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NOTE: THE WORDING OF THE ISSUES IS TAKEN VERBATIM FROM THE PARTIES’
PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW.

ISSUES GRANTED MAY 17, 2023

22-0720 SPIVEY, TRAVIS LAYTON McLENNAN POSSESSION OF
CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE

1. A divided appellate court ignored the law governing the review of suppression rulings by usurping the deference
given to the trial court as to the credibility of witnesses and evidence.
2. A divided appellate court disagreed on a material question of law necessary to the court's decision whether the
prolonged detention rendered the seizure of evidence unlawful as fruit of the poisonous tree.

23-0123 VALERO, EX PARTE JUAN EL PASO AGGRAVATED ASSAULT
AGGRAVATED ROBBERY

1.  By holding that before a pretrial facial challenge to the constitutionality of a statute is cognizable, a favorable
resolution of the challenge must result in immediate release on all charges in the indictment, the Eighth Court of
Appeals has decided an important question of state law that has not been, but should be, settled by this Court. Ex
parte Couch, PD-0422-22, pending before the Court of Criminal Appeals. PDR accepted on September 22, 2022.
This same issue is also before this Court in a pending Petition for Discretionary Review following a decision with
similar reasoning by the Tenth Court of Appeals. See Ex parte Hammons, 646 S.W.3d 929 (Tex. App.—Waco, pet.
filed), No. PD-0322-22 (Tex. Crim. App. July 21, 2022).
2.  Additionally, by requiring favorable resolution of a pretrial-habeas facial constitutional challenge to result in
immediate release on all charges, the opinion below conflicts with this Court's decisions in Ex parte Meyer, 73
S.W.3d 264 (Tex. Crim. App. 2002); Ex parte Crisp 66 S.W.2d 944 (Tex. Crim. App. 1983); Ex parte Watkins, 73
S.W.3d 264 (Tex. Crim. App. 2002); Ex parte Ellis, 309 S.W.3d 71 (Tex. Crim. App. 1994); and Ex parte Perry, 483
S.W.3d 884, 902 (Tex. Crim. App. 2016).
3.  The Court of Appeals has decided an important question of Federal Constitutional Law that has not been settled
in the State of Texas, whether there is a cognizable due process violation, under the Due Process Clause of the 14th
Amendment to the Federal Constitution, because of the lack of reasonable time restriction from the time of the order
committing the incompetent to the State Hospital to the time in which the incompetent is actually at the hospital.
4.  The Court of Appeals has decided an important question of State Law that has not been settled in the
State of Texas—whether Art. 46B.0095 of the Texas Code of Criminal Procedure is violative of the 14th
Amendment Due Process because of the lack of reasonable time restriction from the time of the order
committing the incompetent to the State Hospital to the actual time the incompetent is at the hospital.



ALPHABETICAL LISTING WITHOUT ISSUES

PDR NO.                 NAME                                DATE GRANTED       

22-0436 BALTIMORE, IJAH IWASEY 10/26/22
22-0280 BECERRA, JOE LUIS 07/27/22
19-1279 CASTILLO-RAMIREZ, RAMIRO 03/11/20
21-0522-25 CHARETTE, ROBBIE GAIL 01/12/22
23-0018 CONTINENTAL HERITAGE INS. CO., 02/22/23

AGENT PAT KINNARD D/B/A PAT KINNARD BAIL BONDS
22-0422 COUCH, EX PARTE TONYA 10/19/22
22-0159 CURIPOMA, JESUS ALBERTO GUZMAN 06/22/22
22-0037 DANIEL, BERNARD 02/15/23
22-0197-99 DELAROSA, FRANCISCO, JR. 06/22/22
22-0634 FINLEY, TAYTON SETH 03/08/23
22-0562 FLORES, ROBERTO MEDINA 04/26/23
22-0008 GREEN, MAXIE D. D/B/A 03/02/22

