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At a bench trial in the Grcuit Court for Wcomco County,
appel l ant, Lowell Hudson Todd, Jr., was convicted of causing a
life-threatening injury by notor vehicle while under the influence
of alcohol, driving while intoxicated, driving while under the
i nfluence of alcohol, driving while intoxicated per se, and
negligent driving.! The court nmerged the | esser offenses into the
greater of fense and sentenced Todd to three years’ inprisonnent for
causing a life-threatening 1injury by notor vehicle while
I nt oxi cat ed.

ISSUES
In this appeal, Todd argues, in essence:

l. The statute that prohibits and penali zes

the causation of a |Ilife-threatening
i njury by notor vehicle while intoxicated
or under the influence of alcohol is

unconstitutional ly vague.

[1. Even | f t he statute S not
unconstitutionally vague, the trial court

! Todd was charged under Md. Code (1977, 1999 Repl. Vol.), &8 21-901.1 and
21-902 of the Transp. Art., and M. Code (1957, 1996 Repl. Vol., 2000 Cum
Supp.), § 388B of Art. 27.

Ef fective September 30, 2001, the legislature amended § 21-902 of the
Transportation Article to substitute, inter alia, the term “under the influence
of al cohol” for “intoxicated” and the term*“inpaired by” for “under the influence
of .” See 2001 Laws of Md., Chapter 4. See generally Md. Code (1977, 2002 Repl.
Vol ., 2004 Cum Supp.), 8§ 21-902 of the Transp. Art.

Pursuant to the code revision process, noreover, the legislature later
repealed former §8 388B of the Crimnal Law Article and re-enacted it, without
substantive change, as 8§ 3-211 of the Crim nal Law Article. See 2002 Laws of
Md., Chapter 26. See generally Md. Code (2002, 2004 Cum Supp.), 8§ 3-211 of the
Crim Law Art. The 2001 changes to 8 21-902 of the Transportation Article were
recogni zed by the legislature in the enactment of § 3-211 of the Crim nal Law
Article.

For the sake of sinmplicity, and because the anmendment to 8§ 21-902 and the
repeal and re-enactment of former § 388B effected no substantive changes, we
shall refer in our analysis to the statutes as they existed at the time Todd was
char ged.



erred by applying an incorrect standard

in determining that the injuries in

guestion were |ife-threatening.

I11. The evidence was insufficient to support

the trial court’s finding that the

i njuries in guestion wer e life-

t hr eat eni ng.
Finding no nerit in any of these argunents, we shall affirmthe
judgnment of the trial court.

FACTS

Todd’ s convictions stemfroma two-car accident that occurred
in Wcom co County on the early evening of August 3, 2001. Todd
does not now di spute that the car he was driving crossed the center
line and col | i ded head-on with a car that was bei ng driven by Janes
Vance and in which Vance’s three children were riding. Nor does
Todd di spute that he was intoxicated at the tine.

The State presented evidence that Vance and all three of his
children suffered injuries. The nost seriously injured was 12-year
old Sarah Vance, who had been riding in the back seat, on the
passenger si de.

| medi ately after the crash, Janes Vance turned to check on
his children and saw that Sarah had “a big hole in her head.”
Wal | ace Bennett, an energency nedical technician who was driving
behi nd Vance and saw t he acci dent occur, testified that he stopped
to help. Bennett told the court that Sarah was his “priority

patient” because “she was in and out of consciousness, she had a

cut on her forehead that was pretty well deep around, her eyes were
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turning bl ack and bl ue.” Another w tness, Jack Bozek, was standi ng
by the side of the road and witnessed the crash. Bozek approached
the vehicles totry to help. He noticed that Sarah’s “head was al
split wi de open” and he “thought she was dead . ”

Tr ooper George Noonan of the Maryland State Police arrived on
the scene within mnutes of the accident. He testified that,
because “all of the injuries . . . seened to be life threatening
at the time,” his first priority was “to make sure they get themto
the hospital.” More energency nedi cal personnel arrived, and the
Vances as well as Todd were then taken to Peninsula Regional
Medi cal Center (“Peninsula”) in Salisbury.

