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In The
Court of Appeals

Ninth District of Texas at Beaumont

NO. 09-19-00238-CR

DEMARCUS ANTWON CHATMON, Appellant
V.

THE STATE OF TEXAS, Appellee

On Appeal from the 252nd District Court
Jefferson County, Texas
Trial Cause No. 18-30651

MEMORANDUM OPINION
~After a jury found him guilty 0;1' an indictment alleging that Chatmon
assaulted a woman while using a deadly weapon, Demarcus Antwon Chatmon
appealed.’ On appeal, Chatmon filed a brief raising three issues. In the first two of

his issues, Chatmon argues the trial court violated his right to confront the witnesses

'See Tex. Penal Code Ann. §§ 22.01(a)(1), 22.02(a)(2). Additionally, the

-record reflects that Demarcus Antwon Chatmon is also known as Demarcus Wayne

Chapman, Demarcus Chatmon, Demarcus A. Chatmon, Demarcus Wayne
Chapmon, and Demarcus Antoine Chapmon.
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who testified against him when the court admitted recordings from a 91‘/1' call and a
recording from a police officer’s body-camera into evidence in his trial. All three
recordings have statements in them that were made by witnesses wilom the State
failed to call to testify during Chatmon’s trial.2 In issue three, Chatmon argues the
‘trial court violated his rights by supplementing the charge with an additional
instruction after final argument in the case had commenced.? Because Chatmon’s
arguments lack merit, we will affirm, I |
" Background

- In October 2018, several police officers from the ‘Beam‘nont Polhice
Department were dispatched to a home following the report that a shooting had
occurred on San Jacinto Street in Beaumdnt, Te);as. Betore some of the officers who
responded to the scene entered the home, Chatmon’s mother, while standing outside
the home’s front door, asked the officers who were -standing outsidé the house not
to shoot Chatmon and she would get him to surrender to the police. When Chatmon
came out he surrendered, and the police took him into éustody. While some of the
officers secured Chatmon, two others entered the residence. They found Mika,

Chatmon’s sister-in-law, inside. They also discover that Mika had suffered a gunshot

’See U.S. CONST. amend. VI.
3Tex. Code Crim. Proc. Ann, art. 36.16.
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wound to her abdomen.* The officers who are oﬁtgide the home also find a .45 caliber
pistol in the front yard.

-+ About a month later, a Jefferson County grand jury indicted Chatmon for
aggravated assault. The indictment alleges that Chatmen knowingly, intentionally,
or recklessly shot Mlka with a gun. In June 2019, 'thc-cése went to trial. Chatmon
pleaded not guilty. In opening statement, the prosecutor told the jury the State faced
the “difficult task of trying to prove this aggravated assault without the cooperation
of [Mika].” When presenting its case, the State did not call any witnesses who
testified during the trial that they were inside the home and saw the shooﬁng when
it occurred. Instead, the State called three Beaumont police officers, Jason Alpers,
Andrew Carrier, and J eremy Shoemaker, some of the officers who went to
Chatmon’s home in responsé to the 911 calls for assistance, to testify in Chatmon’s
trial. The State also called Lindsey Macha, an investigator who participated in the
mvesﬁgaﬁon of the shooting in her capacity as.an employee of the City of

Beaumont’s Criminal Investigations Division.

“Because the Texas constitution grants crifig victims “the right to be treated
with fairness and with respect for the victim’s dignity and privacy throughout the
criminal justice process,” we use a fictitious name to identify the individual
- identified in the indictment as the victim of the alleged crime. See Tex. Const. art. I,
§ 30. : '




On appeal, Chatmon complains about three recordings the trial court admitted
into evidence over Chatmon’s objections to them in his -trial. He argues all three
recordings contain testimonial statements made by witnesses who never testified in
his trial, arguing that admitting their testimony violated his right to confront the
witnesses who testified against him in his trial.

