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SUMMARY

The Vermont Supreme Court affirmed the denial of Mandy Cram’s motion to dismiss a felony

unlawful-trespass charge. The court held that circumstantial evidence, viewed in the light most

favorable to the State, was sufficient to support an inference that Cram knew she was not licensed or

privileged to enter the homeowner’s dwelling under 13 V.S.A. § 3705(d).
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Defendant appealed the Addison District Court's denial of her motion
to dismiss felony unlawful-trespass charges for failure to establish a
prima facie case. She entered a conditional guilty plea reserving the
right to appeal that ruling and separately pleaded guilty to driving with

a suspended license.

The court considered whether the evidence, taken in the light most
favorable to the State and excluding modifying evidence, would fairly
and reasonably tend to show beyond a reasonable doubt that defendant

committed the offense.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the State presented sufficient evidence to establish a prima facie case under Vermont's

unlawful-trespass statute.

2. Whether circumstantial evidence was sufficient to support an inference that defendant knew she was not
licensed or privileged to enter the dwelling.
HOLDINGS

1. The State presented sufficient circumstantial evidence for a reasonable factfinder to infer that defendant
knowingly entered the dwelling without a license or privilege; therefore, the district court properly

denied the motion to dismiss.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In reviewing defendant's argument, we consider whether the evidence, "taken in the light most favorable to
the State, excluding modifying evidence, would fairly and reasonably tend to show defendant committed the

offense, beyond a reasonable doubt."” (9 2)

“We hold that defendant's acts and the surrounding circumstantial evidence support an inference of guilt

sufficient to sustain the trial court's denial of defendant's motion to dismiss.” (9 10)

“In sum, the State presented sufficient circumstantial evidence that defendant was not licensed or privileged

to enter homeowner's house to allow the district court to deny defendant's motion to dismiss.” (Y 13)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

A homeowner in Salisbury, Vermont, encountered Cram inside his rural home after she had parked her vehicle

behind the house, where it was not visible from the road. The home's exterior doors were generally locked, and
Cram had entered without the homeowner's permission, passing at least one telephone before encountering him.
She said her car was overheating and that she entered the residence to call her husband; a trooper also observed

that her identification card was bent and cracked in a manner consistent with use to pry open doors.
PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Addison District Court denied defendant's motion to dismiss under V.R.Cr.P. 12(d). Defendant then entered
a conditional guilty plea to the unlawful-trespass charges and appealed the denial of her motion. The Supreme

Court of Vermont affirmed.
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