
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA 

 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA : 
   : 
 v.  :  Crim. No. 17-71-1, 5 
   :   
EDWARD STINSON, et al. : 
 

 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA : 
   : 
 v.  :  Crim. No. 17-72-1 
   :   
JUAN JARMON, et al. : 

 
 Diamond, J.                  MEMORANDUM                  May 7, 2019 

Defendants Edward Stinson, Debra Baylor, and Juan Jarmon have moved for judgments of 

acquittal respecting their convictions for conspiring to distribute 280 grams or more of cocaine 

base (“crack”).  21 U.S.C. §§ 841, 846; Fed. R. Crim. P. 29.  I took Stinson and Baylor’s Motions 

under advisement during their recently completed trial.  Fed. R. Crim. P. 29(b).  I will now deny 

Stinson’s Motion and grant Baylor’s Motion in part.  I denied Jarmon’s Motion during his trial, 

stating that I would issue this Memorandum to explain my ruling more fully.   

I. Procedural History 

On February 8, 2017, in Matter 17-71, the grand jury charged Edward Stinson, Debra 

Baylor, Emmett Perkins, Rondell Holloway, Jamillah Bellamy, Jerry Lawrence, Germel Perkins, 

Carl Stinson, Imere Stinson, Daquian Brown, Reginald Copper, Terrance Jackson, and Stephen 

Dawkins Sr. with conspiring from 2010 to 2015 to distribute 280 grams or more of crack in the 

Norman Blumberg Public Housing Complex in North Philadelphia and numerous related offenses.  

(Indict., Doc. No. 1.)  Stinson was charged in Counts: 1 (conspiring to distribute 280 grams or 

more of crack); 2, 3, 8, 9, and 66 (using a communication facility in furtherance of a drug felony).  
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(Verdict Form, Doc. No. 533, Crim. No. 17-71)  Baylor was charged in Counts: 1 (conspiring to 

distribute 280 grams or more of crack); 64, 67 (possessing crack with intent to distribute); 65, 68 

(possessing crack with intent to distribute within 1,000 feet of public housing); 66 (using a 

communication facility in furtherance of a drug felony); and 86 (maintaining a drug house).  (Id.)  

All Defendants other than Stinson and Baylor pled guilty to the charged offenses or lesser included 

offenses.  (See Docket, Crim. No. 17-71.)  

In a separate but related Indictment (17-72), the grand jury charged Juan Jarmon, Edward 

Stinson, Damon Edwards, Donta Edwards, Raheen Butler, Michael Ferrell, Dottie Good, Taft 

Harris, Steven Thompson, Stephen Dawkins Sr., Derek Fernandes, Anthony Lee Staggers, and 

Gene Wilson Jr. with conspiring from late 2012 to mid-2014 to distribute 280 grams or more of 

crack in the Blumberg Complex and related offenses.  (Indict., Doc. No. 1.)  Jarmon was charged 

in Counts: 1 (conspiring to distribute 280 grams or more of crack); 2 (using a communication 

facility in furtherance of a drug felony); 7, 9, 11, 13, 15, 22 (distributing crack); 8, 12, 14, 16, 23 

(distributing crack within 1,000 feet of public housing); 17 (distributing crack and aiding and 

abetting); 18 (distributing crack within 1,000 feet of public housing and aiding and abetting); 24 

(possessing crack with intent to distribute); 25 (possessing crack with intent to distribute within 

1,000 feet of public housing); 26, 28, 30, 32 (possessing crack with intent to distribute and aiding 

and abetting); 27, 29, 31, and 33 (possessing crack with intent to distribute within 1,000 feet of 

public housing and aiding and abetting).  (Verdict Form, Doc. No. 480, Crim. No. 17-72.)  As 

alleged, in late 2012, while Stinson was in state custody, he gave control of crack trafficking in 

one of the Blumberg towers to Jarmon.  (Indict. at 3–4.)  All Defendants other than Stinson and 

Jarmon pled guilty.  (See Docket, Crim. No. 17-72.) 
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On February 7, 2017, Rasheen Chandler was charged by Information with the 17-72 

conspiracy: as alleged, from late 2012 to mid-2014 Chandler conspired with Jarmon and Stinson 

to distribute 280 grams or more of crack in the Blumberg Complex and committed related offenses.  

(Information, Doc. No. 1, Crim. No. 17-69.)  On April 25, 2018, Chandler pled guilty to the 

Information.  (Doc. No. 10, Crim. No. 17-69.) 

Trial of Stinson and Baylor in the 17-71 Matter began on January 17, 2019.  On January 

24, 2019, the Government rested and both Defendants moved for judgments of acquittal. Fed. R. 

