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PER CURIAM: 

I. OVERVIEW 

In 2015, Dylann Storm Roof, then 21 years old, shot and killed nine members of the 

historic Emanuel African Methodist Episcopal Church (“Mother Emanuel”) in Charleston, 

South Carolina during a meeting of a Wednesday night Bible-study group.  A jury 

convicted him on nine counts of racially motivated hate crimes resulting in death, three 

counts of racially motivated hate crimes involving an attempt to kill, nine counts of 

obstructing religion resulting in death, three counts of obstructing religion involving an 

attempt to kill and use of a dangerous weapon, and nine counts of use of a firearm to 

commit murder during and in relation to a crime of violence.  The jury unanimously 

recommended a death sentence on the religious-obstruction and firearm counts, and he was 

sentenced accordingly.  He now appeals the convictions and sentence.  Having jurisdiction 

under 28 U.S.C. § 1291 and 18 U.S.C. § 3595(a), we will affirm.2 

 
2 The present panel is sitting by designation, but because we are applying Fourth 

Circuit law, and for ease of reference, we take the liberty of speaking in the first-person 
plural.  
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