, Deputy Williamson followed an apparent trail of
blood beginning in the master bedroom that led to the master bathroom and found Shauna
in the tub with no signs of life. When medical aid arrived, Shauna was confirmed to be
deccased.

98.  Investigator Jack Raynér led the investigation of the case. Once Harris was released
from the hospital for the treatment of his left hand injury, Investigator Rayner conducted two
separate interviews with him, both of which were recorded and played for the jury.
Throughout the interviews, Harris maintained that Shauna shot herself and that he sustained

his hand injury by attempting to block the first shot. During the interviews and his testimony

attrial, Investigator Rayner called attention to several discrepancies between Harris’s version

of events and the crime scene. Shauna had three ¢lose contact gunshot wounds to the head
and four stab-type wounds to the head. Harris could not account for the stab wounds or the
fact that the close-contact gunshot wounds meant that there was no barrier (such as a hand
blocking a bullet) between Shauna and the barrel of the gun when it was fired. Investigator
Rayner also questioned whether Shauna could have crawled into the tub on her own while
still holding the gun givesi her injuries. One of the bullets punctured Shauna’s voicebox,
‘which, according to Investigator Rayner, would have made it near impossible for her to
speak. Investigator Rayner also noted that Harris changed clothes after he ¢laimed Shauna
shot herself and before the police arrived. Additionally, Harris testified and told Investigator

Rayner that he only heard two shots when, in fact, Shauna was shot three times.

'Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. 436, 86 S. Ct. 1602, 16 L. Ed. 2d 694 (1966).
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99.  Following the first interview with: Investigator Rayner, Harris was charged with the

first-degree murder of Shauna. Around July 15, 2020, Harris’s attorney informed Investigator
Rayner that there were security cameras in the home on the night of the incident. Harris
claimed that a hidden security camera was siiting on the dresser in his bedroom and that it
had recorded the events of December 22, 2019, and would prove that Shatna committed
suicide. Investigator Rayner, Harris, Harris’s attorney, and Harris’s sister went to the home
to search for the security cameras on July 15, 2020. While at the residence, Harris’s sister
found one of the two security cameras and turned it over to Investigator Rayner. A review
of the camera’s contents did not reveal any exculpatory evidence. No other camera was
found. Investigator Rayner testified that he was familiar with hidden security cameras and
that he would have noticed such a camera and collected it for evidentiary purposes had it
been present in the bedroom on the night of the incident. When asked why he waited so long
after his arrést to disclose the cameras, Harris replied that he did not trust Investigator Rayner
because he had informied Harris that he did not believe Harris’s version of the events.
110:  OnlJuly27,2021, Harris was indicted by the Lamar County Grand Jury for the murder
of Shauna. On October 17,2022, Harris’s jury trial commenced. On October 20, 2022, the
jury deliberated and returned a guilty verdict. Following the jury’s verdict, the court
sentenced Harris to life imprisonment. Harris appeals.
DISCUSSION

[11. The single issue® on appeal i$ whether the prosecutor committed misconduct in her
app

*Harris filed his own supplemental brief pursuant to Mississippi Rule of Appellate
Procedure 28(b) in which he raised ten additional issues. Harris’s supplemental brief,
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closing arguments. Harris failed to make a contemporaneous objection to the prosecutor’s

comments at trial. This Court has held, however, that “though the failure to object

contemporaneously generally waives a claim of prosecutorial misconduct during closing

argument, we will review such a claim if thé prosecutor’s statement was so inflammatory that
the trial judge should have objected on his own motion.” 0*Cennor v. State, 120 So. 3d 390,
399 (Miss. 2013) (citing Spicer v. State, 921 So. 2d 292, 317 (Miss. 2006), abrogated by
0’Connor, 120 So. 3d at 400-01; Payton v. State, 785 So. 2d 267, 270 (Miss. 1999); Gray
v. State, 487 So. 2d 1304, 1312 (Miss. 1986); Griffin v.'State; 292 So. 2d 159, 163 (Miss.
1974)). This Couirt finds that the comments of the prosecutor were not so inflammatory that
the trial court should have objected on its own motion .and, therefore, Harris’s failure to
object at trial acts as a procedural bar on appeal.

