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SUMMARY

The Mississippi Court of Appeals affirmed Carlos Jones's convictions for capital murder, predicated

on burglary, and armed robbery. The court rejected his Confrontation Clause challenge to a redacted

codefendant statement, declined to resolve his ineffective-assistance claim on direct appeal, and held

that he had not shown bad-faith loss of evidence. The opinion also addresses speedy-trial, firearm-

evidence, sufficiency-of-the-evidence, prior-bad-acts, and cumulative-error arguments.
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Jones appealed his Sunflower County Circuit Court convictions for
capital murder, with burglary as the underlying felony, and armed
robbery, together with firearm enhancements. He challenged the
admission of a redacted codefendant confession, the denial of
severance and speedy-trial motions, alleged loss or destruction of
evidence, admission of firearm and prior-bad-act evidence, sufficiency

of the evidence, and cumulative error.

The court reviewed denial of a mistrial for abuse of discretion, denial
of a motion to dismiss for de novo review, factual speedy-trial findings
for clear error supported by substantial credible evidence, evidentiary
rulings for abuse of discretion, and sufficiency of the evidence by
viewing the evidence and reasonable inferences in the light most
favorable to the verdict and asking whether any rational juror could

find each element beyond a reasonable doubt. Ineffective-assistance



claims on direct appeal were reviewed only if the record affirmatively

showed constitutional ineffectiveness or that the claim was meritless.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether admission of codefendant Derrion Eloby's redacted testimonial statement, together with

testimony describing it, violated Jones's federal or state Confrontation Clause rights.

2. Whether trial counsel was constitutionally ineffective for failing to move to sever Jones's trial from the

trials of his codefendants.

3. Whether the State's loss, destruction, or mishandling of interview recordings, investigative notes, a shell

casing, or the autopsy projectile violated due process and required a mistrial or dismissal.
4. Whether Jones's constitutional or Mississippi statutory speedy-trial rights were violated.
5. Whether admission of the firearm recovered from Eloby's vehicle was reversible error.

6. Whether the State presented sufficient evidence to support capital murder predicated on burglary despite

the indictment's allegations that the burglary was intended to facilitate stealing, assault, and killing.

7. Whether testimony concerning codefendant Brown's prior robberies was improperly admitted under

Mississippi Rule of Evidence 404(b) and unfairly prejudiced Jones.

8. Whether cumulative error required reversal.

HOLDINGS

1. The admission of Eloby's redacted statement, testimony describing the statement without naming Jones,

and a limiting instruction did not violate Jones's federal or state Confrontation Clause rights.

2. The ineffective-assistance claim was dismissed without prejudice because the direct-appeal record was
inadequate to resolve it; Jones may pursue the claim through post-conviction proceedings with the

required permission.

3. Jones failed to establish a due process violation from the loss, destruction, or mishandling of evidence
because he did not show apparent exculpatory value, inability to obtain comparable evidence, and bad-
faith destruction.

4. Jones's constitutional right to a speedy trial was not violated.



5. Jones's statutory speedy-trial right was not violated because he failed to show actual prejudice in

addition to any statutory noncompliance.

6. The firearm-admission issue was waived because Jones did not object when the firearm was introduced

at trial.

7. The evidence was sufficient to support Jones's capital-murder conviction because the State proved that
the defendants broke and entered the dwelling with the intent to commit at least one crime, namely theft,
and that Williams was killed during the burglary.

8. The trial court did not abuse its discretion by admitting evidence of Brown's other robberies for limited
non-character purposes, including motive, intent, preparation, plan, and opportunity, with a limiting

instruction that barred its use against Jones.

9. Cumulative error did not warrant reversal because the court found no trial errors.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“(1) the evidence in question must possess an exculpatory value that was apparent before the evidence was
destroyed; (2) the evidence must be of such a nature that [Jones] would be unable to obtain comparable
evidence by other reasonably available means; and (3) the prosecution’s destruction of the evidence must
have been in bad faith.” ( 66)

“The Barker test requires consideration of the following factors: “(1) the length of delay; (2) the reason for
delay; (3) whether the defendant asserted his right to a speedy trial; and (4) whether the defendant has been
prejudiced by the delay.”” (% 77)

“only the intent to commit some crime, be it a felony or a misdemeanor, is an element of the crime of
burglary.” (9 102)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

In 2012, masked and armed intruders entered the Drew, Mississippi, home of Merio Harris and Nathan Williams
during a planned robbery. Williams was shot during the robbery and later died from his injuries. Years later,
codefendant Jabrandon Green entered a plea agreement and testified that Jones entered the home through a
window and helped initiate the robbery, while codefendant Derrion Eloby shot Williams. The State also
presented evidence concerning a firearm recovered from Eloby, although firearms testing could not determine

whether the recovered projectile had been fired from that gun.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Jones and three codefendants were indicted in 2015 for capital murder and armed robbery. After the original
indictment was nolle prossed because of a defect, a second grand jury indicted them in 2021 for capital murder
predicated on burglary and armed robbery, each with a firearm enhancement. The defendants were jointly tried
from January 30 through February 2, 2024. The jury convicted Jones, the circuit court sentenced him to life
imprisonment with parole eligibility for capital murder and ten years, suspended subject to five years of post-
release supervision, for armed robbery, and the court denied his posttrial motion. The Mississippi Court of

Appeals affirmed.
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