One of the recordings is a 911 call, placed by Terry Cartwright, Chatmon’s

‘brother. In that recording, Cartwright tells the 911 operator that his brother (a brother

he never names) shot their sister-in-law. Chatmon also complains about the second
of the 911 qalls the trial court admitted intg evidence in the trial. It contains
statements made by Billy Ware Jr., who called 911 from a sth near Chatmon’s
home. This recording reflects that, when Ware called 911, he told the 911 operator
that Deterrick Cartwright (a person Chatmon’s mother tcst_iﬁed is Chatmon’s
brother) came up to him seeking his help because someone at Chatmon’s home had

been shot. In the recording, Ware never identifies Chatmon as the person who shot

- Mika.

In addition to complaining about these two 911 recordings, Chatmon
complains the trial court erred by admitting some of the footage taken from a body
camera worn by Officer Shoemaker while at the scene. The footage the jury saw
begins with Officer Shoemaker and other officers standing in the driveway of

Chatmon’s home while Chatmon’s mother is offering to surrender Chatmon to the
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police. Neither Chatmon’s mother, nor Chatmon, state in the footage that Chatmon

shot the person the police find a short time later after entering Chatmon’s home. The
footage the jury saw:also sﬁows that Officer Shoemaker and another officer entered
Chatmon’s-*'homé ‘while other -officers, who are outside the home, are securing
Chatmon at the scene.

In the footage.dépicting.what happened when Officer Shoemaker first enters

~ the home, Mika: is seen bending over near a passage as Officer Shoemaker and

another officer go inside. Mika is hysterical: She can be heard screaming for help.
She volunteers: “Why did he do this to'me?” Officer Shoemaker assures Mika that
he has‘an ambulance on the way. When Officer Shoemaker asks Mika to sit down,
she moves out of the way. When she moves out of the passage, two other ofﬁ(.:ers
that followed Shoemaker into the home are seen as they disappear from view when
they enter another room of the home. Apparently, the officers are searching the house
to determine whether others are still inside. Officer Shoemaker, however, stays with
Mika. She is heard complaining her legs are going numb. Officer Shoemaker asks
Mika to “stay with me.”

Before the officers Wh'o'entered-thé home 'béhind Officer Shoemaker return to

the room where Officer Shoemaker is standing with Mika, Officer Shoemaker asks
" Mika: “What happened?” Mika-feplies: “He just [went] around éhooting.” Next,

Officer Shoemaker asked Mika: “Who?” Mika responds: “That boy.” About twenty
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second later, the officers who searched the back part of the house return to the room

where Officer Shoemaker is attempting to assess the situation on the scene. None of

the officers who return to the room can be. heard - stating, while in Officer
Shoemaker’s presence, that- they have secured the. home: At that point, Officer
Shoemaker calls the -dispatcher by using a mic attached to the equipment he is
cairying on his uniform. Officer Shoemaker tells the dispatcher that Mika suffered
a gunshot to her abdomen. - He then asks Mika: “How many shots did you hear.”
Mika responds: “He shot twice. . . he just went around shooting}fif;Ofﬁcer Shoemaker
asks: “Who.” Mika answers: “Demarcus Chatmon.” -

After the State rested, Chatmon called two witnesses to testify in his defense,
Phyllis Mathis -(Chatmon’s mother) and Billy Ware Jr. (whom CaMght |
approached and asked to call 911). Mathis testified first. She testified she has eight
sons. She tesﬁﬁed she didn’t know which son shot Mika. Explaining why she
surrendered Chatmon, Mathis testified that she had Chatmon come outside and
surrender after she saw the. police approaching the house after drawing their guns.
According to Mathis, she didn’t want Chatmon killed as the police were entering the
home.