112. Harris argues that comments made by the prosecutor in her closing argument

constituted prosecutorial misconduct requiring reversal and a new trial. Particularly, Harris

however, fails to satisfy Mississippi Rule of Appellate Procedure 28(a)(7). Rule 28(a)(7)
states that “[t]he argument shall conitain the contentions of the appellant with respect to the
issuies presenited, and the reasons for those conténtions, with citations to the authorities,
statutes, and parts of the record relied on.” Harris’s supplemental brief only cites two cases
from the Court of Appeals, neither of which is relevant to his argument or binding on this
Court. This Court has held that “[f]ailure to cite relevant authority obviates the appellate
court’s obligation to review such issues.” Cork v. State, 329 So.3d 1183, 1190 (Miss. 2021)
(internal quotation marks omitted) (quoting Arrington v. State, 267 So. 3d 753, 756 (Miss.
2019)); see also Patton v. State, 109 So. 3d 66, 76 (Miss. 2012) (“We also decline to
consider this issue due to Patton’s failure to.make a meaningful argument supported with
adequate citation of authority.” (citing Randolph v. State, 852 So. 2d 547, 558 (Miss.
2002))); Randolph, 852 So. 2d at 558 (“In the absence of meaningful argument and citation
of authority, this Court generally will not consider the .assignment of error.” (internal
quotation marks omitted) (quoting Govan v. State, 591 So. 2d 428, 431 (Miss. 1991))). For
this reason, and because we find that the issues lack merit, this Court declines to review the.
additional issues raised in Harris’s supplemental brief.
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takes issue ‘with the following statements made by the prosecutor during her closing
argument;
I’'ve been coming in this courtroom, walking up and down right here on this
floor for twenty years asking you, the jurors of Lamar County, to force people
like Percy Harris, and that’s what I’m asking you to do today, force Percy
Harris to take responsibility for what he did that night because he won't do it.
Hewon’tdo it. He can’teven coftie up with a _real tear when we showed those
pictures this week. Now, [M.K.] could, couldn’t he?
Harris argues that these statements contained both a send-a-message argument and a golden-
rule argument, commented on the exercise of his right to trial and needlessly inflamed the
jurors’ emotions, all of which violated Harris’s fundamental right to a fair trial.
913.  Generally, “a]ttorneys are afforded wide latitude in'arguing their cases to the jury but

are not allowed to employ tactics which are inflammatory, highly prejudicial, ot reasonably

calculated to unduly influence the jury.” Ross v. State, 954 So. 2d 968; 1101 (Miss. 2007)

(citing Sheppard v. State, 777 So. 2d 659, 661 (Miss. 2001)). “A ‘send the message’

argument is one that encourages ‘juries to'use their verdict to “send-a-message” to the public
or to other poteiitial criminals,” instead of ‘render[ing} a verdict based solely on the evidence
introduced at the trial of that case.”™ Terrell v. State; 237 So. 3d 717, 734 (Miss. 2018)
(alteration in original) (quoting Brown v. State, 986 So. 2d 270, 275 (Miss. 2008)). A
golden-rule argument asks jurors to place themselves in the position of a ,party. to the case.
Holliman v. State, 79 So. 3d 496, 500 (Miss. 2011). This Court has held both arguments to
be impermissible and has warned that their use may result in reversible error. Payton.v. State,
785 So. 2d 267, 270-71 (Miss. 1999); Holliman, 79 So. 3d at 500. Comiments on a

defendant’s exercise of a constitutional right and unnecessarily inflammatory tactics utilized




by the prosecution have also been condemned by this Court. See Sheppard, 777 So. 2d at
661; Griffin v. State, 557 So.2d 542, 553 (Miss. 1990); Shell v. State, 554 So..2d 887, 900
(Miss. 1989), rev'd on other grounds by Shell v. Mississippi, 498 U.S.1,1118.Ct.313,112
L. Ed. 2d 1, 1 (1990).