Kat hy Vance, the wife of Janes Vance and nother of the three
injured children, nmet her famly at Peninsula. As to Sarah’s
condition, Ms. Vance testified:

Wll, when | first got there | didn't
even know her . . . . She was, had a cut from
ear to ear across the top of her head, and she
was bl eeding pretty badly. She was, her face
was swol l en so nuch that it was al nost bl ack
and her eyes were swollen shut. She had a | ot
of blood on her face. They were working on
her trying to get a breathing tube down her
throat to stabilize her so they could take her
to surgery.

She was unconsci ous. She didn't know
anyt hi ng.

Ms. Vance then explained that the physicians at Peninsula
“couldn’t stabilize” Sarah, and because Sarah had bl eedi ng on her

brain they “had no choice but to . . . take her to surgery right



away . . . .” Ms. Vance testified that, after the physicians at
Peni nsul a operated, “they did not close the wound, they just pulled
the skin up over the wound and put a bandage on her and |eft her
like that.” The next day, after Sarah’s condition was sufficiently
stabilized, “she was fl own to Johns Hopki ns where t hey were waiting
for her to take her into surgery.” At Johns Hopkins Hospita
(“Hopkins”), “they pulled [the] skin back and operated on her head
nore for the bleed on the brain.”

Ms. Vance testified that Sarah “was taken to the ICU
I mmedi ately after the surgery at Hopkins, and then “was taken to

a step-down unit for several days.” She added that since
then Sarah has undergone several additional surgeries to repair
portions of her face that were “conpletely crushed” in the
acci dent.

Sarah’ s nmedi cal records from both Peni nsula and Hopki ns were
admtted into evidence. The energency room physician at Peninsul a
who treated Sarah upon her arrival wote in his report: “THIS IS
A 12-YEAR-OLD W TH SEVERE CRANI AL | NJURY, EPIDURAL BLEED, WHO
NEED] S| EMERGENT CRANI OTOW.” He added, “Once she is stable from
a neurosurgical standpoint, she will be transferred to a specialty

center for attention to her orbital fracture.”



I.
Void-for-Vagueness Doctrine
Todd was found guilty of, inter alia, violating former M.
Code (1957, 1996 Repl. Vol., 2000 Cum Supp.), § 388B(b) and (c) of

Art. 27 in connection with Sarah Vance's injuries. The statute

provi ded:

(b) Driving while intoxicated.—A person
who causes a life[-]Jthreatening injury to
another as a result of the person’s negligent
driving, operation, or control of a notor
vehicle or vessel while intoxicated or
i ntoxi cated per se is guilty of a m sdeneanor
to be known as “life[-]threatening injury by
notor vehicle or vessel while intoxicated or
I ntoxi cated per se,” and on conviction the
person shall be punished by inprisonment for
not nmore than 3 years or a fine of not nore
t han $5, 000 or bot h.

(¢) Driving while under the influence of
alcohol. —A person who causes a
life[-]threatening injury to another as a
result of the person’s negligent driving,
operation, or control of a notor vehicle or
vessel while under the influence of al cohol is
guilty of a msdenmeanor to be know as
“l'ife[-]threatening injury by notor vehicle or
vessel while under the influence of al cohol,”
and on conviction the person shall be puni shed
by i nprisonnment for not nore than 2 years or a
fine of not nore than $3, 000 or both.

Section 388B becane effective on Cctober 1, 1996. See 1996
Laws of Maryl and, Chapter 427. Todd points out that, prior to the
enactnment of that statute, there was sone discussion anong
| egi sl ators concerning whether the term*®“life-threatening injury”

shoul d be defined and, if so, how it should be defined. See bil
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files for Senate Bill 277 (1996) and House Bill 32 (1996). At
| east one | awraker urged that the term be defined as “an injury
t hat creates an i nmedi ate and substantial risk of death.” sSee bil
file for Senate Bill 277 (1996). The 1996 GCeneral Assenbly
ultimately decided not to define the term however.? Todd argues
that the legislature’s failure to include a definition of “life-
threatening injury” in the statute left the term “inpermssibly
anbi guous because reasonable people can and do reach wdely
di vergent conclusions on what it nmeans.” He therefore concl udes
that the statute is void for vagueness.

