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Court of Appeals
Seventh Bistrict of Texas at Amarillo

No. 07-22-00162-CR
No. 07-22-00163-CR
No. 07-22-00164-CR
No. 07-22-00165-CR

i DAVID LEWIS HOLLAND, APPELLANT
V.

THE STATE OF TEXAS, APPELLEE

On Appeal from the 108th District Court
Potter County, Texas
Trial Court Nos. 80,908-E-CR, 80,921-E-CR, 80,977-E-CR, 81,045-E-CR
Honorable Douglas R. Woodburn, Presiding

May 1, 2023
MEMORANDUM OPINION

Before PARKER and DOSS and YARBROUGH, JJ.

David - Lewis Holland, Appellant, appeals the trial court’s denial of his motion to
~ dismiss his indictments on the grounds that his right to a speedy trial was violated. We

conclude that there was no violation of Appellant's Sixth Amendment right to a speedy

trial and accordingly affirm the judgments of the trial court.
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- -$10,000 :fine - oh' the evading. arrest charge; and eighty years’ confinement on the

aggravated:assault:with a deadly weapon charge. .
o " ANALYSIS

In this appeal, Appellant presents one issue in which he alleges a violation of his
right to a speedy trial under the Sixth Amendment to the United States Constitution and
" “Article 1, Section 10, of the Texas ;Constitution'. The Sixth Amendment guarantees a

e V-defendant in a criminal prosecutron the rlght to a speedy trial.” U.S. CONST. amend. VI;

" state v. Lopez 631 SW.3d 107, 113 (Tex Ciim. App. 2021). The Texas Constitution

o 'also guarantees thrs nght Tex. CONST art. 1 § 10 Speedy trial rlght clarms under both

constltutrons are analyzed in the same manner. See Harr/s V. State, 827 S.W.2d 949,

" "'956 (Tex. Crim. App. 1992) (en banc). .

The purpose of the speedy trial requirement is to ensure a speedy trial, not to

" dismiss a meritorious case that shouid be prosecuted in the interest of justice. Cantu v.
" State, 253 S'Wv'3d'2:7'3 281 (Tex. Crim. App. 2008). The right to a speedy trial is

" t

amorphous sllppery, and “ necessariiy:refative Vermontv Brlllon 556 US 81 89,
"129 S Ct 1283 173 L Ed 2d 231 (2009) (mtatrons omrtted) The nght protects an
accused agalnst oppresswe pretrlal mcarceratron, the anxrety and concern that
accompany!-:pu:blic' ’accusat'io:n, and :'i'mpairment to the accused's defense .::C-an'tu, 253
'SA.W.3d'at 280. It aftaches .once:'a'vperson is either arrested or ch'ar'ged. Id.

In ana|yzino yvhether a detelndant_ has been ydenied‘ ther_ig_ht to ?,5,99993( trial, a
reviewing court considers the factors descnbed rn Barker V. thgo 407 U S. 514, 530,

92'S. Ct. 2182, 33 L. Ed. 2d 101 (1972) Hopperv State 520 S.W.3d 915 924 (Tex.
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Crim. App. 2017).-. The Barker factors include (1) length of delay, (2) reasons for the delay,
(3) defendant’s assertion of his speedy trial right, and: (4) prejudice; if any; suffered by the
defendant due to the delay. Barker, 497 U.S. at 530. The State bears the burden of
justifying the length of delay, while the defendant has the burden to prove that he asserted
his right and that he has been p’re}{idibéd. Cantu, 253 S.\W.3d at 280°

.We apoly‘ a t)ifurcated standard of re\rie\iv in a speed;i trial anaIyS|s assessrng
factual determinations agalnst an abuse of discretion standard and conducting a de novo

v rewew of Iegal determlnations Lopez 631 S. W3d at 113 14 We give aImost total

’ deference to the tnal court s: f ndings of historlcai facts provrded those facts are supported

o by the record Gonzales V. State 435 SW3d 801 808 (Tex Cnm App 2014) The

balancing of the Barker factors, however, is a p_urely iiegal q’,uestion that we revrew de

