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Before FARRELL and ReID, Associate Judges, and MACK, Senior Judge.

ReID, Associate Judge: Appellants Troy Thompson and Tyrone D. Hall challenge their
convictionsfor unlawful possession of acontrolled substance (cocaine), in vidlation of D.C. Code 8§ 33-
541 (d) (1998)." Charged in the sameindictment, which resuited in the convictions of Thompson and Hall,

were co-defendants Garland J. Lathan and William J. Corum, . Thompson contendsthet thetria court

! Ultimately Thompson was sentenced to 90 daysin prison, with al but 60 days suspended. Hall
was sentenced to 120 days in prison.
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erred by: (1) dlowing the government to introduce additiona evidence after the partiesmadeclosing
argumentsduring thehearing on pre-tria motions;?and (2) denying hismotion for suppression of physica
evidence. Hal arguesthat thetrid court erred by denying hismotions: (1) to suppressevidence and (2)
to sever histrid from that involving adrug transaction between co-defendantsLathan and Corum. We
affirm.

FACTUAL SUMMARY

Therecord on gpped reved sthefollowing eventswhich occurred on January 31, 1996, around
9 p.m. inthe 600 block of Columbia Road, N.W., inthe District of Columbia.®> Metropolitan Police
Department (“MPD”) Officer Patrick Alan Goodwin was on asurvelllance assgnment at an observetion
pogt inan FBI vaninthe 500 block of Columbia Road, N.W., because of “ongoing drug complantsin thet
aea” Officer Goodwin * used the telescope feature that waslocated inthe van” to obsarve the premises
at 600 to 606 ColumbiaRoad. Hisobservation post was about 80 yards from codefendant L athan.
Officer Goodwin weatched L athan Sit on the porch of 602 Columbia Road in the cold for about twenty
minutes. At about 9:07 p.m. Officer Goodwin, who & thetime had been with the MPD for about Sx years

and assgned to the vice unit for about ayear and ahdf, saw a two-door Nissan driveintothearea. The

2\We see no merit to thisargument. Given the presence of four co-defendants and someinitial
confusion & the suppresson hearing, we cannat say thet thetrid court abusad itsdiscretion by dlowing the
government to reopen its case to present additional testimony. See Rambert v. United Sates, 602
A.2d1117,1119 (D.C. 1992) (“A decison dlowing the prasecution to reopen its case isamatter within
the sound discretion of thetrial court.” (citations omitted)).

? Portions of the suppression hearing apparently were not recorded buit trial testimony of the
officers who appeared at the hearing is part of the record on appeal.
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vehideboreDidrict licensetags. Thedriver of the car exited the vehidewhileapassenger remainedingde.
Officer Goodwin could not describethe passenger. Lathenleft theporchto meet thedriver, later identified
as Thompson. Thetwo men conversed and “walk[ed] towards the mouth of the dley right beside 600
ColumbiaRoad.” Theareawasilluminated by three“high crime[Didtrict] lights” The men stopped.
“Lathan then reached down and picked up an object and handed it to [ Thompson], [who] theninreturn
gave[] Lathan an undetermined amount of currency.” Theobject was“smdl” but Officer Goodwin could
not see specificaly what it was. Lathan put the currency in his pocket and proceeded back to the porch
of 602 ColumbiaRoad, N.W. Thompson returned to hisvehicle and “digplay[ed] the object . . . tothe

passenger,” later identified as Hall. The Nissan moved toward Georgia Avenue.

Officer Goodwin gavea®lookout” over “ahand[-]hedradio” totheother officersassgnedtothe
survallanceunit. Hedated at trid: 1 gave alookout for the buyer which wasaBlack mdeweaingablack
jacket and blug[-]jeans. Hewasthedriver of thevehicle. | dso gavethetag number of thevehicle. .. .”
Officer Goodwin acknowledged that henever gave any type of description of the passenger” inthe
Nissan, and that he never saw the passenger.* An arrest team stopped the Nissan “within thirty seconds’

of the “lookout” given by Officer Goodwin.

Before the arrest unit could saize Lathan, Officer Goodwin observed him engage in another

transaction with aBlack maein atwo-door, blueBMW. Lathan again |eft the porch of 602 Columbia

* Officer Goodwin' s police notes gpparently contained adescription of Hall, the passenger inthe
car. Thetria court found that Officer Goodwin “could not identify [Hall] with any particularity.”
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Road to meet thedriver of thecar. They proceeded to thesamedley. Lathan*went down againinthe
sameareaof thefirg transaction and picked up an object and gaveit to [thedriver of the BMW].” The
driver, later identified as Corum, returned to hiscar and droveinto the 700 block of ColumbiaRoad where

he was stopped. Eventually, Lathan was apprehended.