.- Billy Ware Jr. was Chatmon’s next witness. Ware testified he was working at
a shop near Chatmon’s home when he heard the sound of gunfire from a location

somewhere near the shop. Shortly after hearing the gunfire, Ware saw Chatmon’s




brother, Terry Cartwright, running towards the shop. Cartwright approached Ware,
stated he needed help, and said someone had been shot. Ware called 911. After
calling 911, Ware went to Chatmon’s house. Ware: explained he watched the house
from across the street along with several other onlookers who came to the scene.
Ware also testified he knew that a party had been going on at Chatmon’s home the
day of the shooting.: According to Ware, everyene attending tﬁe party was “doing
drugs.” Ware also testified he saw the police take Chatmen into custody while he
was watching the home: According to Ware, Chatmon was on drugs. and did not
appear to be in “his right state of mind” based upon what he saw when the officers
took Chatmon from the scene.

- After the trial court read the charge, Chatmon’s attorney began final argum.ent.
The original charge, which the trial court read to the jury, does not contain any
instructions about voluntary intoxication and: whether voluntary intoxication is a
defense to an indictment charging a defendant with a crime. In final argument,
Chatmon’s attorney argued: “No cne g:Idi’med that Chatmon was in his right state of
mind [or] knew what he was doing.” Then, Chatmon’s attorney argued that when
the shooting occurred, Chatmon “was gone; he was out of it.” The prosecutor
R ;)bjebtéﬁ to the argument, suggesting it was improper beéause it implied “voluntary

intexication as a defense.” The trial court sustained the objection. Next, the trial

| court advised the attorneys the court intended to give the.jury a supplemental




instruction on the law of voluntary intoxication. Chatmon objected, arguing he never
suggested to the jury that voluntary intoxication was a defense. Chatmon also argued
it was - “inappropriate to change the charge now.” The trial court overruled the
objections and gave the jury the supplemental instruction now at issue in Chatmon’s
appeal. The supplemental instruction states: “Voluntary intoxication does not
constitute a defense to the commission of a crime.”® The trial court reduced the oral
instruction to writing and included it in the written charge the jury took with it to use
when deliberating on a verdict. . -

- ‘When the jury returned, it found Chatmon guilty of aggravated assault. In the
punishment hearing that followed, the jury found that Chatmon should serve a fifty-
five-year sentence.® The trial court pronounced a fifty-five-year sentence ;md
Chatmon appealed.

‘Issues One and Two
In Chatmon’s first two issues, he complains the trial court violated his rights
under the Confrontati’on Clause by admitting' recordings that he claims contain

testimonial statements from Cartwright, Ware, and Mika since the State never called

3See Tex. Penal Code Ann. § 8.04(a).
SGenerally, aggravated assault with a deadly weapon is a second-degree

-felony. See id. § 22.02(b). But based on the enhancement findings, the sentencing

range” that applies to Chatmon’s punishment is 25 to 99 years (or life). See id. §

12.42(d).
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them to testify in his trial.” He argues the State used the recorded statements in the

trial- to prove he is the person who shot Mika. We address issues one and two
together, since both require-us to decid‘evwhether the statements ‘in the recordings,
when viewed objectively, are testimonial.®

‘When the defendant complains on appeal that the trial court erred by adnﬁtting

a testimonial statement, the standard of review requires the court reviewing the

appeal to defer to the determination the trial court made on matters of historical fact

and credibility as those matters affect the admissibility .of the recording while
reviewing the trial court’s ultimate finding on whether the statement was testimonial
using a de novo standard of review.’

Chatmon’s appeal hjiiges on whether the statements in the three recordings
are or are not testimonial. Under the .Sixth Amendment, a defendant tried in a
criminal case has the right “to be confronted with the witnesses against him.”'? But
the Sixth Amendment does not prohibit the admission of statements made outside of |
the trial court if they are not testimonial."" And the circumstances under which each

respe'ctivé statement at issue- was made controls whether that statement is or is not

See U.S. CONST. amend. VL.

8See Wall v. State, 184 S.W.3d 730, 742 (Tex Crim. App 2006)
°Id.

19U.S. CONST. amend. VI | |
See Davis :v. Washmgton 547 U.S. 813 821 (2006) Crawford  v.