- novo. Balderas v. State, 517 S.W.3d 756, 768 (“fex. Crim.lApo. 2016).‘ ”
- To trigger alspeedy tri_al .a’naiysis, 'tvhe defendant rn_ust rnakie‘an initi_ai showing that
: 1“t‘he:v.i'nterval between accusation and triai; has crossed thethreshold_dividing .or:dinary from
'fpresumptivelyvp»rej.udicial" delay “GAonz.a/es, 435 SW3d avt 808 (quoting ,.l‘):oggett V.
.lenitediStates!:, 505US 647, 651—5211 2 SCt2686 A12(.J lL. Ed 2d V520. (1992)); see
: also ‘Bar'k.er‘, 407'Li.NS. at.‘530:_(iength of 'de'ltay_ |str|ggerrngmechanism for;_avn.alysis of
. _-rem_aining; Barker factors), However, ther_ei_s:no:set:or defined pveriod‘(of Ltime that has
: .been heid to con_stitute a per se _V\“/_iolation ofa -defe:nda_nt’s speedy trial right. ,Barlrer, 407
U.S. at 530-31; Cantu, 253 S.W.3d at 281. .‘We co.nsider alleged violations on a case-by-
"cas.ve":ba"sis,A considering each case on its own merits. Zamorano v. State, 84 S.W.3d 643,

648-49 (Tex. Crim. App. 2002) (enbanc).



... The Court:of Criminal .:Appeals has held that a:delay .of four“months was not
- presumptively prejudicial, while:a delay of seventeen months was, based on the facts of
those particular cases. ." Canfu, 253 S.W.3d at 281.. Courts generally deem delay
’ approaching one yearto be “unreasonable enough to trigger the Barker enquiry.” Dragoo

v State 96 S W3d 308 314 (Tex Cr|m App 2003) However ‘we have observed that

L the delay that can be tolerated for an ordlnary street cnme is conS|derably shorter than

o fora senous more complex charge ? Love/ace V. State 654 S.W. 3d 42, 48 (Tex App.—

: _Amarrllo 2022 no pet) Here Appellant was arrested on May 10 2021 and went to trial

SRR _on May 23 2022 an mterval of shghtly more than one year. Although Appellants four

-----

felony charges make the case both serlous and complex we deem the one-year delay
_sufﬁcrent to trlgger an analysrs of the remarnlng Barker factors However because the
delay just exceeds the one- year mark thrs flrst factor does not we|gh heavrly in favor of

f|nd|ng a vrolatlon of Appellant s speedy trral rig ht

The second factor to consider is the reason for the delay. We do not.ascribe equal
, werght to all reasons for delay an mtentronal delay fortactrcal reasons is werghed heavily
| agarnst the State a neutral reason, such as overcrowded courts or negllgence |s werghed
less. heavrly agalnst the State and a valld reason |s not werghed agalnst the State atall”
;State V. Conatser 645 S W 3d 925 929 (Tex App —Dallas 2022 no pet) Here the
record dlscloses more than one factor that led to the delay The flrst was the State’s
request for a contmuance in September while the State awalted the results of forensic
Aanalysus from the Lubbock Crime. Laboratory. Another was the trial courts ‘crowded
‘docket referenced by the tr|al Judge at the pretrlal hearlng in May These neutral reasons
"-‘welgh agalnst the government but not heawly See Conatser 645 S W 3d at 929 (delay
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due to'backlog at crime lab weighs “only slightly™ against State). There is no indication
that the State deliberately delayed Appellant’s trial for tactical reasons. - Therefore, we

conclude that this factor weighs only slightly against the State. -

Regardlng the thlrd Barker factor the defendant bears the responS|b|I|ty of
assertmg h|s nght to a speedy tnal Cantu 253 S. W 3d at 282 An |nd|V|duaI must assert
a speedy tnaI cIa|m before the trial court in order to preserve the issue for appellate
" review. Henson V. State 407 SW3d 764 767 (I' ex. Cnm App 2013) Here Appellant
":'flled pro se motlons,for a speedy tnal in October and November of 2021 3 At that time,
ﬁihe vva‘:s'“.repres:ented by his app‘\oi‘nted counsel Adefendant has no nght to hybrid

| representatlon and the tnal court is free to dlsregard any pro se motlons presented by a

o defendant who is represented by counsel Robrnson V. State 240 S. W 3d 919, 922 (Tex.

'Cnm App 2007) It appears the tnal court took no actlon on AppeIIant’ pro se motrons

as was within its authority. See /d. Thus, we do not conS|der these mottons in our

- - analysis.:~

" Appellant next made' a'reduest for a speedy trial at a hearing in Januaryv of 2022,
: when hlS appomted counsel was allowed to W|thdraw At that p0|nt ‘the tnal court advised
AppeIIant that the speedy tnal matter was resolved as the case was set for tnal in April.

