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SUMMARY

The Second Court of Appeals of Texas affirmed Christon L. Jackson’s conviction for felony murder
and seventy-year sentence. The court held that the evidence was legally sufficient to show that Jackson
caused the victim’s fatal head injury during a robbery, rejecting his theory that a later injury caused the
death. The court also upheld the exclusion of defense exhibits concerning an accomplice witness’s
criminal history, concluding that the evidence was either not logically connected to alleged bias or was
cumulative and harmless.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Jackson appealed his felony-murder conviction after a jury found him
guilty on count two of the indictment and assessed seventy years'
confinement. He challenged the legal sufficiency of the evidence and
the exclusion of defense exhibits offered to show an accomplice
witness's bias.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviewed evidentiary sufficiency under the Jackson v.
Virginia legal-sufficiency standard, viewing the evidence in the light
most favorable to the verdict and asking whether any rational
factfinder could have found the essential elements beyond a reasonable
doubt. It reviewed the trial court's evidentiary ruling for abuse of
discretion, affirming if the ruling was within the zone of reasonable
disagreement or correct under any applicable theory of law.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE nonprecedential



PARTIES Christon L. Jackson v. The State of Texas

TOPICS

criminal procedure evidence appellate procedure standard of review

PRACTICE AREAS

criminal law criminal procedure appellate practice

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the evidence was legally sufficient to prove that Jackson caused Farid's death by committing an
act clearly dangerous to human life during the robbery.

2. Whether the trial court violated Jackson's Sixth Amendment Confrontation Clause rights by excluding
defense exhibits offered to show accomplice witness Maurice Washington's bias.

HOLDINGS

1. The evidence was legally sufficient to support the finding that, during the robbery, Jackson inflicted the
blunt-force head injury that caused Farid's death.

2. The trial court did not abuse its discretion or violate the Confrontation Clause by excluding the three
defense exhibits concerning Washington's older family-violence charges and related documents.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Thus, we hold that the evidence is legally sufficient to support that, in the course of the robbery, Jackson
inflicted the blunt-force injury to Farid that caused his death.” (12)

“Thus, defense exhibits 11, 12, and 13 were not relevant in this instance.” (19)

“Having overruled both issues, we affirm the trial court’s judgment.” (20)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Piyush Farid went to a Fort Worth motel after being lured there by April Contreras under false pretenses as part
of a plan to rob him. Evidence showed that Jackson participated in the plan, entered the motel room, took Farid's
property, and struck him during the robbery. Farid sustained head injuries, including an epidural hematoma
caused by blunt-force trauma, and died several days later. Accomplice witness Maurice Washington testified for
the State pursuant to a plea agreement, and the trial court excluded several exhibits concerning older family-
violence charges while admitting substantial other evidence of Washington's criminal history and bias.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A jury found Jackson not guilty on count one and guilty of felony murder as charged in count two; it did not
reach the remaining counts. The trial court sentenced him in accordance with the jury's seventy-year
recommendation. The Second Court of Appeals affirmed after overruling both appellate issues.
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