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OPINION

Appdlant Sharon Neff Wallace pleaded guilty to two counts of fdony theft for embezzing $2.4
millionfrom her employer, Bechtd. Thetrid court sentenced her tofifteen years confinement. Inher sole
paint of error, Walace contendsthet thetrid court erred in failing to conduct ahearing on her mationsfor
new trid. We disagree and &firm her convictions

Walace s mations for new trid asserted thet her pleas of guilty were involuntary because she
dedred ajury trid but her lavyer had persuaded her otherwise. She requested a hearing on the motions



for new trid and atached afidavits that averred dl factsin the motionsweretrue. Thetrid court denied
her request for ahearing and her mationsfor new trid.

Theright toahearingonamationfor new trid isnot dosolute. Reyes v. State, 849 SW.2d 812,
815 (Tex. Crim. App.1993); Bruno v. State, 916 SW.2d 4, 8 (Tex. App.--Houston [ 1t Dist.] 1995,
pet ref’d.). A defendant hasaright to ahearing on amotion for new tria when the mation raises metters
thet cannot be determined from the record. Reyes, 849 SW.2d & 815. Further, as a prerequisite to
obtaining ahearing, the mation for new trid must be supported by afidavit. 1d. & 816. The afidavit must
show reasonable grounds that would erttitle the defendant to ahearing on the mation. Jordan v. State,
883 SW.2d 664,665 (Tex. Crim. App. 1994). If a defendant's motion for new trid and supporting
dfidavit are auffident, a hearing on the mation is mandatory. Reyes, 849 SW.2d a 816. A defendant
need not establish aprimafadie casefor acognizable ground raised inamation for new trid; hemust assart
only reasonablegroundsfor reief that arenot determinablefrom therecord. Jordan, 883 SW.2d at 665.
The purpose of the hearing is for a defendant to develop the issuesraised in amotion for new trid. |d.

Inthiscase, Wallace smoationsand affidavitsfall to raisereasonablegroundsnot determingblefrom
therecord. Her mations daim she desired ajury trid and her pleaof guilty wasinvoluntary. Her motions
aso dam that her atorney persuaded her to plead guilty and waive her right to ajury trid. However, the
record reflects that Wallace Sgned awaiver of her condtitutiond right to trid by jury. In her waiver, she
further dated that she was satified with her attorney and that she hed fully discussad the case with him.
Fndly, Wadlace dipulated thet her plea was voluntary and thet the range of punishment for eech of her
offenses was five to ninety-nine years imprisonment. Because her mations for new trid do not rase
reasonable grounds extringc to the record, the trid court did not abuse its discretion in denying her an
evidentiary hearing on her motions

Accordingly, we overrule Wallace s paint of error and affirm the judgments of thetrid court.

RossA. Sears
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