We note that Appellant subsequently moved the tnaI court for addltlonal forenS|c and

0

|nvest|gat|ve services to prepare h|s defense. As late as Apnl of 2022, motlons filed by

4o .
3

© '3 Appellant's first motion was dated October 8, 2021, and filed by the'district clerk on October 19.
In it, Appellant requested that the matter be dismissed if not set for trial on or before October 25, 2021. His
- second motion-was dated ‘November 15, 2021, and filed by.the district clerk on November 24. There,
Appellant requested that the matter be dismissed if not set for trial on or before November 25, 2021. We
- are mindful that “the actual trial need.not occur. on-the accused’s timetable.”. Ex parte Sheffield, 611 S.W.3d
630, 635 (Tex. App.—Amarillo 2020, pet granted) (mem op., not designated for publlcatlon) h
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. Appellant referenced "his in‘ee‘d‘rto “properly prepare for trial,” indicating that he was not
ready to proceed to trial. Appellant’s desire for further investigation‘and apparent lack of
) _teadi‘ne_s.s d_d[in_gcythles:e[nonths ‘eog‘geets‘ that he achlesced to the delay at that point.
. _See _Doggett, 505 :U‘._S. ,at 658(any ‘p,res'u mptlon ;of prejudic_e is _exten uated _t:)y‘defe‘ndant’s
N acqwescence to delay) Zamarnpa v. State 573 S W. 3d 514 525 (Tex App. ——Houston

[14th D|st] 2019 no pet) (acqwescence |n further delay welghs agalnst fmdlng of

- violation of right to speedy trial). We conclude that this factor weighs in favor of the State.

© The final Barker factor considers the prejudice, if any, suffered: by the defendant

“.tasta result of the delay. Barker, 407.U.S. at 532. We' consider this-factor in.light of the

% interests a'speedy trialis intendéd-to protect against: (1) oppressive pretrial incarceration,

. (2) excessive anxiety over the pending charges; ard (3) impairment.of the accused’s

+ ability to’present a defense:: Id.;' The defendant bears the burden of making:-an initial

-~ ..showing that the delay was prejudicial.” State:v.. Munoz, 991.S.W.2d 818, 826 (Tex. Crim.

7 App: 1999) (en baric). When the defendant makes a prima: facie showing of prejudice,

. the burden shifts to the State to show that the defendant suffered “no. serious . prejudice
“beyond thaf which ensued from the ordinary and inevitable délay.” /d. (quoting Ex parte

McKenzie, 491:3:W.24"122, 123 (Tex: Crim: App: 1973)).

Appellant argues that the “length of the delay alone is sufflolent to establlsh a
presumptlon of prejudlce Wh|Ie we acknowledge that a stay in jal| is oppresswe
and may produce anX|ety and concern, Appellant dlrects us to no authorlty supportlng his
clalm or suggestlng that hle ptetnal |ncarcerat|on was of a type dlfferent than that suffered

by any other person awaltlng tnal in jall See Callender V. State No 07 13 00069 CR,

2013 Tex. App. LEXIS 15057, at *3-5 (Tex. App.—Amarillo Dec. 14'2,.20‘1 3, no pe"t.‘) (mem.
) 8



op., not-designated: for. publication) -(pretrial.incarceration for eleven:months alone is not

sufficient prejudice to.support speedy trial claim).: ... -,

Appellant further argues that he wasprejudlced becausehls ;al'i;bi wrtnesses either
"had fa'd'lné mem'ori“es' or dled Although Appellant does not expound upon ‘this cla|m in
" his br|ef we gather from' the lrecord that Appellant i refernng to the death of his
vgrandmother who Appellant clalmed was prepared to present ewdence that Appellant

" was not at the scene of the crime. When a W|tness dles pnor to tnal the Ioss does not

:7,: factor. into-the assessment of prejudice unless the witness died ‘during a-period of delay
... attributable.tothe State. See Stafe v.:Davis,; 549 S.W.3d.688;.708-09 (Tex. App.—Austin

v+ 2017, no,pet.); seealso Deeb v. Stafe, 815:S:W.2d 692, 706 (Tex. Crim; App. 1991) (en

- :banc);:McGregor v. State, 394 S.W.3d-90, 116 (Tex. App.—Houston [1st Dist.] 2012, pet.