Crim. P. 29(a).  (Doc. Nos. 516, 517.)  Defendants argued that the Government presented evidence 

of multiple conspiracies, not one over-arching conspiracy.  (Id.)  Both Defendants also argued that 

the Government failed to introduce evidence sufficient for the jury to find that the object of any 

such conspiracy was to distribute in excess of 280 grams of crack or 28 grams (the lesser included 

offense).  (Id.)  Baylor also moved for judgment of acquittal on the remaining Counts against her.  

(Id.) 

On January 28, 2019, I granted Baylor’s Rule 29 Motion as to the aiding and abetting 

portion of Count 86, denied her Motion as to Counts 64, 65, 66, 67, 68, and 86, and reserved 

judgment on both Defendants’ Motions as to Count One (conspiring to distribute 280 grams or 

more of crack).  (Doc. No. 519, Crim. No. 17-71); Fed. R. Crim. P. 29(b). 

On January 29, 2019, the jury acquitted Baylor of Count 68 (possessing crack within 1,000 

feet of public housing with intent to distribute), and convicted her of the remaining six Counts (1, 

64, 65, 66, 67, and 86).  (See Doc. No. 532, Crim. No. 17-71.)  The jury convicted Stinson on all 

Counts (1, 2, 3, 8, 9, and 66).  (Id.)  On January 30, 2019, I ordered the Parties to submit additional 

memoranda in support of their Rule 29 Motions as to Count One.  (Doc. No. 528.)  The matter has 

been fully briefed.  (Doc. Nos. 514, 516, 517, 556, 557, 569, Crim. No. 17-71.) 
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Following Stinson’s conviction in the 17-71 Matter, the Government moved to dismiss all 

charges against him in the 17-72 Matter, leaving Jarmon, who went to trial on March 5, 2019.  

(Doc. Nos. 442, 448, 465, Crim. No. 17-72.)  At the close of the Government’s case, I denied 

Jarmon’s Rule 29 Motion, stating that I would issue this Memorandum to explain more fully my 

ruling as to Count One of 17-72 (conspiring to distribute 280 grams or more of crack).  (Mar. 12, 

2019 Tr. 54–55.)  On March 13, 2019, the jury convicted Jarmon of Counts 1, 2, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 

13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, and 33.  (Doc. No. 480, Crim. No. 17-72.)  

The jury acquitted on Counts 22 and 23 (distributing crack on September 5, 2013).  (Id.) 

II. Legal Standard 

 I “must enter a judgment of acquittal of any offense for which the evidence is insufficient 

to sustain a conviction.”  Fed. R. Crim. P. 29(a).  “[T]he relevant question is whether, after viewing 

the evidence in the light most favorable to the prosecution, any rational trier of fact could [find] 

the essential elements of the crime beyond a reasonable doubt.”  Jackson v. Virginia, 443 U.S. 

307, 319 (1979).  I may not “usurp the role of the jury by weighing credibility and assigning weight 

to the evidence, or by substituting [my] judgment for that of the jury,” and should find insufficient 

evidence only “where the prosecution’s failure [to prove its case] is clear.”  United States v. Brodie, 

403 F.3d 123, 133 (3d Cir. 2005). 

III. Discussion 

Each of the three Defendants was charged with conspiring to distribute 280 grams or more 

of crack cocaine.  21 U.S.C. §§ 841, 846.  As I have described, the conspiracy charged at 17-71 

against Stinson and Baylor is distinct from that charged against Jarmon at 17-72. 

Section 841 includes increased penalties based on the quantity of crack the defendant 

conspired to distribute.  See 21 U.S.C. § 841(b)(1) (10-year mandatory minimum sentence for 
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distributing 280 grams or more; 5-year mandatory minimum sentence for distributing 28 grams or 

more).  Each of the three Defendants argued that the Government failed to prove: (1) the existence 

of one over-arching conspiracy, or (2) that the object of any such conspiracy was to distribute 28 

or 280 grams of crack. 

“The issue of whether a single conspiracy or multiple conspiracies exist is a fact question 

to be decided by a jury.”  United States v. Bobb, 471 F.3d 491, 494 (3d Cir. 2006).  “[A] single 

conspiracy is proved when there is ‘evidence of a large general scheme, and of aid given by some 

conspirators to others in aid of that scheme.’”  Id. at 494 (quoting United States v. Reyes, 930 F.2d 

310, 312–13 (3d Cir. 1991)). 