Officer Eric Espinosa, who @ thetime of theincident had been apolice officer for about eight years
and who then was assigned to the vice unit, testified a trid that he and two other officerswho werewith
him (Officers Timlick and Grant), received a“lookout . . . for adark colored Nissan[with @ subject . ..
wearingadark colored coat . ... Hedid not recall whether the*look out” broadcast incdluded thelicense
number of theNissan. About “aminute’ |ater, the officers sopped the Nissan. “As|[Officer Espinosd]
approached the vehicle, [he] observed the driver handing an object to the passenger .. .." Officer
Espinosasubssquently arrested Thompson. On cross-examination, Officer Espinosadated: “1 observed
the driver handing with hisright hand asmall object to the person on the passenger’ ssde as| gpproached
thevehide” When asked whether or not that wasdl hesaw, Officer Epinosaresponded: “Yes” Hedid

not remove the object from the Nissan. He did not see any brown paper.®

Officer Cardis Timlick, amember of the team that arrested Thomjpson and Hall on January 31,

1996, sated a trid that “ Investigator Goodwin gavealookout of . . . abrown Nissan Sentra. .. .”® Within

® During the suppression hearing Officer Timlick testified that he saw Thompson hand Hall “a
brown piece of paper, containing a ziplock, containing awhite rock substance.”

® At the suppression hearing, Officer Timlick asserted that he received “ alookout of [g] dark
(continued...)
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“aminuteor two” of the*lookout,” Officer Timlick “saw the Nissan Sentragoing west on ColumbiaRoad
inthe700block.” Hesaw no other dark Nissaninthearea. Heand the other officers” soppedthevehicde
based onalookout of . .. Thompson.” As*“[he] gpproached the passenger’ sside[of theNissan] . . .,
[] Thomypson was observed handing something intheform of asmall abject to[] Hall.”” Furthermore, Hall
“was observed dropping ablack [z]iploc containing awhiterock substanceto thefloorboard of the
vehicle.” Officer Timlick “retrieved” the object and it field tested positive for cocaine.® On cross-
examination, Officer Timlick tedtified that he arrested Hall because: 1 observed him dropping a[z]iploc
containing awhiterock substanceto thefloorboard of thevehideinwhichhewasstting.” Later, Officer
Timlick stated: “I saw him drop something and when | looked to seewhat he dropped, it wasablack
[z]iploc containing awhiterock substance.” He*did not arrest [Hall] until thefield test was conducted
which[] tested positivefor cocaine” Furthermore, Officer Timlick dedared: “Mr. Thompsonwastheone

wewanted to Sop inthevehide. Mr. Hal was nat the one we wanted to get involved in thistransaction

®(...continued)
colored Nissan.” Furthermore, hesad, “ Officer Goodwin . . . gavethelookout of [] Hall ingdethevehide,
aswell as[] Thompson and other subjectsaso.” Officer Goodwin described Hall’ sclothing as“agray
swedt shirt, green coat and black hat.” Officer Goodwin “may have said green pantsingtead of Green
coat.”

" During hissuppression hearing testimony, Officer Timlick added: “ It looked likeit wasbrownin
color.”

8 According to Officer Timlick’ ssuppression hearing tesimony, Hall was seen “taking the object
from[] Thompson.” Asthe officer goproached the passenger sdeof thevehidewhere Hall &, “hewas
obsarved dropping that object, which wasabrown piece of paper, containing azip lock, containing awhite
rock subgtance.” Officer Timlick retrieved the object but “[could not] remember if it wasright besdethe
vehideontheground, nexttothevehide” On cross-examination, hededlared: “[1]t could havebeenindgde
the vehicle where he dropped them & or it could have been bes de the vehicle where he dropped them &
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a dl up until | observed himwhile wewere goproaching the vehideto sop Mr. Thompson and no lookout
wasfor abrown paper bag . ...” Nor did Officer Timlick ever see or recover abrown paper bag from
theNissan. Sl later on crass-examingtion, Officer Timlick asserted: “I never sad | saw [ Thompson] give

[Hall] ablack [z]iploc. | stated | saw [Thompson] give [Hall] something in the shape of a small object

Thefind government witnessat trid, Detective Charles Culver, gave expert testimony et triadl
concerning, inter alia, thedistribution of drugs. Heindicated that aperson selling drugs“might usea
gash” to hidethedrugs, to avoid discovery of thedrugson their person, andto precluderobbery “ by other

criminals.” None of the defendants presented any witnesses.

