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SUMMARY

The First Court of Appeals of Texas affirmed juvenile adjudications finding that D.L.A. engaged in
delinquent conduct by committing two robberies. The court held that the complainants’ in-court
identifications were legally sufficient to support the adjudications and that a challenge to the denial of

a directed verdict was not the proper vehicle for contesting the admission of evidence.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Juvenile appeals from orders of the 314th District Court of Harris

County adjudicating him as having engaged in delinquent conduct by
committing two robberies and committing him to the Texas Juvenile
Justice Department. He challenged the denial of his motion for

directed verdict on legal-sufficiency grounds.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviews the legal sufficiency of evidence supporting a
juvenile delinquency adjudication under the criminal-case standard:
viewing all evidence in the light most favorable to the verdict, whether
a rational factfinder could have found the essential elements beyond a
reasonable doubt. A challenge to denial of a directed verdict is treated
as a legal-sufficiency challenge. The court defers to the factfinder's
determinations regarding witness credibility, evidentiary weight, and

conflicting inferences.
PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Published opinion; precedential under applicable Texas appellate rules.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the evidence was legally sufficient to establish beyond a reasonable doubt that D.L.A.

committed the robberies of Castillo and Melrose.

2. Whether the trial court erred by denying D.L.A.'s motion for directed verdict based on alleged
inconsistencies in the eyewitness testimony and the admission of exhibits concerning extraneous

offenses.

HOLDINGS

1. The complainants' in-court identifications, standing alone, constituted legally sufficient evidence from

which a rational factfinder could find beyond a reasonable doubt that D.L.A. committed the robberies.

2. A challenge to the denial of a motion for directed verdict is not the proper vehicle for challenging the
admissibility of evidence, and legal-sufficiency review considers all evidence admitted at trial, including
evidence alleged to have been improperly admitted.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We dffirm the trial court’s judgment because the complainants’ testimony alone was sufficient to show that

D.L.A. committed robbery.” (p. 1)

“We hold therefore that the trial court did not err by denying the motion for directed verdict.” (p. 14)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

On August 15, 2022, two young men approached Gloria Castillo's vehicle, pointed a gun at her, and demanded
that she open the door. They then approached Sam Melrose, demanded his keys, threatened to shoot him, and
one struck him with the gun. After D.L.A. was arrested in connection with a stolen vehicle found with a yellow
hoodie, backpack, and pellet gun, Castillo and Melrose identified him from a photographic array and in court.

The trial court credited their identifications and adjudicated D.L.A. delinquent.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The State filed two juvenile petitions alleging that D.L.A. committed robbery against Gloria Castillo and Sam
Melrose. After an adjudication hearing, the trial court denied D.L.A.'s motion for directed verdict, found that he
had engaged in delinquent conduct, and entered a disposition committing him to the Texas Juvenile Justice

Department. D.L.A. appealed from the adjudication and disposition orders, and the court of appeals affirmed.

DISPOSITION



affirmed
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