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 This case arises out of a fight between appellant, Juan Carlos Artiga (“Artiga”), and 

Santiago Roque-Garcia, (who goes by the name “Edgar”).  Following a jury trial in the 

Circuit Court for Baltimore City, Artiga was convicted of attempted second-degree murder, 

first-degree assault, second-degree assault, reckless endangerment, and carrying a deadly 

weapon with the intent to injure.1  The court sentenced Artiga to twenty years, with all but 

nine years suspended, for attempted second-degree murder and five years, to be served 

concurrently, for carrying a deadly weapon with the intent to injure.  The remaining 

convictions merged for purposes of sentencing.  On appeal, Artiga presents two questions 

for review, as follows: 

1. Did the trial court err in admitting a tape recording of a 911 call into 

evidence? 

 

2. Did the trial court err in refusing Artiga’s request for a postponement?  

 We conclude that any error in admitting the 911 tape into evidence was harmless 

beyond a reasonable doubt, and that the trial court did not abuse its discretion in denying 

Artiga’s postponement request.  Accordingly, we affirm the judgments of the circuit court. 

BACKGROUND 

Artiga met Edgar approximately two years prior to this incident when Edgar was 

looking for work at the Reisterstown Road Plaza Home Depot.  Artiga works in the home 

remodeling industry, and he hired Edgar when he needed help on certain projects.  

                                              

1 The jury acquitted Artiga of attempted first-degree murder.  
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 In the early evening hours on September 16, 2011, Artiga and Edgar met at the 

Reisterstown Road Plaza Home Depot.  Both men testified that they were together in 

Artiga’s car drinking beer in the Home Depot parking lot, but gave conflicting testimony 

regarding who initiated the fight.   

 Artiga testified that he attacked Edgar in self defense.  According to Artiga, after 

about 45 minutes of drinking beer, Edgar asked if he could borrow money from Artiga.  

Artiga refused, and the conversation became heated.  Artiga got out of his car, walked 

around to the passenger side, physically removed Edgar from the vehicle, and told him to 

leave.  Then, according to Artiga, Edgar pulled a switchblade knife out of his pocket.  As 

Edgar was walking towards Artiga with the knife, Artiga grabbed a lawnmower blade from 

the back of his truck.  Artiga again told Edgar to leave, but Edgar swiped at him with the 

knife, so Artiga fought back with the lawnmower blade.  At that point, Edgar was bleeding 

and he stopped advancing towards Artiga.  Edgar walked towards the entrance of Home 

Depot and Artiga drove away. 

 Edgar, on the other hand, testified that Artiga was the initial aggressor.  Artiga was 

upset because Edgar had started to work for someone else.  According to Edgar, the men 

argued for about 10 minutes before Artiga told Edgar to get out of the car.  Artiga then 

allegedly asked Edgar if he wanted to fight.  Edgar said no, and began to walk away.  As 

Edgar was turning to leave, Artiga told him to stop.  Edgar turned around and saw Artiga 

holding a machete.  Artiga swung the machete at Edgar and struck the palm of Edgar’s 
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hand and Edgar’s head with the blade.  Then, according to Edgar, Artiga threw the machete 

in the back of his truck and drove away. 

 As he was walking towards the entrance for Home Depot, Edgar noticed that he was 

bleeding from his hand, back, head, and shoulders.  Edgar felt like he was starting to lose 

consciousness.  Edgar, who did not speak English, called his friend Ali, who spoke English, 

and asked Ali to call 911 on his behalf.  Thereafter, police and medical personnel 

responded, and Edgar was transported to the hospital.  The police provided Edgar with a 

photo array and he identified Artiga as the person who attacked him.  Edgar testified that 

he did not have any weapons with him at the Home Depot, and that he was not able to 

defend himself at any time during the altercation. 

 Additional facts will be discussed below, as they pertain to the questions presented. 

DISCUSSION 

I. 

 Artiga argues that the court erred by admitting the 911 call that Ali made on Edgar’s 

behalf.  Artiga points out that there were three levels of hearsay present in the 911 

recording: the recording itself, Edgar’s statement, and Ali’s statement.  Artiga argues that 

the court erred by combining Edgar’s statement and Ali’s statement into one layer of 

hearsay, rather than treating them separately.  Artiga contends that because no hearsay 

exception applied to Ali’s statement, the 911 call should have been excluded by the court.  

