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SUMMARY

The Maine Supreme Judicial Court affirmed Brandon Mills's convictions for manslaughter and
burglary. The court held that the trial court properly excluded a witness's remote juvenile adjudication
and Department records concerning prior knife possession because the proposed evidence was
irrelevant and too speculative to support an alternative-perpetrator theory.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED



1. Whether the trial court abused its discretion or committed clear error by excluding evidence of Isabel
Garcia's juvenile adjudication for carrying a concealed weapon and Department records concerning her
past possession of knives.

2. Whether exclusion of that evidence violated Mills's Sixth Amendment right to confront and cross-

examine Garcia.

HOLDINGS

1. The trial court properly excluded the evidence because Mills presented no evidence linking Garcia's
remote history of possessing knives to the stabbing, making the proposed alternative-perpetrator theory

speculative and the evidence irrelevant.

2. The exclusion of the challenged evidence did not violate Mills's confrontation rights because the
evidence was irrelevant and speculative; the court did not need to decide Mills's broader constitutional

challenge concerning the scope of Davis v. Alaska.

3. The Department records were properly excluded because Mills sought to use Garcia's prior knife
possession to suggest that she possessed a knife and acted similarly at the time of the stabbing, which
was prohibited propensity reasoning under M.R. Evid. 404(b), and the records were independently

irrelevant.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Pursuant to the Confrontation Clause of the Sixth Amendment, a defendant has a "right to conduct
reasonable or otherwise appropriate cross-examination to expose facts from which jurors could appropriately

draw inferences relating to a witness's reliability."” (910 A.2d at 1057)

“"The defendant must reasonably establish the connection between the alternative perpetrator and the crime
through admissible evidence."” (910 A.2d at 1058)

“This is the type of evidence that M.R. Evid. 404(b) explicitly prohibits.” (910 A.2d at 1059)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Brandon Mills and his brother Antwane forced their way into an apartment after an earlier confrontation
involving water being thrown at Antwane. During a fight at the apartment doorway, a witness testified that
Brandon produced a knife and stabbed Jarmaine Ramirez, who later died. Another witness, Isabel Garcia, did not
see a knife or the stabbing, and Mills sought to impeach her with a juvenile adjudication and Department records

concerning her past possession of knives.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Mills was charged in the Maine Superior Court with intentional and knowing murder and burglary. After trial,
the jury acquitted him of murder but convicted him of manslaughter as a lesser included offense and burglary.
The Superior Court sentenced him to seventeen years' imprisonment, with all but twelve years suspended,
followed by six years of probation. The Supreme Judicial Court of Maine affirmed.

DISPOSITION



affirmed
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