.- refd). Hefre, Appellant stated that his' grandmother:died.on:August 2, a mere two-months
.. after Appellant was indicted. . The State is entitled to a-reasonable time:to prepare for trial,
..:and that time does not-count.against the: State. - See, e.g., Shawv. State, 117.S.W.3d

.- ..-883, 889-90 (Tex. Crim. App.:2003) (three months from indictment to- first trial did not

.. eount:against State); see also De-Los Santos v. State, No. 05-08-01692:CR, 2010 Tex.

App. LEXIS 3272, at *7-8 (Tex. App.—Dallas. May 3; 2010, 'no ‘pet.). (mem:-op., not

deS|gnated for publlcatlon) (SIX month delay between |nd|ctment and trlal was reasonable

J

because State is entltled to reasonable penod |n wh|ch to prepare |ts case) Thus we

- _cannot farrly conclude that th|s wutnesss unavallabrlrty was attrlbutable to a delay in

: bnngmg Appellant to tnal We conclude Appellant has not borne h|s burden of maklng an
_ |n|t|al showmg that the delay was prejudlcral Therefore the flnal Barker factor does not

welgh m his favor N .



Considering all four of the prongs under Barker, we conclude that any delay in
bringing Appellant to trial was not violative of his constitutional rights under either the

federal or the state constitution. We overrule Appellant’s sole issue.
CONCLUSION

Having overruled the single issue presented by Appellant; we affirm the trial court’s

judgments.

Judy C. Parker ~
Justice

Do not publish.
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Assistant District Attorney
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Trial Court Case Number: 80,908-E-CR, 80,921-E-CR, 80,977-E-CR,
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Style: David Lewis Holland v. The State of Texas

Dear Counsel:

By Order of the Court, Appellant’'s motion for rehearing is this day denied.

Sincerely,

Bo ZZ? EMM@%

Bobby Ramirez, Clerk

cc: Honorabie Douglas R. Woodburn (DELIVERED VIA E-MAIL)
Stephnie Menke (DELIVERED VIA E-MAIL)



' t FILED
STEPHNIE MENKE 1
DISTRICT CLERK

July 1, 2022 8:49 AM
POTTER COUNTY, TEXAS
BY @ DEPUTY

CAUSE'NO. 080908-E-CR COUNT'N®! T * .+ -
INCIDENT NO. /TRN: 9288241906-A001

TR
vi

THE STATE OF TEXAS

§ | | IN THE 1.0.8TH ISIS"I‘kI(éT 'ClOEIFJ‘RT
DAVID LEWIS HOLLAND EIERATS g POTTER CouNTy, TEXAS
;

STATE ID No.: TX06194186

NUNC PRO TUNC
JUDGMENT OF CONVICTION BY JURY

Judge Presidingg ~ DOUGLAS R. WOODBURN });;ifeed‘:‘“ence 5/25/2022
TIM BURSON - Attorney for Jeffrey Hill

A for State: .y ' 602
ttorney for State SBN:24117693- - Defendant: SBN:24075602

Offense for which Defendant Convicted:
ARSON INTEND DAMAGE HABITAT/PLACE OF WORSHIP

Charging Instrument: Statute for Offense: i
INDICTMENT PC 28.02(d)(2)

Date of Offense: Plea to Offense:

4/25/2021 Not Guilty

Degree of Offense:
Felony - 1st Degree

Verdict of Jury: Findings on Deadly Weapon:
GUILTY YES, NOT A FIREARM
15t Enhancement Finding on 15t Enhancement
Paragraph: PLEADED TRUE Paragraph: FOUND TRUE
2nd Enhancement gin}?‘ ing on 2?
. nhancemen
Paragraph: N/A Paragraph: N/A
Punishment Assessed by: Date Sentence Commences: (Date does not apply to confinement served as a condition of community
; L 2155655€0 DY supervision.)
Jury 5/25/2022
Punishment and Place NINETY NINE (99) YEARS INSTITUTIONAL DIVISION, TDCJ

of Confinement:

THIS SENTENCE SHALL RUN: CONCURRENTLY.

