Moation for Rehearing Overruled; Affirmed and Opinion filed April 6, 2000.
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SUPPLEMENTAL OPINION ON MOTION FOR REHEARING

In his mation for rehearing, Clarence Lavene King (Appdlat) contends that this
court faled to address his argument that the joint trid denied him due process of lav and
due course of law. He dso contends that this court ered in holding that (1) he faled to
meke a suffident showing of prgudice to warant a severance, (2) there was no evidence in
the record to support his request for a jury indruction on the datute of limitations, and (3)
the daute of limitations was not a proper aea of inquiry during voir dire We ovarule his
moation for rehearing in aAl regpects and issue this supplementa opinion soldy to address



Appdlat’'s contention that we neglected to address his due process and due course of law
agumentsin the origind opinion.

In his mation for rehearing, Appdlant complans tha our opinion rgetting his
agumat that the trid court ered in denying his motion for severance “limits its andyds to
the gpplication of Artide 3609 of the Texas Code of Crimind Procedure”  Appdlant
contends that “[deparate and goat from Artide 36.09, [he] complained tha the joint trid
denied him a fair trid . . . [and tha] the Court faled to address whether the joint trid denied
[Nm] due process of lav ad due course of lawv” In his origind brief, the sum of
Appdlant’s argument concerning due process and due course of law Sates:

The denid of the mation for severance denied gppdlant due process and a far

trid. Denid of due process is conditutiond earor. See Brecheisen v. Sate,
948 SW.2d 490 (Tex.App.—Fort Worth 1997).

While Appdlant adequatdy presented his contention that the trid court abused its discretion
by denying his motion for saverance, he faled to adequatdy brief  his contention concerning

due process violaions rdaive to his motion for severance.

Texas Rule of Appdlae Procedure 38.1(h) provides tha the “brief must contan a
cder and ocondse agument for the ocontentions made with agppropriste dtetions to
authorities and to the record.” Tex. R App. P. 381(h). Condusory arguments which cite
no authority present nothing for our review. See Vuong v. State, 830 SW.2d 929, 940 (Tex.
Gim. App. 1992); Atkins v. State, 919 SwW.2d 770, 774-75 (Tex. App—Houson [14th
Dist] 1996, no pet). Appdlant presented this court with only an abdract assertion that his
due process rights were violated, with no argument or andyds to support his contention and
no dtations to the record.  Appdlant did not address ay of the governing legd principles
nor did he goply any such principles to the facts of this case  Furthermore, the one case
ctation Appdlant provided is ineccurate in that the case was reversad and remanded by the
Texas Court of Crimind Appedls See Brecheisen v. State, 958 SW.2d 490 (Tex.App—Fort
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Worth 1997), reversed and remanded, 4 SW.3d 761 (Tex.CrimApp. 1999). Appdlat's
brifing on this issue fdls short of the minimum required to present an issue for appdlate
review. Because Appdlat faled to adequady brief the court on his due process and due
course of lav aguments he waved aror. See Greer v. State, 999 SW.2d 484, 488 n.3
(Tex. App—Houston [14" Dist] 1999, pet. filed).  Accordingly, we condude tha
Appdlant’ s due process and due course of law contentions present nothing for review.

Appdlant’'smation for rehearing is overruled.

1Y Kem Thompson Frogt
Judice
Judgment rendered and Opinion filed April 6, 2000.
Pand condgts of Jugtices Y ates, Frost and Draughn.*
Publish— Tex. R App. P. 47.3(b).

1 Senior Justice Joe L. Draughn sitting by assignment.
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