“The voi d-for-vagueness doctrine as applied to the anal ysis of
penal statutes requires that the statute be ‘sufficiently explicit

to informthose who are subject to it what conduct on their part

2 puring the 2003 and 2004 |egislative sessions of the General Assenbly,
bills were introduced that woul d have defined “life-threatening injury.” Under
House Bill 413 (2004), “life-threatening injury” would have meant

an injury that:

(i) involves a substantial risk of death;

(ii) results in loss of substantial inmpairment of
the function of a bodily menmber or organ;

(iii) results ininjury to mental faculty that is
permanent or declared by a physician as likely to be
per manent, or

(iv) results in obvious disfigurement that is

per manent or declared by a physician as likely to be

per manent .
See House Bill 413 (2004). Under Senate Bill 11 (2004), the term “life-
threatening injury” would have been defined as a “physical injury that creates
a substantial risk of death”. Under Senate Bill 516 (2003), the term would have
been defined as “an injury involving a substantial risk of death.” None of the

proposal s was adopted
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will render themliable toits penalties.’” Galloway v. State,

365

Mi. 599, 614 (2001) (citation omitted), cert. denied, 535 U.S. 990

(2002).

As the Court of Appeals has sunmari zed:

In determning the constitutionality of
statutes, “[t]he basic rule is that there is a
presunption” that the statute is valid. .
W are reluctant to find a statute
unconstitutional if, “by any construction, it
can be sustained.” . . . If, however, a
statute violates a “mandatory provision” of
the Constitution, “we are required to declare
such an act unconstitutional and void.” .
Therefore, if it is established that a statute
IS vague—of f ends due pr ocess—and/ or
over br oad—sweeps Wi thin t he anbi t of
constitutionally “protected expressive or
associational rights”—then the statute is
unconsti tutional . The party attacking the
statute has the burden of establishing its
unconstitutionality.

Id. at 610-11 (citations omtted) (footnotes omtted).

“[ W hen consi deri ng t he voi d-for -
vagueness doctri ne, courts consi stently
consider two criteria or rationales. The
first rationale is the fair notice principle
that ‘persons of ordinary intelligence and
experience be af f orded a reasonabl e
opportunity to know what is prohibited, so
t hat t hey may govern their behavi or
accordingly.’ The standard for determning
whether a statute provides fair notice is
‘“whet her persons “of comon intelligence nust
necessarily guess at [the statute’s]
meaning.”’ A statute is not vague under the
fair notice principle if the neaning ‘of the
words in controversy can be fairly ascertai ned
by reference to judicial determ nations, the
conmon |aw, dictionaries, treatises or even
the words thensel ves, if they possess a conmon
and general ly accepted neaning.’”



Id. at 615 (citations omtted) (enphasis omtted). See also Eanes
v. State, 318 M. 436, 459 (1990) (“A law is not vague sinply
because it requires conformty to an inprecise nornative
standard”).

“The second criterion of the vagueness doctrine regards
enforcement of the statute. This rationale exists ‘to ensure that
crimnal statutes provide “legally fixed standards and adequate
gui delines for police, judicial officers, triers of fact and ot hers
whose obligations it is to enforce, apply and adm ni ster the penal
laws.”’” Galloway, 365 MJ. at 615-16 (citations omtted).

[A] statute is not unconstitutionally vague

“merely because it allows for the

exerci se of sone discretion on the
part of | aw enforcenent and judi ci al

of ficials. It is only where a
statute is so broad as to be
suscepti bl e to irrational and
selective patterns of enforcenent
t hat it wi | | be hel d

unconstitutional under this second
arm of the vagueness principle.”

Id. at 616 (citation omtted).

“As a general rule, the application of the void-for-vagueness
doctrine is based on the application of the statute to the ‘facts
at hand.”” 1d. (citation omtted). “[T]he vagueness doctrine is
desi gned to bal ance the need for crimnal statutes ‘“general enough
to take into account a variety of human conduct and sufficiently
specific to provide fair warning that certain kinds of conduct are