Because § 841 provides an increased penalty based on the drug quantity a defendant 

conspired to distribute, quantity “is an element [of the crime] that must be submitted to the jury 

and found beyond a reasonable doubt.”  Alleyne v. United States, 570 U.S. 99, 103 (2013) (internal 

quotation marks omitted).  There exists a Circuit split as to whether a quantity determination may 

be conspiracy-wide or if it must be individualized as to each conspirator.  See United States v. 

Stoddard, 892 F.3d 1203, 1220 (D.C. Cir. 2018) (discussing split and requiring individualized 

determinations).  The First, Fourth, Fifth, Ninth, and D.C. Circuits have adopted the individualized 

approach.  See Id.; United States v. Haines, 803 F.3d 713, 738–42 (5th Cir. 2015); United States 

v. Rangel, 781 F.3d 736, 742–43 (4th Cir. 2015); United States v. Pizarro, 772 F.3d 284, 292–94 

(1st Cir. 2014); United States v. Banuelos, 322 F.3d 700, 704–06 (9th Cir. 2003).   

When making an individualized determination as to drug quantity, the “jury may draw 

reasonable inferences from direct or circumstantial evidence.”  United States v. Arras, 373 F.3d 

1071, 1073 (10th Cir. 2004).  “[A]n inference must be more than speculation and conjecture to be 

reasonable, and caution must be taken that the conviction not be obtained by piling inference on 
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inference.”  Id.  The jury may not “engage in a degree of speculation and conjecture that renders 

its finding a guess or mere possibility.”  Id. 

Although the Third and Seventh Circuits have adopted the conspiracy-wide approach, 

neither Circuit has addressed the issue since the Supreme Court’s ruling in Alleyne.  See United 

States v. Phillips, 349 F.3d 138, 141 (3d Cir. 2003), vacated on other grounds, 543 U.S. 1102 

(2005); United States v. Knight, 342 F.3d 697, 709–12 (7th Cir. 2003).  Both Circuits that have 

addressed the issue following Alleyne have adopted the individualized approach.  See Stoddard, 

892 F.3d at 1220; Pizzarro, 772 F.3d at 292–94.  The Stoddard Court explained that “the 

conspiracy-wide approach . . . has been called into question by Alleyne . . . .”  892 F.3d at 1220.  

Moreover, the Court suggested that “[t]he circuits that earlier adopted the conspiracy-wide 

approach have, at times, failed to grapple with it in subsequent published and unpublished cases 

decided after Alleyne.”  Id. 

Accordingly, in an abundance of caution, I applied the individualized approach in both 17-

71 and 17-72, instructing each jury that a defendant was only responsible for the quantity of crack: 

(1) that was reasonably foreseeable to that Defendant, and (2) that was distributed by members of 

the conspiracy during the time that the Defendant was a member of the conspiracy.  (January 29, 

2019 AM Tr. 38–39, Crim. No. 17-71; March 13, 2019 Tr. 34–35, Crim. No. 17-72); see Stoddard, 

892 F.3d at 1220.  The verdict form was crafted to ensure that the jury’s conspiracy determination 

would be individualized.  The jury first had to determine whether the Government had proven the 

Defendant guilty beyond a reasonable doubt of the conspiracy charged in Count One.  If the jury 

found a Defendant guilty, it was then asked to answer the following interrogatory:  

If you find [the Defendant] guilty of conspiracy to distribute cocaine base (“crack”) 
as charged in Count 1, please answer the following question: 
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1) Do you unanimously agree, by proof beyond a reasonable doubt, that the 
quantity of the mixture or substance containing a detectable amount of 
cocaine base (“crack”) which was involved in the conspiracy and which was 
attributable to and/or reasonably foreseeable to the defendant was 280 
grams or more? 
  
____________Yes  __________No 
 

If your answer is “no,” please answer question 2. If your answer is “yes,” please 
skip question 2 and proceed to Count 2. 
 

2) Do you unanimously agree, by proof beyond a reasonable doubt, that 
the quantity of the mixture or substance containing a detectable amount 
of cocaine base (“crack”) which was involved in the conspiracy and 
which was attributable to and/or reasonably foreseeable to the defendant 
was 28 grams or more? 
 

____________Yes  __________No 
 

(See Verdict Form, Doc. No. 533, Crim. No. 17-71; Verdict Form, Doc. No. 480, Crim. No. 17-

72.) 

A. Juan Jarmon 

At trial, the Government introduced, inter alia, dozens of wire intercepts, audio and video 

recordings of controlled purchases of crack, the testimony of cooperating coconspirators Rasheen 

Chandler and Dottie Good, and the expert testimony of Drug Enforcement Administration Agent 

Randy Updegraff.   

