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SUMMARY

The District of Columbia Court of Appeals vacated Crawford’s conviction for leaving after colliding
with property damage because the trial court applied an erroneous legal standard concerning the
offense’s mens rea requirement. The court remanded for the trial court to reconsider the evidence and
render a new verdict addressing whether Crawford knew or had reason to believe that his vehicle had
been in a collision.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the trial court properly applied the mens rea requirement for leaving after colliding with
property damage.

2. Whether the conviction could stand when the trial court made no factual finding as to whether Crawford
knew or had reason to believe that his vehicle had been in a collision.

HOLDINGS

1. A defendant's lack of awareness of the collision is a proper defense if the defendant did not know or
have reason to believe that the vehicle had been in a collision.

2. The conviction must be vacated and the case remanded when the trial court expressed doubt about actual
knowledge, failed to determine whether the defendant had reason to believe a collision occurred, and
relied on an erroneous legal premise concerning the mens rea requirement.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“This, however, was an erroneous statement of the law—not being aware of the collision constitutes a proper
defense if the operator of the vehicle did not know or have reason to believe that he or she had collided with
another vehicle.” (192 A.3d at 570)

“Because we have no basis for determining whether the trial court’s verdict properly incorporated the mens
rea element, we vacate appellant’s conviction and remand the case for the court to reweigh the evidence and
to render a new verdict.” (192 A.3d at 570-71)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Crawford was attempting to move a Ford Explorer from a parallel parking space when police officers heard a
loud crash and observed the vehicle against a parked Volvo. Crawford drove away but was stopped by the
officers. The officers testified that Crawford appeared unaware that he had collided with another vehicle, while
the Volvo owner testified that he later observed a new white streak on the bumper. Crawford denied hitting the
Volvo.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Crawford was convicted in the Superior Court of the District of Columbia of one count of leaving after colliding
with property damage and was acquitted of driving under the influence. He appealed, arguing that the evidence
was insufficient to establish the required mens rea. The District of Columbia Court of Appeals vacated the
conviction and remanded for the trial court to reweigh the evidence and render a new verdict.

DISPOSITION

vacated



REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The Superior Court must reweigh the evidence in the record and render a new verdict consistent with the
opinion, including determining whether Crawford knew or had reason to believe that his vehicle had been in a
collision.
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