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SUMMARY

The Texas Court of Appeals for the First District affirmed Cadwallader Coles’s conviction for sexual
assault and six-year prison sentence. The court held that the complainant’s prompt report and
testimony, corroborated by DNA evidence, were legally sufficient to establish sexual contact. The
opinion also addresses the admissibility of evidence concerning drugs, drug paraphernalia, and a crack

pipe discovered during a jail search.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Coles appealed his jury conviction for sexual assault and six-year

prison sentence, challenging the sufficiency of the evidence and the
admission of evidence concerning drugs, drug paraphernalia, and a

crack pipe.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Legal sufficiency is reviewed by asking whether any rational trier of
fact could have found all essential elements beyond a reasonable
doubt, viewing all admitted evidence in the light most favorable to the
verdict and deferring to the jury's credibility and weight
determinations. Evidentiary rulings under Rules 403 and 404(b) are
reviewed for abuse of discretion and upheld if within the zone of

reasonable disagreement.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether legally sufficient evidence supported Coles's sexual-assault conviction.

2. Whether the trial court abused its discretion by admitting evidence of drugs and drug paraphernalia
displayed after the assault and found in the CT scan-room control area under Texas Rules of Evidence
404(b) and 403.

3. Whether the trial court abused its discretion by allowing the State to reopen its case and introduce

evidence of a crack pipe found during Coles's strip search at the Harris County jail under Rule 404(b).

HOLDINGS

1. The evidence was legally sufficient for a rational jury to find beyond a reasonable doubt that Coles
caused his sexual organ to contact Jeff's mouth without Jeff's consent.

2. The trial court did not abuse its discretion by admitting evidence that Coles displayed a white rock,

burned glass object, and lighter immediately after the alleged assault.

3. The trial court did not abuse its discretion by admitting evidence of drugs and drug paraphernalia found
in the CT scan-room control area.

4. The trial court did not abuse its discretion by admitting evidence that a crack pipe was found during

Coles's strip search at the Harris County jail.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“When reviewing a jury’s verdict for evidentiary sufficiency, we must uphold the verdict if any rational trier of

fact could have found all the essential elements of the offense proven beyond a reasonable doubt.” (at 10)

“Same-transaction contextual evidence is thus admissible when several offenses are so interconnected as to
form a single, indivisible criminal transaction, such that in describing one it is “impracticable” to avoid
describing the other.” (at 19-20)

“A jury also could reasonably infer appellant was trying to use drugs as a means of “bribing” Jeff not to
report the assault or that he was trying to persuade Jeff to intoxicate himself to diminish his credibility should

he report the incident.” (at 21)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Coles, a hospital radiology technician, performed a CT scan on Jeff, who testified that Coles locked the scan-
room door, sexually assaulted him, blocked his exit, and displayed items that appeared to be drugs. Coles denied
the assault and claimed that Jeff and Marie fabricated the accusation for financial gain, while explaining the

DNA found on Jeff's penis as the result of defensive contact and transfer during masturbation. Police found



drugs and drug paraphernalia in the scan-room control area, and a crack pipe was later found during a search at
the Harris County jail. DNA testing provided very strong support that Coles was the source of DNA found on a
swab from Jeff's penis.
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