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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Missouri reversed Christopher Eric Hunt’s convictions for first-degree burglary
and second-degree property damage because the evidence was insufficient to establish the required
elements and the officer’s forced entry was privileged under Missouri’s knock-and-announce statute.
The court also reversed his third-degree assault conviction and remanded for a new trial because the
jury instructions misleadingly treated his law-enforcement authority as a factual issue and misstated
the governing reasonable-force standard. The opinion was issued per curiam after transfer from the
court of appeals.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the evidence was sufficient to support Hunt's first-degree burglary conviction when the State
had to prove both a knowingly unlawful entry and an intent to assault the suspect.

2. Whether the evidence was sufficient to support Hunt's second-degree property-damage conviction when
he damaged the door while making an arrest after officers announced their presence and were refused
admittance.

3. Whether the unpreserved jury instructions for third-degree assault plainly misdirected the jury by
treating Hunt's status and authority as law-enforcement officer issues for the jury and by failing to
properly instruct on the reasonable-force justification.

4. Whether the trial court plainly erred by excluding proposed testimony concerning whether the suspect's
injuries were consistent with law-enforcement training.

HOLDINGS

1. The burglary conviction was not submissible because the evidence could not establish both that Hunt
knowingly entered unlawfully and that he intended to commit assault. If Hunt reasonably believed the
suspect was inside, he subjectively believed he had authority to enter; if he did not believe the suspect
was inside, he could not have formed the intent to assault that suspect.

2. The property-damage conviction was not submissible because Hunt was legally privileged under section
544.200 to damage the door while making an arrest after officers announced their presence and were
refused admittance.

3. Instructions 7 and 8 were plainly erroneous because they permitted the jury to decide whether Hunt was
a law-enforcement officer and whether he was making a lawful arrest, rather than treating his statutory
authority as a legal matter and requiring the jury to decide whether he exceeded the force reasonably
believed immediately necessary to effect the arrest.

4. The Supreme Court declined plain-error review of the exclusion of Corporal Clay's proposed testimony
because the claim was unpreserved and any error was not evident, obvious, and clear on the record.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“the burglary elements are mutually exclusive here because the predicate crime is assault.” (451 S.W.3d at
257-258)



“In other words, the question for the jury was not whether Deputy Hunt had authority, but whether he
exceeded it.” (451 S.W.3d at 264)

“Because the jury convicted Deputy Hunt without being required to find all the essential elements of the
offense, the errors affected the verdict and manifest injustice or miscarriage of justice resulted.” (451 S.W.3d
at 266)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Deputy Christopher Hunt participated in an operation to arrest a suspect who had two felony arrest warrants.
Hunt forcibly entered a trailer after officers had knocked and announced their presence, then helped subdue the
suspect during the arrest using control strikes. Hunt was convicted of burglary based on unlawful entry with
intent to assault, property damage based on kicking in the door, and third-degree assault based on the physical
struggle.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Hunt was charged in the Circuit Court of Montgomery County and convicted by a jury on all three counts. He
received an aggregate five-year prison sentence. The Supreme Court of Missouri granted transfer after the court
of appeals issued an opinion. The Supreme Court reversed the burglary and property-damage convictions for
insufficient evidence, and reversed and remanded the assault conviction because of plainly erroneous jury
instructions.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The burglary and property-damage convictions are reversed. The assault conviction is reversed and remanded for
a new trial or other further proceedings.
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