114.  Harris argues that an impermissible setid-a-message argument was inade by the
prosecutor when she asked the jurors to force Percy Hartis to take resporisibility fot his

crime. Harris argues that this statement asked the jury “{t]o send a message toall of Lamar

County, that the historical roll call of homicides in Lamar County need [to] be vindicated by

this jury, in this trial.” As stated above, a'send-a-message argument is one that asks the jury
to issue a verdict to send a messdge rather than based on the evidence adduced at trial.
Terrell, 237 So. 3d at 734. The prosecutor’s statement did riot constitute a send-a-imessage
argument.in this case. In McGrath v. State, 271 So. 3d 437, 443 (Miss. 2019), this Court
found that the prosecutor did not commit “misconduct by pointing at [the defendant] and
asking the jury to hold [him] accountable for his actions with a.guilty verdict.” The Conitt
held that “[w]hat the State argues was nothing more than ‘simply reiterating the jury’s duty
sét forth in the jury instructions.”” Id. at 444 (quoting Long v. State, 52 So. 3d 1188, 1194
(Miss. 2011)). The comments made by the prosecutor in the present case are
indistinguishable froni those made in McGrath and, thierefore, require the same result.

915.  Harris posits that the prosecutor’s comments also contained an implied golden-rule
argument by asking the jury “to placc themselves in the shoes of twenty years worth of

victims.” The statement made by the prosecutor regarding twenty years was in reference to




her experience prosecuting in Lamar County. We fail to see how the comment asked the jury
to place themselves in the position of twenty years worth of victims, and we find that this
argument lacks merit.

916. Harris argues that by asking the jury to hold him accountable because he would not
accept responsibility for his crime, “[t]he prosecutor clearly argues that Harris should be held
accountable for coming to trial[.]” The statement made by the prosecutor asking the jurors
to hold Harris accountable did not comment on his right to a trial. Instead, it asked the jury
to perform its duty to deliberate on the evidence presented and return a verdict based on that
evidence. See McGrath, 271 So. 3d at 444. We find that this argument lacks merit.

§17. Finally, Harris argues that the prosecutor used needlessly inflammatory tactics by

pointing to Harris’s lack of tears and contrasting that to the emotionality of M.K. during the

trial. This Court has held that a prosecutor may comment on the defendant’s “credibility and

demeanor” when the defendant chooses to testify. thereby placing their credibility and
demeanor before the jury, Thorson v. State, 895 So.2d 85, 113-14 (Miss. 2004). In Thorson,
this Court held that “the State did not errin commenting on the defendant’s lack.of remorse”
because the defendant chose to testify and therefore the prosecutor was permitted to comment
on the defendant’s credibility and demearnor. 1d. In the present case, Harris chose to testify,
thereby placing his credibility in contention and allowing the prosecutor t6 commerit on his
demeanor and credibility as a testifying witness.
CONCLUSION

918. Because Harris failed to demonstrate that the prosecutor’s statements were so




inflammatory to warrant review despite the lack of a contemporaneous:objection, this issue

is. procedurally: barred on. appeal. Theretore, this Coiirt affirms Harris’s conviction and

sentence.
919. AFFIRMED.

RANDOLPH, C.J., KITCHENS AND KING, P.JJ., COLEMAN, MAXWELL,
BEAM, ISHEE AND. GRIFFIS, JJ., CONCUR.
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IN THE COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE STATE OF MISSISSIPPI
.. CAUSENO. 2022-KA-01 195-8CT o
CONFIRMATION OF RECEIPT FOR DECISION

INMATE NAME: PERCY HARRIS
INMATE NUMBER: 241304
LOCATION: CMCF

- 1-A G-A60B

I acknowledge that I have received the opinion in the above—styled case. I also understand
that I am responsible for complying with all of the directives, if any, that are mcluded in
that decision.

