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OPINION

Appdlant, Jox=VillegasPerez, wasconvicted of murder and sentenced tofifteen yearsconfinement
in the Texas Department of Crimind Judtice, Inditutiond Divison. He presants two issues on goped,
complaning of thetrid court’ sgranting of amoationinlimineand of the court’s demeanor towards histrid

cound. We dfirm.

A ddailed discusson of thefacts surrounding the caseis not necessary to digpodition of thegpped,;
aUffice it to say that a confrontation broke out between severd neighbors and friends which resulted in
gopdlant shooting and killing one of the participants. The jury rejected gppdlant’ s sHf-defense argument

and found him guilty of murder.



Appdlant’ s fird issue on goped dleges error by the trid court in granting the Sate€'s mation in
limine prohibiting appelant from etablishing that the deceased and other State witnesses were gang
members. Appdlant’s saf-defense theory centered on showing that the deceased, or the friends he was
withthet evening, were membersof the Central Park gang, and that gppelant and otherswere afraid of the

gag.

Appdlant’ sfirg issue does not presant anything for our review, asatrid court’ sruling onamation
inlimine, without more, does not preserve eror for review. See Draughon v. State, 831 SW.2d 331,
333-334, foatnote 1 (Tex. Crim. App. 1992), cert. denied, 509 U.S. 926 (1993). Regardless, the
record dearly shows that the trid court exduded gopdlant’s proposed tesimony regarding gang-
membership onthebagsaof hear say, which ruling gopdlant does not complain of on gpped. Moreover,
the record reflects that when gppdlant did ask witnesses, without objection fromthe State, astowhether
the deceased and his friends were members of the Central Park gang, the witnesses tedtified that they

were not members. No eror is shown.

By his second issue, gopdlant dleges that the trid court’s “demeaning attitude’ and comments
towards histrid counsd denied gppdlant afar trid. We have reviewed thetrid record in its entirdly and
do nat find thet thetrid court exhibited a*“ demeaning atitude’ towardsany party or counsd. All comments
mede by the court towards any witness, party or atorney were wdl-within the bounds of propriety,
whether madewithin or outsdethe presence of thejury, and whether takenindependently or cumultively.
To condtitute reversible eror, acomment by the trid judge must be caculated to injure the rights of the
defendant or it must gppear from the record that the defendant has not hed a fair and impartid trid.
Billingsv. State, 725 SW.2d 757, 763 (Tex. App.-- Houston [ 14" Dist.] 1987, no pet.). Noneof the
trid court’scommentsroseto the levd of reversble error here. See Latson v. State, 807 SW.2d 372
(Tex. App. —Houston [14™ Dist.] 1991, pet. ref’ d).

Appdlant’ sissues are overruled, and the judgment is afirmed.

Bill Cannon
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