Washington, 541 U.S. 36, 59 (2004); Woodall v. State, 336 S.W.3d 634, 642 (Tex.

Crim. App. 2011).
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testimonial. Generally, statements are not considered testimonial if the facts show
the police obtained them while assisting in an-ongoing emergency and the questions
asked by the public officials are the types of questions that someone would ask to
bring an emergency situation to an end.!2

Thus, in 1’)2)119, the United States -Supreme Court held the Confrontation
Clause did not apply-to a 911 recording when the circumstances surrounding the
re-cording showed, from an objective: point of view, that (1) the'911 caller spoke -
about events as they actually occurred rather than describing past events, (2) the 911
" caller faced -an oilgoing - emergency ‘when the statements were made, (3) the
questions asked in the 911 call were designed to resolve an ongoing emergengy and
were not asked to allow the police to elicit the information police need to mvesﬁéate '
a crime, and (4) the level of formality, as shown by the objective evidence relevant
to the recording, is lower than the formality that exists when police interview

witnesses after the emergency ends. '

We apply the Davis factors to the recordings Chatmon complains about in his

appeal. All three recordings show the 911 operator and Officer Shoemaker asked

questioné. like those public officials typically ask to bring an ongoing emergency to

an end. For instance, when Ware and Cartwright called 911, the shooting had just

2 Davis, 547 U.S. at 822.
131d. at 827.
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occurred. The purpose for the calls, as shown by the objective evidence in the

recordings, was to notify the police that an emergency had occurred and that

emergency assistance was needed at Chatmon’s home.“When Officer -Shoemaker -

spoke to Mika, Mika is in obvious pain from the gunshot wound she had suffered to
her abdomen and in need of emergency care. When the conversation with Mika
begips, no one, including Mika, has yet identified Chatmon as the shocter. While
it’s true that Officer Shoemaker knew Chatmon had been detained by the officers
6utside ,th.eAhome, no one had identified him as the shooter and Chatmon never told
the poljce he is the person who shot the person police found in the home. In other
words, the emergency was still -ongoipg when Officer Shoemaker entered the home
and talks :co Mika and the shooter had not been identified, until. Mika identiﬁed. her
shooter as Chatmon. Consequently; the objective threat that -the officers and Mika
were facing from Officer Shoemaker’s standpoint had not ehded until after Mika
identified Chatmon as the person who shot her.'¢.

The objective information in the record reflects that the. questions the 911
oﬁerator and Officer Shoemaker asked are the types of questions public officials
generally ask to bring an emergency to an end.'’ For example, the 911 operator

wanted to know what happened, who was involved in the shooting, and where the

14See Michigan v. Bryant, 562 U.S. 344, 349, 377-78 (2011) .
BDavis, 547 U.S. at 822; see also Bryant, 562 U.S. at 364-65.
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shooting occurred. 16 The same is true of the questions that Officer Shoemaker asked
Mika. Simply put, the questions they asked are like those-public_ officials use to bring
the emergency due to-a reported shooting to an end.!’

- - To be sure, 'the police had Chatmon in custody whez:l‘- Officer Shoemaker
encountered Mika in the home. Yet Officer Skoemaker could not have known
whether Chatmen was the shooter before Mika told him that he was the person who

shot her. Accordingly, we conclude that all three recordings are not testimonial. It

follows the trial court did not violate Chatmon’s right to confront his accusers.in his

trial by admitting the recordings into evidence.'® Chatmon’s first and second issues
élre overruled..

. The Supplemental Charge .

In issue three, Chatmon argues the trial court erred when it supplemented the

chargz with additional instructions after allowing final argumetit in the trial te begin.

We use a two-step process to analyze complaints alleging there is error in a court’s

charge.'” In step one, we determine whether the instruction that the defendant is

$Bryant, 562 U.S. at 376. '
'"See Bryant, 562 U.S. at 349, 376-377; Davzs 547U.S:at 831
'8See Bryant, 562 U.S. at 361.

