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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Mississippi affirmed Christopher K. Taylor’s convictions for burglary of a

dwelling and grand larceny. The court held that Taylor waived his challenge to the State’s

impeachment of its own witness and that any error in admitting related testimony was harmless. The

court also concluded that the evidence was legally sufficient and that the verdict was not against the

overwhelming weight of the evidence.
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Taylor appealed his convictions and sentences for burglary and grand
larceny after the DeSoto County Circuit Court denied his motion for a

judgment notwithstanding the verdict and motion for a new trial.

A JNOV motion challenges the legal sufficiency of the evidence. The
evidence is viewed in the light most favorable to the State, and the
conviction is affirmed if any rational trier of fact could find the
essential elements beyond a reasonable doubt. A new-trial motion
challenges the weight of the evidence and is denied unless the verdict
is so contrary to the overwhelming weight of the evidence that
allowing it to stand would sanction an unconscionable injustice.
Evidentiary error is reviewed for harmlessness when the defendant's

substantive rights are not affected.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the trial court erred by allowing the State to impeach its own witness with prior inconsistent

statements without proving surprise or hostility and without giving a limiting instruction.
2. Whether the evidence was legally sufficient to support Taylor's burglary and grand-larceny convictions.

3. Whether the verdict was against the overwhelming weight of the evidence.

HOLDINGS

1. The State's impeachment of its own witness without proving surprise or hostility was error, but Taylor
waived appellate review by failing to object during the witness's direct examination and by failing to
raise plain error. Any additional error in admitting the detective's testimony was harmless because the
witness had already admitted making the statements and the defense failed to request a limiting

instruction.

2. The evidence was legally sufficient for a rational juror to find beyond a reasonable doubt that Taylor

committed burglary.

3. The evidence was legally sufficient for a rational trier of fact to find Taylor guilty of grand larceny and

to find that the stolen property exceeded the statutory $500 value threshold.

4. The verdict was not against the overwhelming weight of the evidence, so the trial court properly denied

Taylor's motion for a new trial.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In order to impeach its own witness with a prior inconsistent statement, a party must prove it was surprised

by the witness’s testimony or that the witness is hostile.” (114)

“Thus, the Court must determine whether, after viewing the evidence in the light most favorable to the State,

any rational trier of fact could have found the essential elements of the crime beyond a reasonable doubt.”

(119)

“The Court will not disturb the trial court’s denial of a motion for a new trial unless “[the verdict] is so
contrary to the overwhelming weight of the evidence that to allow it to stand would sanction an

unconscionable injustice.”” (128)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The Wallaces' home in Hernando, Mississippi, was burglarized, and a television, laptop, jewelry, change,
backpack, hair clippers, and flat irons were taken. Investigators followed muddy footprints toward a neighboring
home and learned that Taylor had been associated with Derrick Alexander, whom evidence suggested had
participated in the burglary. Taylor's girlfriend possessed or had received several stolen items from Taylor, and
Taylor admitted possessing the laptop, clippers, flat irons, and backpack, although he claimed Alexander
committed the burglary. The State also impeached the girlfriend with prior statements attributed to her

concerning Taylor's presence at the burglary scene and disposal of his shoes.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Following a jury trial, Taylor was convicted of one count of burglary and one count of grand larceny and
received concurrent sentences, including incarceration, post-release supervision, fines, costs, and restitution. The
trial court denied his JNOV and new-trial motions. Taylor timely appealed to the Supreme Court of Mississippi,

which affirmed.
DISPOSITION
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