ANALYSIS

Both Thompson and Hall contend that thetria court erred by denying their motionsto suppress
evidence. Our review of thedenid of asuppression motion “islimited.” Lawrencev. United Sates,
566 A.2d 57,60 (D.C. 1989). “Essentidly our roleisto ensurethat thetrid court hasasubstantial basis
for concluding that no condtitutiond violation occurred.” Id. (citing Goldston v. United Sates, 562
A.2d 96,98 (D.C. 1989)). Moreover, “in reviewing atrid court order denying amotion to suppress, the
factsand d| reasonableinferencestherefrom must beviewed infavor of sugtaining thetrid court ruling.”
Peay v. United Sates, 597 A.2d 1318, 1320 (D.C. 1991) (en banc) (citing Nixon v. United Sates,
402 A.2d 816, 819 (D.C. 1979)). “Wemust accept thetrid judge sfindingsof evidentiary fact and his

[or her] resolution of conflicting testimony.” Brown v. United Sates, 590 A.2d 1008, 1020 (D.C.



1991) (citing Lawrence, 566 A.2d at 60).

Thompson asserts* that the police seized him without probable cauise or reasonable suspicion.”
Hall maintains, primarily, that “ an exchange or sdle of an unknown object, sanding done, doesnot judtify
apolicesiop or seizure of the suspect or of an automobile’; and that “[i]f what the police saw inthe 600
block of ColumbiaRoad did not provide probable cause or reasonable belief that acrime had been
committed[,] therewasnolegd judtification],] under any scenario[,] for the subssquent sop/seizure of the
automobile” Thegovernment supportsthetria court’ sdetermination thet “there [was| probable causeto
bdieve[that Thompson had] just bought drugs[on January 31, 1996 in the 600 block of ColumbiaRoad,
N.W.]. Inaddition, the government argues, dternatively, that the officershad “ sufficient reasonable
aticulable suspicion to sop the vehidledriven by . . . Thompson” based on theinformation relayed by
Officer Goodwin, and thet “[ ] fter Sopping the vehidle, the reasonable articulable suspicion ripened into
probable cause when the officersobsarved . . . Thompson hand theobject to .. . Hall”; or, dternatively,
the* officersacted reasonably by ordering [ Thompson and Hall] to exit thevehicle, and thusrecovered the

evidence from plain view.”

We examinewhether: (1) Officer Goodwin had probable cause or areasonable, articulable
suspicionto believethat Thompson and Hall engaged in crimind activity inthe 600 block of Columbia
Road, N.W. ; (2) the arresting officers had areasonable, articulable suspicion to judtify the stop of the
Nissan car; and (3) thearresting officershad alawful basisfor arresting Thompson, saizing theziploc, bag

and aresting Hall. We address, first, whether Officer Goodwin had probable cause or areasonable,
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articulable suspicion to believe that Thompson and Hall engagedin crimina activity, anillega drug

transaction, in the 600 block of Columbia Road, N.W., on January 31, 1996.

The portion of the suppression transcript that isavailable on apped reved sthat thetrid court
focusad much of itsattention on the suppression motions of codefendants L athan and Corum and did not
mekemany factud findingsrdaing to theactivity of Thompson and Hall on ColumbiaRoad. Nonethdess,
onthefirgt issueastowhether Officer Goodwin had probable cause or reasonable, articulable suspicion
to believe that Thompson and Hall engaged in crimind activity on ColumbiaRoad, N.W., thetrid court
conduded “that thetatdity of thetestimony . . . [showed that] the government has established that [Officer]
Goodwin saw atransaction that he believed to be anarcatics sdleand that the narcotics that Thompson
bought hepassad[] toHall ...." Furthermore, thetrid court determined thet: “[ T]hereis probable cause

to believe your client had just bought drugs.”