The testimony of Chandler, Good, and Updegraff provided ample basis for the jury to find 

that Jarmon headed a single conspiracy to distribute at least 280 grams of crack.  Chandler and 

Good each admitted to conspiring with Jarmon (and others) to distribute at least 280 grams of 

crack and acknowledged that they had pled guilty to that crime.  (Mar. 7, 2019 Tr. 131; Mar. 8, 

2019 Tr. 25.)  In addition, the Government introduced considerable evidence confirming 

Chandler’s and Good’s testimony that Jarmon headed and directed this conspiracy.  (Mar. 7, 2019 

Tr. 72, 88, 169; Mar. 8, 2019 Tr. 165; Gov’t Exs. 203–04, 208–10, 220–29, 234, 243–44, 402, 
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409.)  This alone is evidence supporting the jury’s determination that Jarmon could reasonably 

foresee the distribution of at least 280 grams of crack.  United States v. Gibbs, 190 F.3d 188, 219 

(3d Cir. 1999) (“a leader of a drug conspiracy is responsible for drug quantities transacted by his 

subordinates in furtherance of the conspiracy”). 

The Government also established by a second method that the distribution of at least 280 

grams of crack was foreseeable to Jarmon.  Through Chandler’s testimony, the Government 

established a baseline sales average of two crack bundles (100 nickel bags) per eight-hour shift.  

(Mar. 7, 2019 Tr. 76, 79, 100.)  Each nickel bag sold for $5.00.  (Id. at 76–77.)  Chandler also 

testified that he sold more crack early in the month, and never sold less than one crack bundle (50 

nickel bags) in a shift.  (Id. at 78–79.)  Chandler sold crack at Jarmon’s direction every day for 

eight to nine months, during which he missed only five days of work.  (Id. at 79.)  Agent Updegraff 

testified that a nickel bag typically contains 0.05 grams of crack but could contain as little as 0.03 

grams of crack.  (Mar. 12, 2019 Tr. 26, 52.)  Based on this testimony, the jury could conservatively 

find that Chandler sold one bundle of 0.03-gram nickel bags per shift for eight months, totaling 

over 340 grams of crack.  Because Jarmon and Chandler were in constant contact regarding crack 

distribution, any crack distributed by Chandler was reasonably foreseeable to Jarmon.  See 

Stoddard, 892 F.3d at 1220. 

By either method, the jury could reasonably find that Jarmon conspired to distribute 280 

grams or more of crack. 

B. Edward Stinson 

Once again, the Government introduced considerable trial evidence that Stinson headed 

and directed the conspiracy charged in 17-71.  The Government introduced, inter alia: (1) the 

testimony of cooperating coconspirators Jamillah Bellamy, Terrance Jackson, and Steven Dawkins 
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Sr. (all three of whom pled guilty to conspiring to distribute 280 grams or more of crack in the 17-

71 Matter); (2) expert testimony of Agent Updegraff; (3) dozens of recordings of consensually and 

non-consensually intercepted telephone calls; (4) video recordings of controlled crack purchases; 

and (5) lab reports identifying the quantity of crack cocaine actually contained in controlled 

purchases. 

The fifty-one phone call recordings introduced at trial showed a single, overarching 

conspiracy headed by Stinson, spanning from at least September 4, 2012 to June 14, 2015.  (See 

Govt. Exs. 11–15, 17, 21–22, 24, 29, 21, 35, 39, 40–43, 54, 59–60, 66–69, 80, 83, 85, 92, 94–95, 

98, 101–103, 108–10, 112–13, 115, 126, 128, 153–59, 161–62.)  Throughout these phone calls, 

Stinson and his coconspirators discuss the supply of crack, the daily volume of crack sales, the 

availability of shift sellers and lookouts, the process of cooking powder cocaine into crack, the 

storage of crack at Blumberg, and their sales proceeds.  (Id.)  Indeed, Stinson himself discusses 

these topics, giving orders and instructions to his employees, in the vast majority of the calls.  

Moreover, Bellamy testified that Stinson and Emmett Perkins were business partners in the sale of 

crack at Blumberg, and that they used her apartment to store, cook, package, and sell crack.  (Jan. 

18, 2019 Tr. 97–98, 101–02.)  Bellamy described Stinson as “the boss,” who was “in charge” of 

crack distribution.  (Id. at 132–33.)  This evidence was more than sufficient for the jury to find that 

Stinson led one over-arching conspiracy from at least 2012 to 2015.  See Bobb, 471 F.3d at 495. 

In seeking to establish the amount of crack attributable to Stinson, the Government asks 

me to assume a low weekly crack sales baseline, and then extends that amount over five years to 

arrive at a figure well in excess of 280 grams.  (See Govt. Mem., Doc. No. 514.)  Because, unlike 

in the 17-72 trial, during the 17-71 trial the Government failed to present evidence of an actual 

sales baseline, its conclusion amounts to impermissible speculation and conjecture.  See Arras, 
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373 F.3d at 1073.   