See Kirsch v. State, 357 S.W.3d 645, 649 (Tex Cnm App 2()12)

12




complaining about. in the appeal was erroneous.”® If not; the analysis ends.?! If
erroneous, however, we address whether the error caused harm.?

Chatmon’s complaint about the trial court’s decision-to supplement the charge
is based on article 36.16 of the Texas Code of Criminal Procedure.? That provision
generally prohibits trial courts from supplementing the.charge once final argument
in a case begins.?* But exceptions exist to the rule,-and they.are set.out in article
36.16.% One exception allows »uial. courts to give the jury a “further charge” should
any ‘party to the case present an “improper argument” in final argument.?® That
exception applies here. The record -shows. Chatmon’s attorney invited the
supplemental instruction by making an argument that implies the jury should
consider the fact Chatmon was intoxicated when it was evaluating whether Chatm.on,
when he shot Mika, acted intentionally, knowingly, or recklessty.?” We conclude the

trial court did not err by finding the argument Chatmon’s attorney made in final

20 Id

A1,

22 Id.

2Tex. Code Crim. Proc. Ann. art. 36. 16

24 Id
- B, .

26 Id :
21Taylor v. State, 885 S.W.2d 154, 158 (Tex. Crim. App. 1994) (holding the
tnal court may instruct the jury that involuntary intoxication is not a defense if the

. evidence before the jury wouid allow the jury to ‘infer the “defendant’s intoxication

somehow excused his actions[,]” regardless of whether the defendant made that
argument in the trial). :
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argument was improper. It follows the trial court did not err by supplementing the
charge.?® Because Chatmon’s third issue lacks merit; it is overruled.
Clerical Error
The trial court’s judgment states that Chatmon was convicted of a first-degree
felony. That recitation, however, is incorrect. The jury found Chatmon guilty of

aggravated assault, which as alleged in Chatmon’s indictment, is a second-degree

felony—not a first.*® That said, the error is a clerical error. And we may correct

clerical errors to make judgments speak the truth.3 Qur authgrity to correct clerical
errors also does not require anyone to request the trial court to conecf the error before
we may correct it on appeal.?! Because the recitation stating that Chatmon was
convicted of a “1ST DEGREE FELONY” is incorrect, we modify the judgmen.t to
make it recite that Chatmon was convicted of a second-degree felony. We do so by
deleting the recitation in the judgment stating that Chatmon committed a “1ST

DEGREE FELONY,” and we replace those words with “2ND DEGREE FELONY.”

%See Tex. Penal Code Ann. § 8.04(a) (providing that “[v]oluntary intoxication
does not constitute a defense to the commission of crime™).

PSee id.- § 22.01(b) (subject to exceptions that do not apply under the
circumstances of Chatmon’s case, making the aggravated assault of another with a
deadly weapon punishable as a second-degree felony).

*Tex. R. App. P. 43.2(b); see also Bigley v. State, 865 S.W.2d 26,27-28 (Tex.

.Crim. App. 1993).

*dsberry v. State, 813 S.W.2d 526, 529-30 (Tex. App.—Dallas 1991, pet.
ref’d). ‘
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Conclusion
Having overruled Chatmon’s'issues and reformed the judgment, we affirm the

judgment as reformed.

.- AFFIRMED AS REFORMED: -
FOLLIS HORTON
Justice
Submitted on March 24, 2021
Opinion Delivered June 9, 2021
Do Not Publish

Before Golemon, C.J., Kreger and Horfon, .
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CASE No. 18-30651 Count SINGLE
INCIDENT NOTRN: 9247901855 A001

THE STATE OF TEXAS IN THE 252ND DIsTRICT

V. COURT

DEMARCUS ANTWON CHATMON JEFFERSON COUNTY, TEXAS
AKA DEMARCUS ANTOINE CHAPMON
AKA DEMARCUS WAYNE CHAPMON
Srare [D No.: TX 05744440