Determinations of reasonable suspicion and probable cause arereviewed de novo on gpped. See
Ornelasv. United Sates, 517 U.S. 690, 691 (1996). Therecord showsthat Officer Goodwin was
engaged in survelllance on January 31, 1996, becausethere were ongoing drug complantsin the 600 block
of ColumbiaRoad, N.W. For about twenty minutes, Officer Goodwin observed codefendant Lathan Stting
on the porch of 602 ColumbiaRoad, N.W. inthe cold of winter. When the Nissan drove up, Lathan left
the porch to meat Thompson. Thetwo men engaged in conversation and waked to themouth of andley
beside 600 ColumbiaRoad, N.W. There, Lathan reached down, picked up asmall object and handed

it to Thompsonin exchangefor currency. Thompson returned to theNissan and displayed the object to
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Hall. Officer Goodwin could only describe the object as “small.”

Whilethefactud context of the events on Columbia Road, N.W., may not have given Officer
Goodwin probablecauseto bdievethat Thompsonengagedin crimind activity because Officer Goodwin
only saw asmall object, hisobservationsweresufficient to provide him with areasonable, articulable
suspicion that Thompson participated inanillegd drug transaction. It istruethat “the mere passing of
money on astreet does not justify aTerry [v. Ohio, 392 U.S. 1 (1968)] stop.” Duhart v. United
Sates, 589 A.2d 895, 899 (D.C. 1991) (citationomitted). Inthiscase, however, we have morethan
the one-way exchangecdircumgancesdescribedininreT.T.C., 583 A.2d 986 (D.C. 1990). Inthat case,
someone handed asmdl white object to another person. Wehdd “that gopdlant’ sarrest and the saizure

of the plastic bag containing drugs were unlawful.” 1d. at 991.

The case before usresembles somewhat the two-way exchangein Tobiasv. United Sates, 375
A.2d 491 (D.C. 1977), where gppdlant, who was carrying ashoul der bag, pulled out asmdl object, and
gaveit toanother person who handed him some currency inreturn. InTobias, weuphdd thetrid court's
finding that the police had probable cause to arrest and search the appellant. We stated that: “The
exchangeof smdl objectsfor currency isanimportant and sometimesdecisvefactor in determining the
exigenceof probablecause” 1d. at 494 (citation omitted). Nonethdess, our conclusion supporting the
trid court’ sfinding of probable cause was basad on additiond factua drcumstances such asflight of the
gopellant. A two-way exchange aso took placein Colesv. United Sates, 682 A.2d 167, 168 (D.C.

1996), acasein which “apolice sergeant with nineteen years of police experiencewatched gppdlant goesk
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with another person and givethat person currency in exchangefor aziplock plastic bag which thelatter
retrieved from an gpparent sash inanearby tree-box space.” 1d. at 168. Unlikethe case beforeus, the
policesaw not only a“small object,” but aziplock plagicbag aswdl. Theofficer’ sexperiencewiththe
packaging and stashing of drugs, in addition to what he saw, supported the probable cause determination.
Aswesad: “An experienced officer, familiar with the conventiond packaging of drugsand the common
dashing of themin placeslikethetree-box gpaceinvolved here, could reasonably condudethet theglassine

bag was not empty but instead contained a controlled substance.” 1d. (footnote omitted).

Another dleged two-way exchange occurred in Peterkin v. United States, 281 A.2d 567 (D.C.
1971). Inthat case, an experienced officer saw one gppelant give another “something” fromavid in
exchange for goproximatey $2 in cash in an areaknown to be frequented by drug users. 1d. a 567. The
officer had previoudy seen narcoticscarried in plagtic vids. On thisevidencewe sustained afinding of
probable cause, but in Peterkin, the officer was able to see that the object exchanged for cash wasa
plastic vid in which drugswereknown to betransported. In contrast, adivided pand inlnreT.T.C,,
supra, aone-way exchange case, determined that gppe lant’ sarrest and the seizure of abag containing
drugswere unlawful because the police only “saw . . . one man pass another asmall white object ona
corner known for drug trafficking.” 583 A.2d a 990. The mgority declared that: “Without more, the
officer’ sexperience could, a best, only provide abassfor possble suspicion, whichisnot thesameas
Terry' s“‘ specific and articulable suspicion™ requirement. I1d. (quoting Terry, 392 U.S. at 21).
Noteworthy inInreT.T.C. wasthetrid judge sdecisonto discredit thetestimony of the police officer