Even without sales figures derived from a “baseline”—real or imagined— the Government 

nonetheless introduced sufficient evidence for the jury to attribute 280 grams or more of crack to 

Stinson.  Bellamy, Jackson, and Dawkins each told the jury that they had conspired with Stinson 

to distribute at least 280 grams of crack.  (Jan. 18, 2019 Tr. 87; Jan. 22, 2019 Tr. 152; Jan. 23, 

2019 PM Tr. 18.)  Because Stinson led the conspiracy, this same amount may properly be attributed 

to him.  See Gibbs, 190 F.3d at 219. 

The Government also introduced numerous intercepted phone calls during which Stinson 

and his codefendants discussed their drug operations.  Applying the prices, amounts, and activities 

mentioned during the recorded phone calls and the testimony of Bellamy, Jackson and Updegraff, 

I have compiled a crack distribution spreadsheet which I have appended to this Memorandum.  

(See Ex. A.)  The spreadsheet includes an explanation of how crack quantities were derived from 

the recordings.  (Id. at 3.)  I have calculated conservatively that the recordings and testimony 

confirm the distribution of at least 281.70 grams of crack.  (See id.); see also Gibbs, 190 F.3d at 

219.  This figure does not include the five sandwich sized bags stuffed with crack cocaine that 

Bellamy testified were cut up into nickel bags for further sales.  (Jan. 18, 2019 Tr. 104–09.)  Given 

that evidence presented during the 17-71 trial established that each nickel bag—the smallest crack 

amount handled by the conspirators—contained a “dot” of crack weighing on average 0.0362 

grams, the five sandwich-sized bags stuffed with crack rocks necessarily contained hundreds of 

grams of the drug.  (Jan. 18, 2019 Tr. 104–05; Gov’t Exs. 35, 39–43, 83.)  When the 281.70 grams 

I have calculated is combined with the five sandwich bags of crack, the Government necessarily 

showed that Stinson conspired to distribute considerably more than 280 grams of crack.  See Arras, 

373 F.3d at 1076; see also United States v. Kloszewski, No. 17-4054, 2019 WL 181175, at *3 (2d 
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Cir. Jan. 14, 2019); United States v. Ferguson, 729 F. App’x 314, 316 (5th Cir. 2018).   

In sum, whether based on the admissions of Bellamy, Jackson, and Dawkins, or on the 

actual drugs sold (as described by Bellamy, Jackson, and Updegraff, as recorded in the audio 

intercepts, and as contained in the five sandwich sized bags of crack), the jury could easily find 

that Stinson conspired to distribute at least 280 grams.  Accordingly, I will deny his Rule 29 

Motion. 

C. Debra Baylor 

The Government based its case against Baylor almost entirely on twenty-one consensually 

recorded phone calls made from September 4, 2014 to June 12, 2015.  (See Govt. Exs. 94–95, 98, 

101–03, 108–10, 112, 113, 115, 126, 153–59, 161.)  These ten months are substantially shorter 

than Stinson’s five to six year leadership of the conspiracy.  The phone calls nonetheless confirmed 

that Baylor worked with others (such as Rondell Holloway and Carl Stinson) in Edward Stinson’s 

over-arching distribution operation by storing crack in her apartment and distributing it to those 

others to be sold at Blumberg.  (See Gov’t Exs. 94–95, 98, 101–03, 108–10, 112, 113, 115, 126, 

153–59, 161.)  Accordingly, I will deny Baylor’s Rule 29 Motion to the extent she argues that the 

Government proved only multiple, discrete conspiracies.  See Reyes, 930 F.2d at 313 (“[A] single 

conspiracy is proved when there is evidence of a large general scheme, and of aid given by some 

conspirators to others in aid of that scheme.” (internal quotation marks omitted)). 

