
Appellee

Appellant

Counsel for Appellant 





Chapman v. California
Coffin v. United States,
In re Winship
Kotteakos v. United States

United States v. Barker
United States v. Berry
United States v. Cano
United States v. Chisum
United States v. Guardado
United States v. Harrow
United States v. Hills
United States v. Hukill
United States v. Kreutzer
United States v. Moran
United States v. Santos
United States v. Solomon
United States v. Williams
United States v. Wolford

United States v. Reynolds

United States v. Hyppolite

United States v. Jeter





United States v. 

Hyppolite



Id







Id



Id



Id



United States v. Reynolds

Reynolds

Id

Id



Id

Id



vice versa

Id

Id



Id

Reynolds

United States v. Harrow



vice versa



United States v. Hills United States 

v. Hukill

Harrow

Harrow

VICE VERSA

Hills United States v. Wolford

United States v. Kreutzer

Hukill Chapman v. California

Hills

Wolford



Id United States v. Moran

Hills

In re Winship see also Coffin v. United 

States

Id In re Winship

Hills



United States v. Solomon

Id

Hills Hukill

Hills Hukill

See id United States v. Guardado

Hills Hukill



Hukill

Id Chapman

Id Chapman Kreutzer

United States v. 

Chisum

1. The harm which resulted from allowing the evidence is not extinguished by 
an acquittal of that specification. 
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2. The evidence supporting the convictions for Specifications 4 and 5 was not 
overwhelming. 
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3. Appellant’s statement during the “intervention” was not corroborating 
evidence for Specifications 1-3.  

4. Appellant’s message to SrA JD was not corroborating evidence for 
Specifications 4-5. 
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5. The TC inextricably linked Specifications 1-3 and Specifications 4-5 in the 
findings argument. 
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1. The government failed to prove beyond a doubt that SrA JD did not consent 
to Appellant touching his penis over his clothing in Specification 4 and to oral and 
anal penetration in Specification 5 and failed to disprove Appellant’s honest and 
reasonable mistake of fact as to consent for both offenses.   



2. The evidence of Specifications 1-3 was immaterial and of low quality. 



3. Conclusion 
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