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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Arkansas affirmed David Standridge’s convictions for rape, third-degree carnal
abuse, and incest. The court held that the evidence was sufficient to establish his identity, upheld
exclusion of certain evidence under the Arkansas rape-shield statute, and rejected his speedy-trial,
double-jeopardy, confession-suppression, and mistrial arguments. The opinion also addressed the
voluntariness and Miranda waiver issues surrounding Standridge’s custodial statement.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Standridge appealed his jury convictions for rape, third-degree carnal
abuse, and incest, challenging the sufficiency of the evidence,
evidentiary rulings under Arkansas's rape-shield statute, speedy-trial
calculation, double-jeopardy issues, admission of his custodial
statement, and denial of a mistrial.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Sufficiency of the evidence is reviewed to determine whether
substantial evidence supports the conviction. Rape-shield evidentiary
rulings are reviewed for clear error or manifest abuse of discretion.
Voluntariness of a confession is reviewed independently based on the
totality of the circumstances. A mistrial ruling is reviewed for abuse of
discretion or manifest prejudice. Preserved legal issues are reviewed
under the applicable constitutional or rule-based standard, and
unpreserved arguments are not considered for the first time on appeal.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE published precedential opinion
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the evidence was sufficient to identify Standridge as the person who committed the charged
offenses and to sustain his convictions.

2. Whether the trial court improperly excluded evidence concerning the victim's prior allegations of sexual
abuse against another person under Arkansas's rape-shield statute.

3. Whether the trial court improperly restricted cross-examination concerning the victim's mother's prior
sexual-abuse accusation against her father.

4. Whether Standridge was denied his right to a speedy trial under Arkansas Rules of Criminal Procedure
28.1 and 28.2.

5. Whether the rape, third-degree carnal abuse, and incest charges constituted the same offense for double-
jeopardy purposes.

6. Whether Standridge's custodial statement was involuntary or obtained without a knowing and intelligent
waiver of Miranda rights.

7. Whether the trial court abused its discretion by denying a mistrial based on a comment to a prospective
juror concerning advocacy for children.

HOLDINGS

1. The evidence was sufficient to establish that Standridge was the person who committed the offenses.
The defendant's identity may be inferred from the totality of the facts and circumstances, and the
victim's uncorroborated testimony may alone sustain a rape conviction.

2. The trial court properly excluded evidence of the victim's prior allegations of sexual conduct against
another person because the victim asserted that those allegations were true, bringing the evidence within
Arkansas Code Annotated section 16-42-101(b).

3. The trial court did not improperly exclude evidence concerning the mother's prior accusation against her
father because that evidence concerned the mother's bias and credibility, not the victim's prior sexual
conduct, and the court permitted Standridge to pursue that line of questioning.

4. Standridge was brought to trial within the twelve-month speedy-trial period after excluding 140 days
attributable to defense continuances and pretrial proceedings.

5. Trying and convicting Standridge for rape, third-degree carnal abuse, and incest in a single proceeding
did not violate double jeopardy because each offense required proof of an element that the others did
not.



6. The trial court properly denied suppression of Standridge's statement because the State established that it
was voluntarily given after a knowing and intelligent waiver of Miranda rights, and Standridge failed to
show a nexus between police coercion and his confession.

7. The trial court did not abuse its discretion by denying a mistrial after commenting that it hoped most
adults would be advocates for children because the court immediately emphasized impartiality and
fairness, and Standridge did not request a curative instruction.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In order to determine whether a waiver of Miranda rights is voluntary, this court looks to see if the
confession was the product of free and deliberate choice rather than intimidation, coercion, or deception.”
(161 S.W.3d at 824)

“The proper inquiry is whether the defendant's will has been overborne or his capacity for self-determination
critically impaired.” (161 S.W.3d at 825)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Standridge was accused by his wife and stepdaughter of sexually abusing the stepdaughter. He was arrested on
July 11, 2001, later charged with rape, third-degree carnal abuse, and incest, and gave police a custodial
statement admitting sexual conduct with the victim after signing a form acknowledging his Miranda rights. At
trial, the victim and her mother identified him as the defendant, and the victim testified about the sexual acts; the
jury convicted him of all three offenses.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Standridge was arrested on July 11, 2001, and charged with rape; he was later also charged with third-degree
carnal abuse and incest. After a jury trial beginning November 13, 2002, he was convicted on all three counts
and sentenced to twenty-five years for rape, twenty-five years for incest, and six years for carnal abuse. The
Supreme Court of Arkansas affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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