No matter how favorably viewed, however, the Government’s evidence was not sufficient 

to show that Baylor conspired to distribute 280 grams or more of crack.  In opposing Baylor’s 

Motion, the Government offers the previously discussed baseline assumptions to show that over 

280 grams of crack is attributable to her.  (See Govt. Mem., Doc. No. 514.)  Once again, this is 

little more than impermissible conjecture.  Moreover, the Government’s assumptions are largely 
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inapplicable to Baylor because her involvement in the conspiracy was comparatively brief.  The 

great bulk of the evidence respecting Stinson related to the four years before Baylor was a proven 

member of the conspiracy and so is inapplicable to her.  For instance, Jackson withdrew from the 

conspiracy before Baylor joined.  (See Jan. 22, 2019 Tr. 151 (testifying that he worked as a lookout 

“between 2010 and ‘12”).)  Similarly, Bellamy’s guilty plea and related testimony does not make 

out sales attributable to Baylor.  Bellamy testified to joining the conspiracy in 2011 or 2012 and 

withdrawing some time in 2014.  (See Jan. 18, 2019 Tr. 80–81, 118.)  This is not proof that any of 

the drug activity Bellamy described took place after September 4, 2014, when Baylor joined the 

operation.  (See id.)  Finally, Dawkins testified that he participated in the conspiracy “on and off” 

between 2012 and 2017.  (See Jan. 23, 2019 PM Tr. 21–25.)  This sporadic distribution of at least 

280 grams of crack over these six years is not attributable to Baylor, whose participation lasted 

only ten months. 

In these circumstances, the only trial evidence that can sustain Baylor’s conspiracy 

conviction is that showing actual sales foreseeable to her during her ten-month involvement.  As 

the attached spreadsheet shows, the jury could attribute no more than 142.6 grams of crack to 

Baylor by adding up evidence of: (1) the Group’s crack distribution from September 4, 2014 to 

June 14, 2015; and (2) the Group’s purchase and possession of powder cocaine (that it cooked into 

crack for sale at Blumberg).  (See Quantity Spreadsheet, Ex. A.)  Even without consideration of 

the powder cocaine, the recorded phone conversations show that Baylor was personally involved 

in the sale of at least 29.78 grams of crack.  (See Gov’t Exs. 94, 109, 126, 153–54, 157, 159, 161.)  

The Government’s evidence is thus sufficient to sustain the verdict against her only for the lesser 

included offense of conspiring to distribute 28 grams or more of crack.  21 U.S.C. § 

841(b)(1)(B)(iii); See United States v. Petersen, 622 F.3d 196, 207–08 (3d Cir. 2010); Gov’t of 
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Virgin Islands v. Josiah, 641 F.2d 1103, 1108 (3d Cir. 1981) (“A jury’s finding of guilt on all 

elements of the greater offense is necessarily a finding of guilt on all elements of the lesser offense 

. . . . A trial court therefore has authority to enter a judgment of conviction on a lesser-included 

offense when it finds that an element exclusive to the greater offense is not supported by evidence 

sufficient to sustain the jury’s finding of guilt on the greater offense.” (internal citation omitted)). 

Accordingly, I will grant Baylor’s Motion in part. 

An appropriate Order follows. 

 AND IT IS SO ORDERED. 
  
 /s/ Paul S. Diamond 
May 7, 2019 _________________________ 
 Paul S. Diamond, J. 
 



EXHIBIT A
Exhibit 
Number Description Date Time

Crack Weight 
(g)  Price Explanation

11 Call Transcript 9/4/2012 13:06:00 68.25 2,500$     

Germel Perkins was arrested with half an ounce of crack (14g),  E. Stinson and 
E. Perkins also discuss having spent $2500 (which they took from their 
girlfriends' tax refunds) on powder cocaine

12 Call Transcript 9/4/2012 13:23:00 16.78 1,100$     

E. Stinson, E. Perkins, and Bellamy discuss being supplied by "Doom" on 
three occasions.  The first time, they paid $500 for 20 grams of cocaine.  On a 
subsequent occasion, they "bagged up" $600 worth of crack.  I will thus 
assume that they sold one nickel of bag crack from the third supply package.

13 Call Transcript 9/4/2012 13:39:00 0.00 No quanity/price discussed
14 Call Transcript 9/6/2012 20:56:00 0.00 No quanity/price discussed
15 Call Transcript 9/7/2012 21:14:00 0.00 No quanity/price discussed
17 Call Transcript 9/10/2012 9:33:00 0.00 No quanity/price discussed

21 Call Transcript 10/14/2012 10:52:00 0.07
Bellamy tells E. Stinson that E. Perkins worked a sales shift each day for two 
days.  I will assume that he sold one $5 bag each day

22 Call Transcript 1/1/2013 17:33:00 0.00 Drugs are discussed but the quanity is unclear 
24 Call Transcript 1/1/2013 21:40:00 0.36 50$          Imere Stinson sold crack for $50
29 Call Transcript 1/3/2013 13:36:00 0.00 No quanity/price discussed
31 Call Transcript 1/3/2013 21:46:00 1.81 250$        Imere Stinson will sell $250 of crack

35
Call transcript 
and lab report 2/8/2013 15:02:00 0.14 25$          5 bags sold

39
Call transcript 
and lab report 3/20/2013 15:46:00 0.20 20$          4 bags sold

40
Call transcript 
and lab report 3/27/2013 15:00:00 0.14 20$          4 bags sold

41
Call transcript 
and lab report 3/27/2013 15:20:00 0.13 40$          8 bags sold

42
Call transcript 
and lab report 4/24/2013 15:45:00 0.18 20$          4 bags sold

43
Call transcript 
and lab report 4/24/2013 16:25:00 0.33 30$          6 bags sold

54 Call Transcript 8/1/2013 17:17:00 14.00
Germel Perkins states he has a half ounce of crack to sell. (See Jan 18, 2019 
Tr. 171.)

