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SUMMARY

The Texas Court of Appeals, Third District, reviews Emanuel Matthew Williams, Jr.'s conviction for
continuous sexual abuse of a child. Williams challenged the sufficiency of the evidence and the
admission of extraneous-offense evidence involving his former stepdaughter, as well as the exclusion
of the alleged victim's later medical records. The memorandum opinion states that the court would
affirm the trial court's judgment of conviction.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Williams appealed his jury conviction and twenty-five-year prison
sentence for continuous sexual abuse of a child, challenging the
sufficiency of the evidence and two evidentiary rulings.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Legal sufficiency is reviewed under Jackson v. Virginia by viewing all
admitted evidence in the light most favorable to the verdict and
determining whether any rational trier of fact could have found the
essential elements beyond a reasonable doubt. Evidentiary rulings are
reviewed for abuse of discretion and will be upheld if reasonably
supported by the record and correct under any applicable legal theory.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the evidence was legally sufficient to prove that Williams committed at least two acts of sexual
abuse against a child younger than fourteen during a period of thirty or more days, as required for
continuous sexual abuse of a child.

2. Whether the trial court abused its discretion by admitting Williams's former stepdaughter's testimony
concerning extraneous sexual offenses to rebut the defensive theory that K.R.'s allegations were
fabricated.

3. Whether the trial court abused its discretion by excluding K.R.'s mental-health counseling and treatment
records under the hearsay exception for statements made for purposes of medical diagnosis or treatment.

HOLDINGS

1. The evidence was legally sufficient to support Williams's conviction because a rational jury could infer
from K.R.'s testimony and the corroborating evidence that at least two acts of sexual abuse occurred
while she was younger than fourteen and over a period of thirty or more days.

2. The trial court did not abuse its discretion by admitting the former stepdaughter's testimony because
Williams raised a defensive theory that K.R.'s allegations were fabricated, and the extraneous sexual
abuse was sufficiently similar and relevant to rebut that theory without requiring exact similarity.

3. The trial court did not abuse its discretion by excluding K.R.'s mental-health records because Williams
failed to establish that truth-telling was a vital component of the particular mental-health treatment and
that K.R. was aware of that requirement; he also sought to admit a broad collection of records without
establishing that all statements satisfied the hearsay exception.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“When reviewing the sufficiency of the evidence, we view all the evidence in the light most favorable to the
judgment to determine whether any rational trier of fact could have found the essential elements of the offense
beyond a reasonable doubt.” (12)

“Based on the evidence presented at trial, the jury could have reasonably determined that the sexual abuse
occurred over a period of months and that two or more of the acts described occurred over a period of 30 or
more days.” (18)

“For these reasons, we conclude that the trial court did not abuse its discretion by overruling Williams’s
objection and allowing the State to present evidence pertaining to the extraneous offenses involving
Stepdaughter under Rule 404.” (27)

“Accordingly, in the mental-health context, “it is incumbent upon the proponent of the hearsay exception” to
establish that “1) that truth-telling was a vital component of the particular course of therapy or treatment
involved, and 2) that it is readily apparent that the child-declarant was aware that this was the case.”” (31)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Williams and his long-term girlfriend lived next door to K.R. and her family and, while babysitting K.R. and her
siblings, Williams was sometimes alone with the children. K.R. testified that Williams sexually abused her
repeatedly over nearly a year, including touching her vagina and placing his penis against or partially inside her
vagina; her younger sister described sounds and circumstances consistent with abuse, and Williams's former
stepdaughter described similar sexual abuse by Williams when she was a child. Williams denied the abuse and
argued that K.R.'s allegations had been fabricated because of conflicts between the families and an effort to
protect another alleged offender.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Williams was charged in the 340th District Court of Tom Green County with continuous sexual abuse of a child.
A jury found him guilty and recommended twenty-five years' imprisonment, and the trial court rendered
judgment consistent with the verdict. The Texas Court of Appeals reviewed the conviction and overruled all
three appellate issues.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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