prohibited.”’” McKenzie v. State, 131 M. App. 124, 137 (2000)
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(citations omtted). Upon interpreting the “facts at hand,” the
Court of Appeals rejected vagueness challenges in: Galloway, 365
Md. at 608 (uphol ding fornmer Mil. Code (1957, 1996 Repl. Vol ., 2000
Cum Supp.), § 123(c) of Art. 27 (now M. Code (2002), §
3-803(a)(1) of the Crimnal Law Article (C.L.)), which prohibited
a person from “following] another person in or about a public
pl ace or maliciously engag[ing] in a course of conduct that al arns
or seriously annoys another person . . . [w]jith intent to harass,
alarm or annoy the other person”); Wwilliams v. State, 329 Ml. 1,
8 (1992) (upholding former M. Code (1957, 1992 Repl. Vol.),
§ 286(g) of Art. 27 (now M. Code (2002), C. L. 8 5-613(a)), which
prohi bited persons from being drug kingpins and defined *drug
ki ngpi n” as an “organi zer, supervisor, financier, or manager” in a
drug conspiracy); Eanes v. State, 318 MI. at 461 (uphol ding forner
Md. Code (1957, 1987 Repl. Vol.), 8§ 121 of Art. 27 (now, in
substantive part, M. Code (2002), C L. 8 10-201(c)(5)), which
prohi bited “l oud and unseemy noi ses” as disorderly conduct); and
Bowers v. State, 283 Md. 115, 125 (1978) (uphol ding fornmer Ml. Code
(1957, 1976 Repl. Vol.), 8 35A(b)(7)(A) of Art. 27 (now Ml. Code
(2002, 2004 Cum Supp.), C L. 8 3-601, which defined child abuse
as, inter alia, the “cruel or inhumane” treatnent of a mnor).
Simlarly, in McKenzie, 131 Ml. App. at 137, this Court upheld
Maryl and’ s anti-hazing statute, which defined “haze” as “doing an

act or causing any situation which recklessly or intentionally
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subject a student to the risk of serious bodily injury for the
purpose of initiation into a student organization of a school
col l ege, or university.” Former MI. Code (1957, 1996 Repl. Vol.),
8§ 268H of Article 27 (now Ml. Code (2002), C. L. § 3-607.

“I'n contrast, . . . when Maryland Courts have held statutes
and ordinances void for vagueness, the enforcenent action
chal  enged had created an absurd result, explicitly illustrating
for the court the problens with the statute.” McKenzie, 131 M.
App. at 140. For exanple, in In Re Leroy T., 285 Md. 508 (1979),
a juvenil e who was arrested while allegedly trying to break into a
car was accused of, and adjudi cated delinquent for, the possession
of a burglary tool—n his case a pair of pliers—n violation of
former Baltinore City Code, Art. 19, 8 9(a)(5). The juvenile
ar gued upon appeal that the ordi nance was unconstitutionally vague,
and the Court of Appeals agreed. The Court observed that § 9(a)(5)
prohi bited the possession of any “device, instrunent, or article
commonly used, designed or specially adopted for crimnal use.”
285 Md. at 510. The State admtted, and the Court concl uded, that
“al nost any conmon article or instrunent imgi nabl e, which ni ght be
used by persons in the course of conmtting unlawful acts, woul d be
enconpassed by 8 9(a)(5).” Id. at 512-13.

Simlarly, in Ashton v. Brown, 339 Ml. 70 (1995), a Frederick
Cty ordinance established a curfew for juveniles who were not

acconpanied by adults, see fornmer Frederick Cty Code § 15-10
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(1966, 1992 Supp.), and created a variety of exceptions, including
one for any “child attending a cultural, scholastic, athletic or
recreational activity supervised by a bona fide organi zation.” Id.
at 89, § 15-11. A group of teenagers who were arrested after
attending a youth-oriented event sponsored by a |ocal Chinese
restaurant, and who were later found guilty of violating the
curfew, challenged the constitutionality of the ordinance. The
Court of Appeals invalidated the ordi nance because it failed to
clearly define which organizations were to be considered “bona
fide.” 339 Md. at 89. The Court stated: “It nust be possible for
citizens to decide whether an unacconpani ed seventeen year old
m ght be detained in Frederick under the curfew ordi nance for
attending a m dni ght church service, a baseball gane that ran into
extra innings, a concert at Hood College, or a novie that ended
after eleven.” Id.

Wth respect to the facts in ths case, we are satisfied that
the term “life-threatening injury” 1is neither anbiguous nor
mysterious. The term can be readily and indisputably defined by
reference to a dictionary. See 823 Concl S OxFORD ENGLI SH Di CTI ONARY
(11th ed. 2004) (defining “life-threatening” as “potentially
fatal ”); 1042 ENcARTA WRLD ENGLISH Dictionary (1999) (defining “life-
t hreateni ng” as “very dangerous or serious with the possibility of
death as an outcone”); 1306 WBSTER' s THIRD New I NT' L Dictionary (1981)

