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SUMMARY

The Texas Fourteenth Court of Appeals reviewed Ryan Coleman’s conviction for aggravated sexual
assault and his challenge to the admission of evidence concerning four alleged extraneous sexual
assaults. The court held that the evidence was admissible under Texas Rules of Evidence 404(b) and
403, modified the judgment to delete an incorrect finding that Coleman waived his right to appeal, and

affirmed the judgment as modified.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the trial court abused its discretion under Texas Rules of Evidence 404(b) and 403 by admitting
evidence of four alleged extraneous sexual assaults to show intent and rebut the defenses of consent and

fabrication.

HOLDINGS

1. The extraneous-offense evidence was admissible because it was relevant for a purpose apart from
proving character conformity, including proving intent and rebutting the defensive theories of consent

and fabrication.

2. The trial court did not abuse its discretion in determining that the probative value of the extraneous-

offense evidence was not substantially outweighed by the danger of unfair prejudice.

3. The appellate court had authority to modify the trial court's judgment by deleting the incorrect special
finding that Coleman waived his right to appeal.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Although the extraneous offense evidence in this case took a fair amount of time to present and had some
tendency to suggest a decision on an improper basis and potentially to be assigned undue weight, given the
strong probative value of the evidence, the State’s need for that evidence, and the lack of any notable tendency
of the evidence to confuse or distract the jury, the trial court’s decision to admit the evidence was within the

zone of reasonable disagreement.” (9)

“We modify the trial court’s judgment to delete the special finding, “Appeal waived. No permission to appeal

granted,” and affirm the judgment as so modified.” (9)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The complainant testified that Coleman isolated her in his apartment, prevented her from leaving, threatened or
restrained her with a gun and knife, and forcibly penetrated her after she repeatedly refused consent. Police
observed that she appeared traumatized and that the apartment showed signs of a struggle; medical personnel
documented bruises and abrasions, and DNA evidence could not exclude Coleman as the source of semen
recovered from the complainant. At trial, the defense argued that the intercourse was consensual and that the
complainant fabricated the allegation to improve her immigration status. The State introduced evidence of four

alleged sexual assaults involving other women, each having similarities to the charged offense.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A jury convicted Coleman of aggravated sexual assault, and the trial court assessed punishment at 70 years in
prison. The trial court denied Coleman's motion to suppress evidence of four alleged extraneous sexual assaults
involving other complainants. On appeal, Coleman challenged the admission of that evidence under Texas Rules
of Evidence 403 and 404(b). The court of appeals overruled his sole issue, modified the judgment to delete an

incorrect finding that he waived his right to appeal, and affirmed the judgment as modified.

DISPOSITION



affirmed
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