U R LR UR R R UL R

JUDGMENT OF CONVICTION BY JURY

Judgo Prosiding:  Hon. RAQUEL WEST ko Septone®  6/27/2019
Awwrnoy for State:  JIMMY HAMM Sitorney for ANTOINE L FREEMAN, JD
ensg for whi nt victed:
AGGRAVATED ASSAULT
Charging Instrument: Statute lor Offensa:
INDICTMENT 22.02 PC
Dute of nse: Plaa to Offonsa;
10/12/2018 NOT GUILTY
[ ns0:
1ST DEGREE FELONY
Vordict of Jury: Findings on Deadly Wespon;
GUILTY YES, A FIREARM
1* Enhancement - ' Finding on 1* Enhancoment, _
Paragraph: PLEADED NOT TRUE Paragraph: FOUND TRUE
2% Enhancoment Finding on 2"
Paragraph: PLEADEDTRUE Enhancement Paragraph: FOUND TRUE
Punishment As d by: Date Sentence Commencas: (Date doas not apply to conllngmant sarved as a conditian of oumamnity
. suparvisnon.)
JURY 6/27/2019

Punishment and Place oy pry RV (55) YEARS INSTITUTIONAL DIVISION, TDCJ

of Confinoment:

'THIS SENTENCE SHALL RUN: N/A .

D SENTENCE OF CONFINEMEN'T SUSPENDED, DEFENDANT PLACED ON COMMUNITY SUPERVISION FOR .,

(Tha documant watting fo o ¢ondition of communit srvimon iy ated herein by this relorence.)

L Defendant is required to rugister as sex offendor in accordance with Chapter 62, CCP.
(For sex offender registration purposes only) Tha age of the victim at the time of the offanss was N/A .

Finag: Court Costs: Restitution: Restitution Payable to: N/A
$ $ 359.00 3 {Sve spucial linding or ordoer ol restitution which is

incorporated heroin by this reference.)

Was the victim impact statoment returned to tho attorney represonting the State? N/A

(ron sTarsvaiL FELONY OFFENSEs ovey |s Defendant prosumptively entitled to diligont participation credit in accordance with Article
42A.559, Tox. Code Crim. Proc.? N/A

Totsl Juil Timo Credit: [f Defondant is (o servg sentonca in ¢ounty jail oy is givon credit townrd fin d gogts, enter dav
142 DAYS N/A DAYS NOTES: N/A

This causa was called for trial by jury and the parties appeared. The State appeared by her District Attornoy as named
above.

Counsel/ Waiver of Counsel (select one)

"Appendix B"
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Defendunt appourcd with counsel,

] Defondant appearod without counsel and knowingly, intelligently, and voluntarily waived the right to represontation by counsel
in writing in opgn court.

D Dofendant was trivd in absentia.

. Both partics announced ready for trial. It appearad to the Court that Dofendant was mentally competent to stand trial. A
jury was seloctod, impancled, and sworn, und Dofendent ontored o ploa to the charged offense, The Court received the plea and
entored it of record. .

The jury heard the evidence submittod and argumaent of counse). The Court charged the jury as to its duty to determine the
guilt or innocanco of Defondant, and the jury rotired to consider the ovidence. Upon returning to open court, tho jury delivered its
verdict in the presence of Dofendant and defense counse, if any.

Tho Court rocoived tho verdict and ORDERED it antored upon tha minutes of the Court.

Punishment Assessed bv Jury / Court/ No election (select one)
Jury. Defendant enterad a ploa and filed a writton clection Lo have the jury assess punishment. The jury heard evidence relative
to the question of punishment. The Court charged tho jury and it retired to considar the question of punishmont. After due
doliboration, tho jury was brought into Court, and, in opon eourt, it roturnod its vordict ns indicatod abova,
[ Court. Defendant alectod to have tho Court assess punishmont., Aftor hesring ovidenco relative to the quostion of punishment, the
Court assessed Dufondant's punishment as indicated above.
(O No Election. Defondant did not {file a writton olaction as to whothor the judge or jury should assess punishment. Altor hearing
evidonce rolative to the question of punishmont, the Court assassed Delondent’s punishment as indicated above.

