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SUMMARY

The Texas Seventh Court of Appeals affirmed Leopoldo Thomas Salazar II’s conviction for possession
of four grams or more but less than 200 grams of methamphetamine, enhanced by two prior felony
convictions, and his 60-year sentence. The court held that the combined circumstantial evidence—
including his sole occupancy of the vehicle, access to the glove compartment, nervous conduct,
inconsistent statements, and admission of recent methamphetamine use—was sufficient to establish
knowing possession.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant appealed a jury conviction for possession of
methamphetamine, challenging the legal sufficiency of the evidence.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviewed whether, viewing all the evidence in the light most
favorable to the verdict, a rational jury could have found every
essential element of the offense beyond a reasonable doubt. The
reviewing court deferred to the jury's determinations regarding witness
credibility, evidentiary weight, and conflicting inferences.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether legally sufficient evidence established that Salazar intentionally or knowingly possessed the
methamphetamine found in the vehicle's glove compartment.

HOLDINGS

1. The evidence was legally sufficient for a rational jury to find beyond a reasonable doubt that Salazar
intentionally or knowingly possessed the methamphetamine. His sole occupancy of the vehicle and the
combined force of the circumstances linked him to the contraband despite its location in an enclosed
glove compartment.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Based on the combined and cumulative force of the evidence and inferences therefrom, the jury was free to
infer Appellant intentionally or knowingly possessed the methamphetamine.” (at 5)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

During a traffic stop for a broken brake light, Officer Auldridge observed Salazar acting unusually nervous and
found an open alcoholic beverage container in the vehicle. Salazar consented to a search, during which the
officer found a plastic bag containing 5.32 grams of methamphetamine inside a small container in the glove
compartment. Salazar was the vehicle's sole occupant, denied knowing about the methamphetamine, but
admitted he had smoked methamphetamine a few days earlier; the evidence also showed nervous behavior,
inconsistent explanations about his destination, and a delayed claim that he had recently transported a passenger.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

After pleading not guilty, Appellant was tried by a jury and convicted of possessing four grams or more but less
than 200 grams of methamphetamine. His punishment was enhanced by two prior felony convictions, and the
trial court assessed a sixty-year sentence. The court of appeals overruled his sole sufficiency issue and affirmed
the judgment.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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