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SUMMARY

The District of Columbia Court of Appeals held that the evidence was insufficient to support Elauin
Hebron’s first-degree theft conviction because the government failed to adequately prove that the
stolen property had a value of at least $250. The court rejected the challenge to the sufficiency of the
evidence of intent to deprive the owner of the property. It reversed the first-degree theft conviction,
vacated the sentence, and remanded with instructions to enter a second-degree theft conviction and
resentence Hebron.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Appellant appealed his conviction for first-degree theft, arguing that
the evidence was insufficient to establish the value of the stolen
property and his intent to deprive the owner of it.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The evidence is viewed in the light most favorable to the government,
with deference to the factfinder's weighing of evidence, credibility
determinations, and reasonable inferences. The conviction must be
reversed if the government presented no evidence from which a
reasonable mind could infer guilt beyond a reasonable doubt. For the
value element of first-degree theft, the court applied a strict
requirement for affirmative, substantial, probative evidence sufficient
to eliminate verdicts based on surmise or conjecture.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the evidence was sufficient to prove that the stolen property had a fair-market value of at least
$250, as required for first-degree theft.

2. Whether the evidence was sufficient to prove that Hebron intended to deprive the owner of the stolen
property.

3. Whether the evidence, although insufficient for first-degree theft, supported entry of a second-degree
theft conviction.

HOLDINGS

1. The government failed to present sufficient evidence that the stolen property had a value of $250 or
more at the time of the theft. Purchase prices alone were insufficient because the government did not
adequately establish the condition of the items or the furniture's depreciation rate, leaving the jury to
speculate about fair-market value.

2. The evidence was sufficient to support a finding that Hebron intended to deprive Salahuddin or his estate
of the property.

3. Because the evidence established that the property had value greater than zero, the evidence was
sufficient to sustain a second-degree theft conviction; the case was remanded for entry of that conviction
and resentencing.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“"The government must introduce evidence of value ... sufficient to eliminate the possibility that the jury's
verdict was based on surmise or conjecture about the value of the property."” (804 A.2d at 272)

“"While it might be reasonable to presume that the aggregate value of the items was in excess of $[250], the
standard of proof in this jurisdiction does not permit such conjecture."” (804 A.2d at 273)

“The jury could reasonably infer from this evidence that appellant intended to deprive Salahuddin of his
property by withholding it for enough time "as to acquire a substantial portion of its value" or placing it
somewhere from which Salahuddin (or his estate) would be unlikely to recover it.” (804 A.2d at 274)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Hebron shared an apartment with Mansoor Salahuddin, whose belongings were removed from the apartment
shortly after Salahuddin was found shot to death. Witnesses saw Hebron moving boxes and throwing mattresses
from the apartment, and police later recovered Salahuddin's property from the homes of Hebron's girlfriend and
mother. The government introduced purchase-price testimony for several items, totaling $606 for items



purchased within the preceding four months, plus an older stereo, but offered insufficient evidence regarding the
items' condition and depreciation.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A jury acquitted Hebron of the charged murder and related offenses but convicted him of first-degree theft. The
District of Columbia Court of Appeals held that the evidence was insufficient to support the first-degree theft
valuation threshold but sufficient to establish intent to deprive, reversed the first-degree theft conviction, vacated
the sentence, and remanded for entry of a second-degree theft conviction and resentencing.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Vacate the sentence, enter a conviction for second-degree theft, and resentence Hebron.
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