Yerey L. Haeri s

Inmate Name (Please Print)

"J\[\\ (’yo\ \‘\( Q\L\\V

Wxtness

( ) Inmate refused to sign




IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF L.AMAR COUNTY, MISSISSIPPL

STATE OF MISSISSIPPI | _
VS. CASE NO. 2021-CR-115-CM
PERCY HARRIS

6Rom
CAME ON 1o be heard on the motion of tvan Burghard to withdraw and for appointment
of appeliate counsc! and for authority w proceed on appeal in forma pauperis, and the coun

having considered the same finds as»follo\ss. :

L The Defendant was convicied in this matter of First Degree Murder and sentenced

1o Life without the possibility of Parcle.

3. Counsel for defendant Percy .Hagfris was only retained 10 represent defendant at trial

and not retained to periect any appeal.,

3. Percy Harris is now indigent and cannot afford to retain counsel nor pay the costs

assoclated with an appeal.
IT 1S, THEREFORE, ORDERED that::

L The defendant be and he is-hereby authorized to proceed on appeul in forma
pauperis pursuant to MRAP Rule 6. |

L. lvan Burghard be authorized to withdraw from representing defendant further,

A

3. The coun appoints the m'digen! Appeals Division of the Office of State Public

De(ender to represent said defendant in appeat ot” this case. F l l E D

counry NOV 18 2022 Pl
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STATE OF MISSISSIPPI

COUNTY OF RANKIN

PERSONALLY APPEARED BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority in and for said
jurisdiction, the within named petitioner, who after first being being by me duly sworn,
state on oath that the statements set forth in the above are foregoing, true and correct as

therein stated.

A
SWORN TO AND SUBSCRIBED before me, this the day of April, 2025.

'§; *
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INMATE NAME: PERCY HAVRRISV |
INMATE NUMBER: 241394
LOCATION: CMCF

1-A G-A-60

I acknowledge that I have received the o opinion in n the above-styled case. also understand

that I am responsible for complying with all of the directwes, if any, that are included in
that decision _

?{rc\; L. Hares

Inmate Name (Please Print)

matp-Simfature

/w L, a4
C@%% G}&&ow\,/%of

:tness

() Inmate refused o sign
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is’s filing styled as “Petiti

On February 29, 2024, this Cm__irt affirmed Harris’s conviction andsentence
Hareis v. State, 384 So. 3d 493, 495 (Miss. 2024). Rehearing was denicd on May 9, 2024,
and the mendate issued on May 16, 2024, Weeks later, on June §, 2024, Harris fled thi
petition. | o

Only decisions by the Court of Appeals of’ the State of Mlssxssmpl are revxewable
by writ of certiorari. ML.R.A.P. 17(a): Aﬁer due consxderatton, then the un efs@_
Justice finds that the petition is 1mproper1y before this Court gnd _§Pould bg dlsnus_sed.__;_»--

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that the fling is dismissed,

SO ORDERED. ' )
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IN THE
SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

— PETITIONER

(Your Name)
VS.

— RESPONDENT(S)

MOTION FOR LEAVE TO PROCEED IN FORMA PAUPERIS

The petitioner asks leave to file the attached petition for a writ of certiorari
without prepayment of costs and to proceed in forma pauperis. '

Please check the appropriate boxes:

[ Petitioner has previously been granted leave to proceed in forma pauperis in
the following court(s):

MissisSipey 3 Lamar County Civewid Courx+
LB !

L] Petitioner has net previously been granted leave to proceed in forma
pauperis in any other court.

[ Petitioner’s affidavit or declaration in support of this motion is attached hereto.

[] Petitioner’s affidavit or declaration is not attached because the court below
appointed counsel in the current proceeding, and:

(1 The appointment was made under the following provision of law:

, or

D

(o (Signature\s

[Xa copy of the order of appointment is appended.
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