D SENTENCE OF CONFINEMENT SUSPENDED, DEFENDANT PLACED ON COMMUNITY SUPERVISION FOR

(The document setting forth the conditions of community supervision is incorporated herein by this reference.)
[] Defendant is required to register as sex offender in accordance with Chapter 62, Tex. Code Crim. Proc.
(For sex offender registration purposes only) The age of the victim at the time of the offense was N/A
Fines: Restitution: Restitution Pavyable to:
estitution: - . s . .
$10,000.00 $0 (See special finding or order of restitution which is
’ ‘ incorporated herein by this reference.)

Court Costs: Reimbursement Fees:

$ As per attached Bill of Cost  $ As per attached Bill of Cost

Was the victim impact statement returned to the attorney representing the State? N/A

7\

! . H
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(FOR STATE JAIL FELONY OFFENSES ONLY) Is Defendant presumptively entitled to diligent participation credit in accordance with Article
42A.559, Tex. Code Crim. Proc.? N/A

Total Jail
Time Credit: If Defendant is to serve sentence in county jail or is given credit toward the fine and costs, enter days credited below.
381 DAYS N/A DAYS NOTES: N/A

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

Counsel / Waiver of Counsel (select one)

X Defendant appeared with counsel.

[ Defendant appeared without counsel and knowingly, intelligently, and voluntarily waived the right to representation by counsel in
writing in open court.

D Defendant was tried in absentia.

Both parties announced ready for trial. It appeared to the Court that Defendant was mentally competent to stand trial. A jury
was selected, impaneled, and sworn, and Defendant entered a plea to the charged offense. The Court received the plea and entered it of
record.

The jury heard the evidence submitted and argument of counsel. The Court charged the jury as to its duty to determine the guilt
or innocence of Defendant, and the jury retired to consider the evidence. Upon returning to open court, the jury delivered its verdict in the
presence of Defendant and defense counsel, if any.

The Court received the verdict and ORDERED it entered upon the minutes of the Court.

Punishment Assessed by Jury / Court / No election (select one)
Jury. Defendant entered a plea and filed a written election to have the jury assess punishment. The jury heard evidence relative to
the question of punishment. The Court charged the jury and it retired to consider the question of punishment. After due deliberation, the
jury was brought into Court, and, in open court, it returned its verdict as indicated above.
{7 Court. Defendant elected to have the Court assess punishment. After hearing evidence relative to the question of punishment, the
Court assessed Defendant’s punishment as indicated above.
[0 No Election. Defendant did not file a written election as to whether the judge or jury should assess punishment. After hearing
evidence relative to the question of punishment, the Court assessed Defendant’s punishment as indicated above.

In accordance with the jury’s verdict, the Court ADJUDGES Defendant GUILTY of the above offense. The Court FINDS that the
Presentence Investigation, if so ordered, was done according to the applicable provisions of Subchapter F, Chapter 42A, Tex. Code Crim.
Proc.

The Court ORDERS Defendant punished in accordance with the jury’s verdict or Court’s findings as to the proper punishment as
indicated above. After having conducted an inquiry into Defendant’s ability to pay, the Court ORDERS Defendant to pay the fines, court
costs, reimbursement fees, and restitution as indicated above and further detailed below.

Punishment Options (select one)
X Confinement in State Jail or Institutional Division. The Court ORDERS the authorized agent of the State of Texas or the County
Sheriff to take and deliver Defendant to the Director of the Correctional Institutions Division, TDCJ, for placement in confinement in
accordance with this judgment. The Court ORDERS Defendant remanded to the custody of the County Sheriff until the Sheriff can obey
the directions in this paragraph. Upon release from confinement, the Court ORDERS Defendant to proceed without unnecessary delay to
the District Clerk’s office, or any other office designated by the Court or the Court’s designee, to pay or to make arrangements to pay any
fines, court costs, reimbursement fees, and restitution due.
(0 County Jail—Confinement / Confinement in Lieu of Payment. The Court ORDERS Defendant committed to the custody of the
County Sheriff immediately or on the date the sentence commences. Defendant shall be confined in the county jail for the period indicated
above. Upon release from confinement, the Court ORDERS Defendant to proceed without unnecessary delay to the District Clerk’s office,
or any other office designated by the Court or the Court’s designee, to pay or to make arrangements to pay any fines, court costs,
reimbursement fees, and restitution due.
[0 Fine Only Payment. The punishment assessed against Defendant is for a FINE ONLY. The Court ORDERS Defendant to proceed
immediately to the District Clerk’s office, or any other office designated by the Court or the Court's designee, to pay or to make
arrangements to pay the fine, court costs, reimbursement fees, and restitution ordered by the Court in this cause.