162 Call transcript 8/2/2013 14:02:00 0.00 No quanity/price discussed

59 Call transcript 8/8/2013 11:28:00 0.04
Daquian Brown tells E. Perkins that he sold "all the shit" last night.  I will 
assume one bag of crack was sold

60 Call transcript 8/8/2013 13:15:00 0.00 No quanity/price discussed
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66 Call transcript 8/22/2013 20:20:00 0.00 No quanity/price discussed
67 Call transcript 8/22/2013 21:05:00 0.00 No quanity/price discussed

68 Call transcript 8/22/2013 21:24:00 0.04
T-Mac is waiting for newly cooked crack to dry before bagging it for sale.  I 
will assume that one bag of crack was sold from this newly prepared batch.

69 Call transcript 8/26/2013 14:41:00 0.18 20$          E. Perkins tells Bellamy to charge a customer only $20 for 5 bags of crack.
80 Call transcript 9/2/2013 14:00:00 0.00 No quanity/price discussed

83
Call transcript 
and lab report 2/10/2014 15:02:00 0.29 40$          Confidential informant purchased 8 bags from Imere Stinson

85 Call transcript 8/28/2014 9:20:00 0.04 A "bit" of crack discussed.  I will assume this is no more than one bag.
92 Call transcript 9/2/2014 14:16:00 0.00 No quanity/price discussed

94 Call transcript 9/4/2014 21:17:00 3.62
E. Stinson and Baylor discuss having two yaks to sell (equivalent to two 
bundles of crack)

95 Call transcript 9/5/2014 13:18:00 0.00 No quanity/price discussed
98 Call transcript 9/6/2014 22:08:00 0.00 No quanity/price discussed

101 Call transcript 9/9/2014 11:47:00 13.02 800$        
E. Stinson and Baylor discuss paying $800 for 21 grams, which is most likely 
powder cocaine that will be cooked into crack

102 Call transcript 9/10/2014 15:44:00 13.02 800$        
E. Stinson and E. Perkins discuss spending $800 for 21 grams, which is most 
likely powder cocaine that will be cooked into crack

103 Call transcript 9/12/2014 22:15:00 19.53 900$        E. Stinson and Baylor discuss buying $900 of cocaine
153 Call transcript 4/2/2015 8:50:00 1.09 150$        E. Stinson gives Baylor $150 from crack sales
154 Call transcript 4/2/2015 8:57:00 5.07 700$        Holloway sold $700 of crack
155 Call transcript 4/3/2015 13:43:00 20.18 930$        Holloway paid $930 for powder
156 Call transcript 4/3/2015 14:18:00 0.00 No quanity/price discussed
157 Call transcript 4/3/2015 21:58:00 0.04 Holloway says "shit still flowing."  I will assume the sale of one bag.

158 Call transcript 4/5/2015 11:29:00 39.06
Holloway bought three "sevens."  Updegraff explains that these are three 21 
gram packs of powder, which results in 39.06 grams of crack after cooking

159 Call transcript 4/5/2015 13:23:00 13.00
E. Stinson tells Holloway that 21 grams of powder will cook down to a 
minimum of 13 grams of crack

161 Call transcript 4/8/2015 21:17:00 5.07 700$        Holloway discusses selling another $700 of crack
108 Call transcript 6/4/2015 8:38:00 0.00 No quanity/price discussed
109 Call transcript 6/4/2015 20:09:00 1.09 150$        Carl Stinson agrees to sell $150 of crack
110 Call transcript 6/4/2015 21:53:00 0.00 No quanity/price discussed
112 Call transcript 6/5/2015 12:46:00 8.03 370$        Baylor spent $370 on powder cocaine

113 Call transcript 6/5/2015 21:14:00 0.00 Sales are discussed, but it appears to be related to crack sold earlier in the day
115 Call transcript 6/6/2015 13:01:00 0.00 Again, sales appear related to crack sold the day before
126 Call transcript 6/12/2015 12:44:00 0.80 110$        Baylor "put together" $110 of crack
128 Call transcript 6/14/2015 12:36:00 0.00 No quanity/price discussed
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Testimony 6.52 900$        

Perkins bought Bellamy a $900 gift.  Because selling crack was Perkins' only 
income source, I have converted the dollar amount into crack weight.  (See 
Jan. 18, 2019 Tr. 140.)

