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SUMMARY

The Texas Court of Appeals, Second Appellate District, affirmed Aundra Dawayne Elbert Taylor’s
murder conviction and life sentence. The court held that the jury rationally rejected Taylor’s self-
defense claim regarding the shooting death of Michael Sansom, particularly because Sansom did not
threaten Taylor, display a weapon, or make threatening movements.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Taylor appealed his jury conviction for murder and life sentence from
the 297th District Court of Tarrant County, arguing that the State failed
to prove beyond a reasonable doubt that self-defense did not apply.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court viewed all evidence in the light most favorable to the verdict
and asked whether any rational factfinder could have found the
essential elements of murder beyond a reasonable doubt and rejected
self-defense beyond a reasonable doubt. The court deferred to the
jury's resolution of conflicts, credibility determinations, evidentiary
weight, and reasonable inferences, and did not reweigh the evidence.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unpublished memorandum opinion; not designated for publication
under Texas Rule of Appellate Procedure 47.2(b).
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the evidence was legally sufficient to support Taylor's murder conviction and the jury's
rejection of his self-defense claim.

2. Whether a rational jury could find beyond a reasonable doubt that Taylor was not justified in using
deadly force against Sansom when Sansom merely approached and stood next to Parker without
displaying or reaching for a weapon.

HOLDINGS

1. The evidence was legally sufficient for a rational jury to find that Taylor intentionally or knowingly
caused Sansom's death and to reject Taylor's self-defense justification beyond a reasonable doubt.

2. A defendant claiming self-defense bears the burden of producing evidence supporting the defense, while
the State bears the burden of persuasion to disprove the raised defensive issue through proof of guilt
beyond a reasonable doubt.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In an evidentiary-sufficiency review, we view all the evidence in the light most favorable to the verdict to
determine whether any rational factfinder could have found the crime’s essential elements beyond a
reasonable doubt.” (7)

“The defendant bears the burden to produce evidence supporting the defense, while the State bears the burden
of persuasion to disprove the raised issues.” (8-9)

“A jury is permitted to reject even uncontradicted defensive testimony, so long as its rejection of that evidence
was rational in light of the remaining evidence in the record and is not contradicted by indisputable objective
facts.” (10)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

At approximately 2:00 a.m. at a convenience store, Taylor encountered Marques Parker, who questioned whether
Taylor was a member of or killer for a gang. Taylor claimed Parker's hand was positioned near a gun in a
backpack and that Parker threatened him. When Michael Sansom approached Parker and stood beside him,
Taylor shot both men in the face; Sansom had said nothing, displayed no firearm, and was holding his hands in a
nonthreatening manner. Taylor also fired multiple shots at a third person who was fleeing, and that person
suffered a gunshot wound to the hand.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A jury acquitted Taylor of capital murder but convicted him of the lesser-included offense of murder for
intentionally or knowingly causing Michael Sansom's death by shooting him. The jury assessed life



imprisonment, and the trial court sentenced Taylor accordingly. The Texas Court of Appeals overruled Taylor's
sole sufficiency point and affirmed the judgment.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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