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In the instant case, Larry Lewis was charged with one count of statutory rape of a child under
the age of fourteen under Mississippi Code § 97-3-65(1)(b) (Count 1) and one count of Statutory rape
under Mississippi Code § 97-3-65(1)(a) (Count 2). He was charged in an indictment, which reflects
that it was issued in the State of Mississippi, Seventeenth Circuit Court District in the Second Judicial
District of Panola County. SCR, Vol. 1, pp. 6-7. Regarding Count 1, the indictment states, in relevant

part, that Larry Lewis:

ihe SeXual Peneralion o F SeXacl B 0Ra| OFthemale Section Seven

on or before the 4™ day of July in the year of our Lord, 2013, in the District, County and

W State aforesaid, and within the jurisdiction of this Court, did wilfully, unlawfully, and
feloniously have sexual intercourse with [the victim], a child under the age of fourteen
(14)years of age and twenty-four (24) or more months younger than LARRY D. LEWIS
and not the spouse of LARRY D. LEWIS . . ..

The wmdickment (5 Fraud wndee freudice ceunt | and 2,
SCR, Vol. 1, p. 6. With regard to Count 2, the indictment charges that Lewis:

between the 5 day of July in the year of our Lord, 2013, and the 4t day of July in the
/g year of our Lord, 2015, in the District, County and State aforesaid, and within the
Jurisdiction of this Court, did wilfully, unlawfully, and feloniously, have sexual
4 intercourse with [the victim], a child at least fourteen (14) years of age, but under sixteen
(16) years of age and thirty-six (36) or more months younger than LARRY D. LEWIS;
and the said LARRY D. LEWIS being at that time a person seventeen (17) years of age

or older and not the spouse of [the victim] . . ..

Id. In Ground One, Mr. Lewis contends, as he did in state court, that the indictment failed to give

specific dates for the crimes stated in the indictment. He raised this claim challenging the sufficiency

—

of the indictment in the Mississippi Supreme Court on post-conviction review, and the state court found

the claim to be without merit. See Exhibit B. This finding is in accordance with state law, which
provides that, “in cases involving sexual abuse of a child[,] a specific date is not required so long as the
defendant is “fully and fairly advised of the charges against him.”” Hines v. Sfate, 126 So. 3d 985, 987-
88 (Miss. Ct. App. 2013) (citations omitted); see also Anderson v. State, 62 So. 3d 927, 938-39 (Miss.

2011) (specific dates not required in child sexual assault cases if the defendant is “fully advised of the
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States v. Vargas-Ocampo,747 F.3d 299 (5% Cir. 2014) (Jackson also “unambiguously instructs that a

reviewing court, ‘faced with a record of historical facts that supports conflicting inferences must

presume—even if it does not affirmatively appear in the record—that the trier of fact resolved any such

conflicts in favor of the prosecution, and must defer to that resolution.””) (citations omitted).
admissioe ?-— Vidence undce MEE YIZ

As noted-above, Larry Lewis was charged with statutory rape of a child under fourteen (Count

1) and statutory rape (Count 2) and was found guilty on both counts. To support his claim of
s
insufficiency of the evidence, he notes the lack of DNA or other physical cvidg&cc. The trial court
— W]
VZeq u,’ud explained to Mr. Lewis that the Jaw does not require forensic evidence in sex crime cases:
< DNA 5 & e a0 (L) ¥ o035 Tl ass ault
- MCA sad [Florensic evidence is not required for somebody to be convicted of having sexual
q q-3¢-34-4 " _intercourse With Somebody At they e not supposed to be having sex with. ... | The
only thing required to convict him was for the victim to] sit on that witness stand, tell
e et 3 r—r T .
12 strangers that you stuck your penis in her vagina, and they believe her. __
RS W £ Q eshing o oot StekadoeY Rap®
SCR, VoL, LT s e R e oot 0, J0e0E Shataiet ) o PO
The St e copvicted) Lewis wity, ouwtr ST EeXuul Whaulf CXammalitn K oF Zav<an
did not have to produce physical evidence to obtain a conviction. Zd., p. 17. This explanation comports
becaize The VAlim WES Legal UAS <+ @-mcA G1-~3-6S she ives (6 Hal € g ealk old
with Mississippi law. See Price v. State, 898 So. 2d 641, 651 (Miss. 2005). L _ dow
at Ve L‘;mip oF sralment; Thate 55 No Eh'(f,utcéa-\f‘\c .ak.!‘r) canus<d aga ks ;“:f’i“"jf’
Mr. Lewis challenged the sufficiency of the evidence to support his convictions during direct “ .
Thet- bhe aw CFMS The Indrctment /5 4:'-'-‘6\,-4:0 voust | and 2.0 eviduce oF Suuk&}/ K Pl
appeal of his convictions, and the state appellate court thoroughly addressed his claim. After setting
Bod O Stiy of withesd Commi Ired wWhth e 5vake e TM9, Twe e vr dente 15
forth the elements necessary to find Lewis guilty of the two counts of statutory rape, the state court held:
admis5t 0 Le undes WMWE Hi2, bnder Rdewal Rules Baax be use 18 e vfdoce py Lew
The facts established that Lewis and J.T. began a sexual relationship when J.T. was
thirteen years old. J.T. reported that Lewis put his penis into her vagina on several
occasions. At the time, Lewis was approximately fifty years old or older. J.T. also