(hereinafter “WsBsTER s”)(defining “life” as “the earthly state of
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human existence”); 2382 WassTterR's (defining “threatening” as
“indicat[ing] as inpending”); and 1164 WssTer s (defining “injury”
as “hurt, danmamge, or |oss sustained”). Consequently, it was not
necessary for the legislature to define the term®“life-threatening
injury” in order to give fair notice to notorists that the act of
driving a notor vehicle while intoxicated or under the influence of
al cohol woul d constitute a violation of fornmer 8 388B if the act
resulted in an injury to another person that could cause that
person’s death.? The nmeaning of the term noreover, was
sufficiently clear to permt police, judicial officers, and triers
of fact to enforce the statute.
II.
Trial Court’s Application of Law

Todd argues that, even if the term*“life-threatening injury,”
as used in 8 388B, is not unconstitutionally vague, the trial court
erred by “failing to strictly construe the term and instead
applying a broad interpretation of ‘life[-]threatening injury’ to
the facts before [it].” Todd points out that the rule of lenity

requi res that an anbi guous penal statute be construed in the |ight

5 The underlying prohibited conduct - driving a nmotor vehicle while
i ntoxi cated or under the influence of alcohol — was prohibited by a separate
statute | ong before 8 388B of Article 27 was enacted. See former Md. Code (1977,
1999 Repl. Vol.), 8 21-902 of the Transp. Art. Former Article 27, § 388B nerely
created an additional offense that would apply in situations where the prohibited
conduct caused the specific injury in question. Former 8§ 338A of Article 27 set
forth the rel ated of fense of hom ci de by notor vehicle while intoxicated or under
the influence of al cohol. See Md. Code (1957, 1996 Repl. Vol., 2000 Cum Supp.),
§ 388A of Art. 27 (now Md. Code (2002, 2004 Cum Supp.), C.L. 88 2-503 and
2-504).
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nost favorable to the defendant. See generally Webster v. State,
359 M. 465, 481 (2000). Todd asserts that the term “life-
threatening injury” is anbiguous and therefore should have been
interpreted to nmean an injury involving “a high probability of
i mm nent death.” He conplains that the court “interpreted
‘life[-]threatening injury’ broadly, to include injuries that
created the nere ‘potential’ for death.” Todd’ s argunent is
wi thout nerit.

The record reflects that Todd was charged with causing life-
threatening injuries by notor vehicle, while intoxicated and while
under the influence of al cohol, not only to Sarah Vance but also to
her father, Janmes Vance. Todd’ s counsel noved for judgnent of
acquittal at the close of the State's case, asserting that the
statute’s “lack of definitiveness” as to the neaning of “life-
threatening injury” rendered 8 388B of Article 27 void for
vagueness. The court responded: “I think that when they don’t
have a definition, we are to enploy our conmon sense and everyday
experiences.”

The trial court asked the prosecutor if there was “anything
that would indicate that the injuries to [Janes Vance] were life
threatening.” The prosecutor stated:

Only the sense that the seriousness of
the injuries to the leg, for sonme reason |
thought that the wound to the leg was
protruding and | guess until M. Vance set ne

straight on the stand, other than the fact
that he was pinned in, his . . . ankles and
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leg were broken, | don’t recall anything
specific in the records that wuld be
anyt hing, but certainly the fact that he was
injured, given the extent of the injury, |
think they could be considered Ilife-
threatening. But of course the help was there
fairly quickly.

The court then granted the notion for judgment of acquittal as
to the counts nam ng Janes Vance as the victim stating:

wll, | have to say | think he had
serious injuries, and there is no dispute
about that as far as |I’ve heard thus far. And
in all serious autonobile accidents the
potential is there for death. But in this case
| believe that I'm required by ny review of
the statute, and | have to, that life
threatening injuries is not defined anywhere,
woul dn’ t that have been a hel pful thought for
the legislature to add, but just conmmon sense
woul d nean that injuries from which you could
directly infer a potential death.

* * *

And | can’t find that [as to Janes Vance]
from this set of facts. | can find very
serious injuries.

As to Sarah it’s a different ball gane
because | think any tine you have serious
brain injuries, we go into energency treatnent
for those kinds of injuries, there was, and
obviously by virtue of the fact that the
treatment that was rendered to her on the
basis that it was, that she did suffer life-
threatening injuries, and | think that’s a
fair inference that can be drawn from the
testi nony and the evidence.

