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Murder; carrying pistol without permit; claim that trial court improperly excluded
evidence that state’s witness was assaulted before defendant’s first trial, in viola-
tion of defendant’s sixth amendment rights to present defense and to confront
witnesses against him; whether defendant met his burden of proving that trial
court’s improper exclusion of evidence relating to assault of state’s witness was
harmful; claim that trial court violated defendant’s sixth amendment right to
confrontation and rules of evidence by preventing defendant from impeaching
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