“that he saw currency exchanged for the small white object.” Id.
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Inthetwo-way exchange case before us, thetrid judge credited thetestimony of the palice officers,
even though there were some differencesin the account of events, because the differences were not
“fundamentd.” Wemust acoept thetrid court’ sresolution of conflicting tesimony. Brown, 590 A.2d at
1020. Moreover, Lahan sat ontheporchinthecold of winter for sometwenty minutesbefore Thompson
arrived. Thiswasunusud conduct. Heleft the porch twiceto greet thedriversof two different cars, the
Nissan and the BMW, conversed with the drivers and took them to the mouth of an dley, where he
reached down to retrieve an object which he passed to Thompson. Lathan’sbehavior inthealey --
reaching downto retrieve an object -- was cong sent with that of personswho stash drugsaway fromtheir
person and who retrieve them at the time of anarcoticssale. See United Satesv. Brown, 708 A.2d
637, 639 (D.C. 1998) (officers suspected adrug transaction when gppellant walked to anearby grassy
areq, picked up object and tossed it to another individud). During thetrid concerning thedrug possesson
charge agang Thompson and Hall, Detective Charles Culver of the MPD gaveexpert testimony thetitis
not unusud for someonewho sHlsdrugs on the dtreet to have a gash” which “could beanywhere” They
could*“[t]akeapaper bagwith dl theselittlerocks of cocaineand placeit in somebushes high grassares,
maybeavehicle, any number of placesthey might want to hidetheir drugs. . ., back yards, anywhere,”
sothat they are not “ caught with the drugsonthem.” Given Lathan’ sunusud conduct of stting onthe
porchinwinter for a least some twenty minutes, his conversation with Thompson followed by awak to
an dley, agtiooping to retrieve something, atwo way exchange— currency for an object, and theongoing
complantsabout drug activity intheareaof ColumbiaRoad where Thompson and Lathanwereseen, we
condudethat Officer Goodwin had areasonable, articulable suspicion under Terry, Supra, to beievethat

Thompson engaged in criminal activity in the nature of a drug transaction.
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Although thefactud circumstancesthat unfolded in the 600 block of Columbia Road on January
31, 1996, were sufficient to support Officer Goodwin' s reasonable, articulable suspicion that Thompson
wasengaged in crimind activity inthe 600 block of ColumbiaRoad, they areinsufficient with respect to
Hall. Officer Goodwin stated that Thompson “display|[ed] theobject . . . to the passenger.” Thereisno
indication that Hall took the unidentified object, and no other factsto support asuspicion, at thet point, thet
Hdl wasengagedin crimind activity. Nor doesthe government arguethat Hall had congructive possesson
of thecocaine. Hall’ smereassodation with Thompson could not support aninferencethat hewasengaged
in crimind activity in the 600 block of ColumbiaRoad, N.W. See Smith v. United Sates, 558 A.2d
312,314 (D.C. 1989). Indeed, Officer Timlick candidly acknowledged that, initidly, Hall wasnot the

subject of his suspicion.

Weturn, next, towhether thearresting officershad areasonable, articulablesuspiciontojudtify the
gopof theNissancar. “A policeofficer must haveareasonable, articulablesuspicionthat crimind activity
isafoot before that officer lawfully can stop (or seize) an individua without that person’s consent.”
Seight v. United Sates, 671 A.2d 442, 446 (D.C. 1996) (citing Terry, 392 U.S. at 30). InUnited
Satesv. Sokolow, 490 U.S. 1 (1989), the Supreme Court of the United States declared that: “The
Fourth Amendment [to the Condtitution] requires* someminimd leve of objectivejutification’ for meking
thestop.” Id. a 7 (citing INSv. Delgado, 466 U.S. 210, 217 (1984)). Itisinsufficient for apolice
officer to merdy aticulate an inchoate and unparticularized supidon or “hunch.”” 1d. (quoting Terry, 392

us. a 27).
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Thompson arguesthat because there was no testimony that the object which hereceived was
drugs, the police lacked reasonable, articul able suspicion that he was engaged in crimind activity and,
therefore, had no basisto gop hiscar. Hall contendsthat thelookout broadcast was“legdly deficient”
because“[i]t wasnot sufficiently detailed and peculiarly distinguishing of theautomobileor thealeged
suspects.” Furthermore, hemaintains, “[t]he broadcast for atwo-door Nissan, with [District] tags,
containing two peopleistoo generic and doesnot digtinguishtheautomobilefromal of theother smilar ]

popular [and] occupied Nissan automobilesin the District of Columbia.”