(Enphasi s added.) The court did not address the matter further

when it announced its verdicts at the close of the case.
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For the sanme reasons that the termwas not void for vagueness,
it was not anbiguous. Although “life-threatening injury” was not
defined in former 8§ 388B, and although the trial court indicated
that such a definition would have been “helpful,” the court
correctly indicated that the definition could readily be
est abl i shed t hrough “commobn sense and everyday experience.” As we
have i ndi cated, by conmon parlance a life-threatening injury is one
that is “potentially fatal,” 23 Concl SE OXFORD ENGLI SH DI CTI ONARY, supra,
inthat it is “very dangerous or serious with the possibility of
death as an outcome.” 1042 ENCARTA WRLD ENGLI SH DI CTI ONARY, supra.

It is obvious, from the trial court’s explanation of its
reason for granting judgment of acquittal as to the counts
i nvol vi ng James Vance, that the trial court did not viewa “life-
threatening injury” as one in which the possibility of death was
attenuated or renote. The trial court expressly determ ned that
the injuries to Janes Vance, although “very serious,” were not
likely to cause his death. It explained that the head injuries
suffered by Sarah were life-threatening; the injuries suffered by
James Vance to his ankles and | eg were not.

III.
Sufficiency of the Evidence

Finally, Todd argues that the evidence was insufficient to

support his convictions for causing a life-threatening injury by

notor vehicle while intoxicated and causing a |ife-threatening
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injury by notor vehicle while under the influence of alcohol. He
bases his argunent on the fact that no expert nedical wtness
expressly testified that the injuries to Sarah were |life-
t hr eat eni ng.

It is true that, “[when a conplicated issue of nedical
causation arises, expert testinony is alnost always required.”
Giant Food, Inc. v. Booker, 152 Md. App. 166, 178 (2003) (regarding
wor kers’ conpensation claimalleging enployee’s asthma was due to
exposure to freon gas at workplace), cert. denied, 378 Ml. 614
(2003). “Expert testinony may be admitted, in the form of an
opinion or otherwse, if the court determ nes that the testinony
wll assist the trier of fact to understand the evidence or to
determine a fact inissue. . . .” M. Rule 5-702. The trial court
apparently did not believe that expert nedical testinony was
necessary to its determnation as to whether Sarah’s injury was
l'ife-threatening, and we perceive no error.

“Upon appellate review,] the “applicabl e standard i s whet her
after viewing the evidence in the light nost favorable to the
prosecution any rational trier of fact could have found the
essential elenents of the crime beyond a reasonable doubt.’”
Galloway, 365 Md. at 649 (citation omtted).

“Qur concern, therefore, is not whether the
verdict was in accord with the weight of the
evidence but rather, whether there was
sufficient evidence produced at trial ‘that

either showed directly, or circunstantially,
or supported a rational inference of facts
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whi ch could fairly convince a trier of fact of
the defendant’s guilt of the offenses charged
beyond a reasonabl e doubt.’”

Id. (citations omtted).

As we sunmarized in our statenent of the relevant facts, the
State presented evidence that Sarah suffered a deep gash across her
forehead that bl ed profusely and caused her to | ose consci ousness.
Portions of her face were “conpletely crushed” in the accident.
She was rushed to Peninsula Regional Medical Center, where
physi ci ans di agnosed bl eedi ng on the brain. Hospital records that
were admtted into evidence reflect that the enmergency room
physician determned that Sarah had suffered “severe cranial
injury” and was in need of energency surgery to repair it.
Physi ci ans at Peninsula attenpted to stabilize Sarah’s condition so
that energency surgery could be performed on her skull. The
physi ci ans were unabl e to stabilize her, however, and coul d perform
no nore surgery than that which was necessary to control the
bl eeding. The next day, when Sarah’s condition was nore stable,
she was flown to Johns Hopki ns Hospital, where a surgical teamwas
waiting to performnore surgery to repair Sarah’s head wound and to
stop the bleeding on her brain. Sarah was later required to
undergo several nore surgeries as well.

We are convinced that, on this evidence, a rational trier of
fact could have concl uded beyond a reasonabl e doubt that Sarah’s

injury was of such a nature that, but for the intervening nedical
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attention, she would have died. No expert nedical testinony was
necessary to establish that Sarah suffered a life-threatening
injury.

JUDGMENT AFFIRMED.

COST TO BE PAID BY APPELLANT.
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