[ Confinement as a Condition of Community Supervision. The Court ORDERS Defendant confined daysin as a condition
of community supervision. The period of confinement as a condition of community supervision starts when Defendant arrives at the
designated facility, absent a special order to the contrary.

Fines Imposed Include (check each fine and enter each amount as pronouﬁced by the court):

OCA Standard Judgment Form (Effective 01/01/2020) Page 2 of



X General Fine (§12.32, 12.33, 12.34, or 12.35, Penal Code, Transp. Code, or other Code) $ 10,000.00 (ot to exceed $10,000)

(] Ada1 Monthly Fine for Sex Offenders (Art. 42A.653, Code Crim. Proc.) $ ($5.00/per month of community supervision)
(O Child Abuse Prevention Fine (Art. 102.0186, Code Crim. Proc.) $ ($100)

[ EMS, Trauma Fine (Art. 102.0185, Code Crim. Proc.) $ ($100)

[ Family Violence Fine (Art. 42A.504 (b), Code Crim. Proc.) $ ($100)

[ Juvenile Delinquency Prevention Fine (Art. 102.0171(a), Code Crim. Proc.) $ (850)

(] State Traffic Fine (§ 542.4031, Transp. Code) $ ($50)

O Children’s Advocacy Center Fine - as Cond of CS (Art. 42A.455, Code Crim. Proc.) $ (not to exceed $50)

[J Repayment of Reward Fine (Art. 37.073/42.152, Code Crim. Proc.) $ (To Be Determined by the Court)

[ Repayment of Reward Fine - as Cond of CS (Art. 42A.301 (b) (20), Code Crim. Proc.) $ (not to exceed $50)

[C] DWI Traffic Fine (a/k/a Misc. Traffic Fines) (§ 709.001, Transp. Code) $ (not to exceed $6,000)

Execution of Sentence
X The Court ORDERS Defendant’s sentence EXECUTED. The Court FINDS that Defendant is entitled to the jail time credit 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 calculating Defendant’s credit for time served. ALl
supporting documentation, if any, concerning Defendant’s credit for time served is incorporated herein by this reference.

Furthermore, the following special findings or orders apply:

The Court FINDS Defendant used or exhibited a deadly weapon, namely, GASOLINE AND/OR FIRE,
during the commission of a felony offense or during immediate flight therefrom or was a party to the
offense and knew that a deadly weapon would be used or exhibited. TEX. CODE CRIM. PROC. art.
42.12 §3g.

The Clerk is hereby ORDERED to send a certified copy of the Order Granting Jail Time
Credit Nunc Pro Tunc to the Texas Department of Criminal Justice-CID, Attention:
Classification and Records Department, P.O. Box 99, Huntsville, Texas 77342-0099.

Date Judgment Entered: §/30/2022 10:37:03 AM

R. WOODBURN

JUDGE PRESIDING

Thumbprint

OCA Standard Judgment Form (Effective 01/01/2020) Page 3 of



CAUSE NO. 080908-E-CR

THE STATE OF TEXAS 8§ IN THE 108TH DISTRICT COURT
§

Vs. 8§ IN AND FOR
8§

DAVID LEWIS HOLLAND § POTTER COUNTY, TEXAS

Article 42.15 Addendum
After conducting the inquiry required by CCP Art. 42.15(a-1), the Court makes the following findings:
The defendant presently has sufficient resources or income to immediately pay all of the fine and costs.

The defendant presently has sufficient resources or income to immediately pay part of the fine and costs and will, in the future, have
the ability to pay the balance of the fine and costs at a later date or at designated intervals.

The defendant does not presently have sufficient resources or income to immediately pay all or part of the fine and costs but will, in the
future, have the ability to pay the fine and costs at a later date or at designated intervals.

The defendant is indigent or does not presently have sufficient resources or income to pay all or part of the fine and costs and will not,
in the future, have the ability to pay the fine and costs at a later date or at designated intervals and to require the defendant to pay or discharge
the fine and costs by an alternate method would impose an undue hardship.