Based upon Officer Goodwin' sobservationsand his“lookout,” the arresting officershad a
reasonable, articulable suspicion to justify the stop of the Nissan car driven by Thompson for further
investigation. That informetion wasreasonably detailed becauseit described or identified: (1) Thompson
as“ablack maewearing abluejacket and bluejeans’; (2) the car asadark-colored Nissan; and (3) the
license number of the car. Furthermore, the car moved only ashort distance, from the 600 block of
ColumbiaRoad to the 700 block. Officer Espinosadtated thet after thelookout broadcast, he saw “adark
colored Nissan,” driven by aman “wearing adark colored coat.” Officer Timlick tedtified that within®a
minuteor two” of thelookout broadcadt, he saw the Nissanin the 700 block of Columbia Road, and thet
therewere no other dark Nissan carsinthearea. Therefore, the evidence was sufficient to support the

investigative stop of the Nissan that Thompson drove.

Wenext detlerminewhether thearresting officershed alawful bassfor arresting Thompson, sazing

the ziplock bag and subsequently arresting Hall. Based on information conveyed by Officer Goodwin
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regarding thetwo-way exchange between Thompson and Lathaninthedley, weare satisfied that Officer
Espinosahad reasonable suspicion to bdievethat Thompson had engaged in crimind activity intheform
of anarcoticspurchase. Theinformation conveyed by Officer Goodwin, coupled with Officer Espinosa' s
observation of Thompson handing an object to Hall asthe officers gpproached, served asasufficient besis
for arresting Thompson. See Pricev. United Sates, 429 A.2d 514, 517 (D.C. 1981). In addition,
when Officer Timlick saw Thomjpson hand an object to Hall, and witnessed Hall dropping the object as
the officers neared the Nissan, and saw the object in plain view (described by Officer Timlick at the
suppression hearing as* abrown piece of paper, containing aziplock, containing awhiterock substance’),
whether inddeor outsdethe Nissan, the officar had asufficent and reasonable basisnot only for suspecting
that Hall might beengaged in crimind activity, but dso for detaining Hall to conduct further investigation
by field testing the object. See Speight, 671 A.2d a 449. After thefield test showed the presence of
cocaine, Officer Timlick hed alawful bassfor Hall’ sarrest. Consequently, based on our discusson, we

are satisfied that the trial court did not err in denying Thompson and Hall’ s suppression motions.

Accordingly, for theforegoing reasons, weaffirm thejudgment of thetria court inboth No. 97-

CF-282 and No. 97-CF-685.°

°Hall aso contendsthat theinitia joinder of the chargesagaingt co-defendants L athan and Corum,
with his charged conduct, wasimproper under Super. Ct. Crim. R. 8 (b) because the chargeswere
unrlated. Evenassuming that Hall preserved hissaveranceargument (thetria court never ruled onthe
motion and the record before us suggeststhat Hall did not presshismotioninthetria court), he cannot
prevail because he cannot overcome the presumption favoring joinder. See Carpenter v. United
Sates, 430 A.2d 496, 502 (D.C. 1981) (quoting Bruton v. United States, 391 U.S. 123, 134
(1968)). Nor can Hall establish prgudice. Hall wastried by ajudge, not ajury. Thetria judgeis

(continued...)
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%(...continued)
presumed to know thelaw and to refrain from relying oninadmissible evidence. See Sngletary v.
United Sates, 519 A.2d 701, 702 (D.C. 1987). Moreover, therewas strong evidence against Hall.
Hewasnat just shown the artidethat Thompson acquired from Lathan inexchangefor currency, but when
the police gpproached the Nissan after sopping it, Thompson handed Hall the object and Hall dropped
it. Furthermore, Hall relieson Super. Ct. Crim. R. 14toind st that therewas prgjudicid joinder. “‘A
motion for saverance on the ground of prgudicid joinder iscommitted to the sound discretion of thetrid
court,’”” and “themaost compelling prejudice must beshown.” Bright v. United Sates, 698 A.2d 450,
454 (D.C. 1997) (quoting Arnold v. United States, 511 A.2d 399, 404 (D.C. 1986)). Based upon
our review of therecord, Hall hasfalled to show “the most compdling preudice” and hasfalled to make
aclear showing that thetrial court abused its discretion in failing to grant his severance motion.