[n accordanco with the jury's verdict, the Court Ansunces Defendant Guilry of the above offense. The Court Finns thac
tho Prosentence Investigation, if so ordered, wus done according to tho applicable provisions of Subchapter F, Chapter 424, Tox,
Codo Crim. Prae.

The Court ORDERS Dolfondant punished in accordance with the jury's verdict or Court's findings as to the proper
punishmont as indicated above, After having conducted an inquiry into Delendant’s ability to pay, the Court ORDERS Defendant to
pay the {ine, court costs, and restitution, if any, us indicated above,

Punishment Options {(select one)
X} Confinement in State Jail or Institutional Division. The Court ORDERS the authorized agont of the State of Texas or the

County Sherill to take and deliver Defondant to the Director of the Correctional Institutions Division, TDCJ, for placement in
confinement in accordance with this judgment. The Court ORDERS Defondant remandsd to the custedy of the County Sherilf until
tho Sheriff can obey the directions of this paragraph. Upon relense from confinament, the Court ORDERS [ofendant to proceed
without unnecossary delay to the District Clork's office, or any other office designated by the Court or the Court’s designeo, to pay
or to make arrangements to pay any fine, court costs, and restitution due.

[J County Jail—Confinement / Confinement in Licu of Payment. The Court ORDERS Doleadant committed to the custedy
of tho County Shariff immadiately or on tho date the sentonce commencos. Defendant shall be confinad in the county jail for the
period indicated above. Upon reloase rom confinement, the Court ORDERS Defendant to procoed without unnecessary delay to the
District Clerk’s olfice, or any other office designatod by the Court or the Court’s designee, Lo pay or to make arrangemonts to pay
any fine, court costs, and restitution due.

Fine Only Payment. The punishment asscssed against Defondant is for a ¥INE OXLY. Tho Court ORDERS Defondant to
procoad immediately to tho District Clerk's office, or any othor office designated by the Court or the Court's designee, to pay or to
make arrangumenis Lo pay the fine, court costs, and restitulion ordered by the Court in this cause.

) Confinement as @ Condition of Community Supervision. Tho Court ORnNERS Nafendant confinad daysin  asa
condition of community supervision. The pariod of confinement as a condition of community supervision starts when Defondant
arrives at the designated facility, absont a special order to the contrary.

»

Excoution / Suspension of Sentence
The Court Onrpers Defendant’s sentence EXtCuTeD. The Court FINDS that Defendant is entitled to the jail timo eredit

indicated above. The attorney for the state, attorney for the defendant, the County Sheriff, and any other person having or who had
custody of Defendant shall assist the clerk, or person responsible for completing this judgment, in caleulating Defondent’s crodit for
timo served. All supporting documentation, if any, concerning Defondnnt’s crodit for timo sarved is incorporaiod heroin by this
reforenco.

Furthermore, the following special findings or orders upply:

Doadly Weapon.

The Court FINDs Delendant used or oxhibited a deadly weapon, namely, A FIREARM, during the commission of a
felony offense or during immediate Night therefrom or was a party to the offense and knew thut u deadly weapon would be
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UNSWORN DECLARATION

I, Demarcus Antwon Chatmon, TDC# 2277172 being presently
incarcerated in the Wainwright Unit ofthe Texas Department of
Criminal Justice in Houston County, Texas declare under the
penalty of perjury that I am the Petitioner in the above and
foregoing Petition and to the best of my knowledge is true and
correct. Furthermore, the above and foregoing was placed in
the Institutional Internal Legal Mailing System, first-class

postage pre-paid on this, the 1l4th day of January, 2022.

Respectfully submitted,

Lo cecs niion (HaZhmi

Demarcus Antwon. Cliatmon
Petitioner Pro Se

TDC# 2277172

Wainwright Unit

2665 Prison Rd.#1l
Lovelady, TX 75851
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