Testimony 28.96 4,000$     
Terrance Jackson testified that he sold over $1000 of crack on four occasions.  
(Jan. 23, 2019 AM Tr. 29.)

Testimony 0.65

Bellamy testified that for the 18 months she worked with Perkins, she received 
a package of crack at least once a month, sometimes twice a month.  These 
packages were "for both of them," meaning E. Stinson and E. Perkins.  (Jan 
22, 2019 TR. at 47-49.)  I will assume that Bellamy received 18 packages, each
containing one nickel bag of crack.

281.70
142.60

Nickel Bag Weight 0.0362

Powder Cocaine per 
Dollar Spent 0.035

Powder to Crack 
Cooking 0.62

Baylor Total
Stinson Total

Conversion Rates

-The average weight of a nickel bag of crack--as determined from the weight of all the nickel bags obtained by the 
Government during its controlled purchases--is 0.0362g

-Each nickel bag costs $5.  (Jan. 22, 2019 Tr. 17.)

-Based on Bellamy's testimony, one "yak" or "bundle" contains 50 nickel bags.  (Jan. 18, 2019 Tr. 116.)

-Based on expert testimony and audio recordings, the Stinson Group's practice was to "cook" 21 grams of powder cocaine 
to at least 13 grams of crack.  Using this ratio, 1g of powder  cocaine will be cooked into 0.62g of crack cocaine.  (Gov't 
Ex. 159; Jan. 24, 2019 PM Tr. 27.)

-Updegraff testified that "an ounce of [powder] cocaine is typically between $800 and $1,000" in Philadelphia.  (Jan. 24, 
2019 AM Tr. 54.)  At the lowest price--$800 per ounce of powder--$1  would buy  0.035g of powder cocaine (28/800).

-Because the crack Holloway sold was stored in Baylor's apartment, his sales quantities may be attributed to her.

-Unless otherise specified, I have assumed a sale, package, container, or parcel of crack contained the smallest quantity: a 
nickel (i.e. $5) bag.

Methods
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA 

 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA : 
   : 
 v.  :  Crim. No. 17-71-1, 5 
   :   
EDWARD STINSON, et al. : 
 

 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA : 
   : 
 v.  :  Crim. No. 17-72-1 
   :   
JUAN JARMON, et al. : 

 
O R D E R 

AND NOW, this 7th day of May, 2019, it is hereby ORDERED that: 

1. Defendant Juan Jarmon’s Motion for Judgment of Acquittal is DENIED; 

2. Defendant Edward Stinson’s Motion for Judgment of Acquittal (Doc. Nos. 517, 557) is 

DENIED; and 

3. Defendant Debra Baylor’s Motion for Judgment of Acquittal is GRANTED in part: 

a. Baylor’s conviction for conspiracy to distribute 280 grams or more of cocaine 

base (Count 1) is VACATED.  Judgment of Acquittal will be entered for this 

offense; and 

b. Baylor’s conviction for the lesser-included offense of Count 1, conspiracy to 

distribute 28 grams or more of cocaine base, is SUSTAINED.  Judgment of 

Conviction will be entered for this lesser-included offense. 

 AND IT IS SO ORDERED. 
  
 /s/ Paul S. Diamond 
 _________________________ 
 Paul S. Diamond, J. 
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA :
:
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:

EDWARD STINSON, et al. :

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA :
:

v. : Crim. No. 17-72-1
:

JUAN JARMON, et al. :
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AND NOW, this 7th day of May, 2019, it is hereby ORDERED that:

1. Defendant Juan Jarmon’s Motion for Judgment of Acquittal is DENIED;

2. Defendant Edward Stinson’s Motion for Judgment of Acquittal (Doc. Nos. 517, 557) is 

DENIED; and

3. Defendant Debra Baylor’s Motion for Judgment of Acquittal is GRANTED in part:

a. Baylor’s conviction for conspiracy to distribute 280 grams or more of cocaine 

base (Count 1) is VACATED.  Judgment of Acquittal will be entered for this 

offense; and

b. Baylor’s conviction for the lesser-included offense of Count 1, conspiracy to 

distribute 28 grams or more of cocaine base, is SUSTAINED. Judgment of 

Conviction will be entered for this lesser-included offense.

AND IT IS SO ORDERED.

/s/ Paul S. Diamond
_________________________
Paul S. Diamond, J.
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