testified that her relationship with Lewis continued until she was sixteen years old.
—_— e —

However, Lewis asserts that there was no direct evidence to link him to the crime of
w. This Court has previously held that “[w]itness festmony alone 1S
sufficie

nt to secure a conviction.” [citations omitted]. ORI 55 1« idence andcmeE Y12

Furthermore, Meredith Rawl, an expert in the field of child abuse and forensic
interviewmijonducted a forensic interview of J.T. Rawil testified that based on h
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RCC No: 15-0639 v ; Rape Crisis Center
Client Type: SA - Child FORENSIC NURSING EVALUATION
Nue: Junnite Tarney Date(s) of Date of 10/1/201%

Assauit: . i Exam: e

DOA: /599 Age: 16 Gender: Pemale AGE i3
S = MONTHS AGO Time of
Raee or Bthnicily: Black or Aftican American TINE 0 — 2

HER VAGINA. MO QORAL QR ANAL PENETRATION. JUANITA REPORTS THAT LARRY LEWIS WAS HER MOTHER'S

Exam;

Assaultn ¢ Cy'dence

6 Histary of Assaui: W) Wi tness ¢S Ropeat This Sty at prial ForQuwavdhicAor 5‘““"7 Lape,
16 YI0 FEMALE REPORTS THAT LARRY LEWIS HAD SEX WITH HER FROM THE TIME SHE WAS 13 YEARS OLD
UNTIL ABOUT I MONTHS AGO, WHEN SHE TOLD A WOMAM AT SCHOOL ABGUT [T JUANITA STATED LARRY

AD SEX WITH HER MANY TIMES AND HE USED A CONBOM TWICE. HE WOULLD EJACULATE, BUT NOT INSIDL

OVFRIEND UNTIL JUANITA WAS IS5, LARRY 15 IN H1S 350'S. bl L .LI
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_:_"sss:ailanl Aclivities During Assaull: Patient’s Post Assault Activitics:

F

lubricant Use?  Unknown Urination:  N/A Spoi\gc Bath: N/A Defecation: N/A

Candom Use?  ywice Do g Ew Oral Activity: N/A
Douche: N/A g e N
oreign Object Use?  Unlnowy Bath/Showey; N/A

Ehysical Svmptoms AFTER assauli: Assessed: Nepative (“X* alt that apply)

Headache Nausea Vaginal Pain Oral / Pharyngeal Pain, Penile Discharg,

" . swelling or Bleedi ! i
Dizziness Vomiting Vaginal liching Swelling ar Bleeding Rectal Pain
- ; A ) ity Pain, Swellin 1al lichi

Chest Pain Vaginal Discharge Extremity Pain, ing Rectal liching

Abdominai Pain Vulvar Discomf. Vaginal Bleeding Recial Bleeding

|_I"alie.m's Emotional Reaciion to Asseuli; Not Observed by FN
Please *x™ all the following descriptions that apply: . [ong
Other beliavior(s):
Agitaied Loud Tearfu)
Fidgeting X Quiel Tense
X Cooperative Swbbing Trembling | Response to ‘
Listless Staring Yelling Questions: Brlelly Answers Questions
:1 2 = 3
Investigating Agency: Panola County, MS Signature of Nussz Exuniner: /V’G/‘(E -{ Gable, K.
Ré&I Number: Date: 100172018 Page 3
i L A T

Other symploms after sssaalt:  None
(not listed above)
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