The State argues that the 911 recording was admissible because Ali’s statements merely 
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relayed a translation of the victim’s own words, and, therefore, any hearsay exception that 

applied to Edgar’s statements would also apply to Ali’s statements on the 911 recording.  

 Regardless of whether the 911 call was admissible, any error in admitting the 

recording was harmless.  The admission of hearsay is harmless when there is “‘no 

reasonable possibility that the evidence complained of – whether erroneously admitted or 

excluded – may have contributed to the rendition of the guilty verdict.’”  Dionas v. State, 

436 Md. 97, 108 (2013) (quoting Dorsey v. State, 276 Md. 638, 659 (1976)). 

 Here, the only question that the jury had to decide was whether Artiga stabbed Edgar 

in self-defense.  The recording at issue consisted only of Ali reporting to the police that 

Edgar had just called and said that he needed medical attention because he had been stabbed 

in the Reisterstown Road Plaza Home Depot parking lot by a Hispanic man named Carlos, 

who drove a silver Chevy Silverado pickup truck.2  Nothing on the 911 recording could 

have contributed to the jury’s ultimate decision of whether or not Artiga acted in self-

defense.  Accordingly, any error was harmless in this instance.  

II. 

 Artiga also argues that the court erred in denying his postponement request.  He 

contends first, that the trial judge did not have authority to rule on his request, and second, 

that even if the judge had authority, the judge abused his discretion in denying the 

                                              

2 Juan Artiga was also known by the name Carlos, which is his middle name.  
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postponement.  The State responds that the trial court had authority to deny the 

postponement request and did not abuse its discretion by doing so.3 

 In Howard v. State, __ Md. __, __ No. 97, September Term, 2014, Slip op. at 6, 

(filed November 19, 2014), the Court of Appeals “unequivocally conclude[d] that any 

circuit court judge may deny a motion to postpone in a criminal case.”  As a result of this 

recent decision it is clear that the trial court, therefore, had authority to deny the 

postponement request.  As a result, we only address whether the court abused its discretion 

in doing so.  See Howard, at 12 (“An appellate court reviews for abuse of discretion a trial 

court’s ruling on a motion to postpone.”).   

 Artiga argues that the court abused its discretion in denying the postponement 

because defense counsel had only recently entered his appearance, had only received 

discovery the day before, was unprepared to try the case, and needed additional time to 

locate a possible witness.  The actual postponement request as presented to the trial judge, 

however, was only related to locating the witness and had nothing to do with defense 

counsel’s late entry into the case.   

 Defense counsel explained to the court that Artiga, who was originally opposed to 

postponing the trial, had changed his mind and decided that he wanted a postponement to 

locate a witness that was “instrumental” to his defense.  Defense counsel proffered that this 

                                              

3 Both parties acknowledged that, at the time of briefing, the issue of whether a trial court 

had the authority to deny a request for postponement was pending before the Court of 

Appeals. 
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witness would testify that Edgar had stabbed him in the past, which would tend to show 

that Edgar had a history of violent behavior.  Defense counsel, however, only knew the 

witness by his first name, Vladimir, and did not have any contact information for the 

witness except for the address of a liquor store where Vladimir “was known to hang out[.]”  

Defense counsel admitted that he could not just “walk up and find” the witness and that it 

might take some time to locate him, if he was even able to be located at all.  Additionally, 

defense counsel admitted that he had known about the existence of the witness, but that he 

did not attempt to locate Vladimir previously in light of Artiga’s insistence that the case 

move forward.   

 Under the circumstances, the court did not abuse its discretion in denying Artiga’s 

belated request for a postponement to locate a potential witness whose whereabouts were 

unknown.  Defense counsel had an opportunity to track down the witness prior to trial and 

chose not to based on Artiga’s representations that he wanted to move forward with the 

trial.  Finally, Artiga was permitted to testify at trial about the incident where Edgar stabbed 

Vladimir.  The court, therefore, did not abuse its discretion in this instance. 

   

 

JUDGMENTS OF THE CIRCUIT COURT 

FOR BALTIMORE CITY AFFIRMED. 

COSTS TO BE PAID BY APPELLANT. 