Accordingly, the Court enters the following orders:

The defendant shall pay all of the fine and costs on this date or on

The defendant shall pay $ of the fine and costs on this date and shall make arrangements with the District
Clerk/County Clerk or its designee to pay the balance of the fine and costs on or at designated intervals.

The defendant shall pay all of the fine and costs at designated intervals with the times and amounts of such payments to be determined
by the District Clerk/County Clerk or its designee.

$ of the fine and $ of the costs shall be waived and the balance of the fine and costs shall be paid
or discharged as specified above.

X The defendant shall pay all of the fine and costs to District Clerk/County Clerk or its designee upon release on parole or completion of
his/her sentence. If the defendant is unable to pay all of the fines and costs upon release, the defendant shall, upon release, appear before the
District Clerk/County Clerk or its designee and make arrangements to pay the fine and costs at designated intervals.

The fine and costs shall be waived.

The defendant shall be confined for a sufficient length of time to discharge the full amount of the fine and costs adjudged against the
defendant. The District Clerk/County Clerk or its designee shall give the defendant credit for any excess confinement, if any, in lieu of requiring
the defendant to serve additional confinement.

6/30/2022 10:37:14 AM

SIGNED D z ) a z

DOUGLAS R. WOODBURN

OCA Standard Judgment Form (Effective 01/01/2020) . Page 4 of
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Acting for the Court, who took
the thumbprint immediately to
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P.0. Box 9570 : Potter County ' 806/379-2300
Amarillo, Texas 79105-9570 Stephnie Menke Fax: 806/372-5061
501 S. Fillmore - Suite 1B DISTRICT CLERK districtclerk@co.potter.tx.us
www.co.potter.tx.us/page/potter.District.Clerk
Bill of Cost
State of Texas Cause Number: 080908-E-CR
VS Date of Judgment: 05/27/2022

David Lewis Holland

Costs accrued in the above entltled cause to date

'Fee Déscription & ST 7 sEh ] Balancé S

B

County Consolidated Court Costs 12020 "‘ $105.00 $105 00
General Fine 1-2020 $10,000.00 $10,000.00
Sheriff's Reimbursement Fees $60.00 $60.00
State Consolidated court costs 1/2020 $185.00 $185.00
initial Amount Due: $10,350.00
Amount Paid: ' ' $0.00
Amount _PrevioUéIy Credited: ' $0.00
Remaining Amount Due: - ) — $10,350.00'

| hereby certify the above to be a correct account of the fine and court cost in the above cause as shown
in the record as of July 01, 2022. Issued and given under my hand and seal on July 01, 2022.

3

0
Al
tai\"‘

'I-
;Ll
$irien

)

By: Deputy

og 3

(T

Please Note — other fees may be applied at a later date: Upon this office r-"‘a '\élng the Jud“ ‘Aent Probation
Order, Order Deferring, and Order to pay court appointed attorney. By Statut,,,f?«zh)\l ﬁ@ nay apply.

"'-onll“
Transaction fee of $2.00 may be assessed on each payment toward the fine and court costs assessed.

Time Payment Fee — Shall be waived, if the full payment is made on or before the 315t day after the pleading date.

Attorney fees are not collected until the court finds the defendant able to pay, pursuant to TXCCP Art. 26.05
section (g)



http://www.co.potter.tx.us/page/potter.District.Clerk
mailto:districtclerk@co.potter.tx.us

R (Attachment A)
* Filed
? Stephnie Menke
- District Clerk -
9/10/2021 8:00 AM
ron . Potter County, Texas
CAUSE NOs. 80908-E-CR By LP Deputy
#0921-E-CR
80977-E-CR
THE STATE OF TEXAS INTHE 1085 D'!STkiC1‘ COURT
V8. : IN AND FOR
. ' DAVID LEWIS HOLLAND ’ . POTTER COUNTY, TEXAS
MOTION SETTING HEARING

, TO THE HONORABLE COURT:

»

The State of Texos, Movant, makes this motion requesting that a hearing be sei on the

MOTION FOR CONTINUANCE previously filed.

.oy 1) Defense Counsel has objected to ihe motion for continuance.
A 7 uoadav YMA , &
Y $ oeorsarea Wraon . !;“s
f 2 yeriqad notitomod v <
% L N R o
S oeeeesbebest

Timothy W. Burson
Assistant District Attorney
Siate Bar 24117493

Poiter Coumty Couns Building
501 S. Fillmore, Suite 5A
Amatilio. TX 79101 )
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