A TO Z BAIL BONDS
20-1182 GREEN, TRENTON KYLE 02/24/21
22-0332 HALLMAN, ROBERT F. 10/19/22
22-0322 HAMMONS, EX PARTE GLENDA 10/05/22
22-0233 HARO, RUBEN ORTIZ 07/27/22
22-0677 HART, LARRY JEAN 03/29/23
19-1101 HERVEY, WILLIE MAURICE, JR. 03/11/20
21-0590 HUGGINS, NOEL CHRISTOPHER 09/29/21
22-0164 HUGHES, DARREN TRAMELL 06/08/22
23-0055-56 JOHNSON, ZIMBABWE RAYMOND 04/12/23
22-0330 KING, TERRY WAYNE, II 09/07/22
22-0700 LALL, MARLON JUNA 04/05/23
20-1213 LENNOX, BOBBY CARL 02/24/21
21-0887 LOWRY, EX PARTE MICHAEL 03/02/22
19-0984 McGUIRE, SEAN MICHAEL 12/11/19
22-0635 McPHERSON, DESEAN LAVERNE 01/25/23
22-0222 NAVARRO, JEREMIAH 09/07/22
19-0963 NICHOLSON, HARRY DONALD, JR. 12/18/19
22-0165 PHAM, TUAN THANH 06/29/22
22-0427 PHILLIPS, ANDRE TREMOND 10/26/22
20-0289 RANSIER, CHARLES ROBERT 08/19/20
20-0918 REED, BRIAN CHRISTOPHER 03/16/22
20-1102 SHEFFIELD, KEVIN DALE 11/24/21
22-0239 SHIRLEY, ANDREW, JR. 09/28/22
22-0184 SINCLAIR, CHESTER 09/07/22
22-0720 SPIVEY, TRAVIS LAYTON 05/17/23
22-0711 STOCKER, JAMIN KIDRON 03/15/23
22-0589 SWENSON, AARON CALEB 12/21/22
22-0507 THOMSON, WADE HARRELL 04/26/23
20-262/63 TURLEY, ANDREW JAMES 06/17/20
23-0123 VALERO, EX PARTE JUAN 05/17/23
22-0690 VIEIRA, EX PARTE LUCAS 03/01/23
20-0048 VILLARREAL, DAVID ASA 06/17/20



NUMERICAL LISTING WITH ISSUES GRANTED

19-0963 NICHOLSON, HARRY DONALD, JR. 12/18/19
APPELLANT’S NAVARRO EVADING ARREST

1. Whether the plain language of the evading arrest statute requires proof of knowledge that the attempted arrest or
detention is lawful.

2. Whether it matters in this case; whether the evidence is legally insufficient to show that Nicholson knew he was
being lawfully detained.

19-0984 McGUIRE, SEAN MICHAEL 12/11/19
STATE’S FORT BEND FELONY MURDER

INTOXICATION MANSLAUGHTER

2. Does Tex. Code Crim. Proc. Art.14.03(a)(1) have an exigency requirement for warrantless arrests?
3. If Article 14.03(a)(1) has an exigency requirement for a warrantless arrest in public, it was satisfied here because
the integrity of blood-alcohol-content evidence would have been compromised had Appellee been free to leave.

19-1101 HERVEY, WILLIE MAURICE, JR. 03/11/20
STATE'S WICHITA MURDER

1.  Does a trial court's sua sponte submission of an issue in the jury charge prevent a court of appeals from considering
whether the evidence raised such an issue?
2.  If, under a defensive view of the evidence, the defendant in a murder case drew, pointed, and wrestled over the gun
of his own volition, is he nonetheless entitled to a voluntary-act instruction if testimony shows that another person's
conduct precipitated the gun's discharge?
3.  Alternatively, should a voluntary-act instruction resemble the instruction in Simpkins v. State, 590 S.W.2d 129 (Tex.
Crim. App. [Panel Op.] 1979), and specify the facts that would render the defendant's conduct involuntary or inform
the jury that voluntariness is distinct from the culpable mental state?
4. Alternatively, does an instruction result in some harm to the defense if it lacks this specificity and is missing from
lesser-included-offense instructions never reached by the jury?

19-1279 CASTILLO-RAMIREZ, RAMIRO 03/11/20
STATE'S STARR AGGRAVATED SEXUAL

ASSAULT

Can error in a sexual-assault charge–which fails to specify that the defendant used his penis–be harmful when there
was no evidence or claim that he used anything else?

20-0048 VILLARREAL, DAVID ASA 06/17/20
APPELLANT’S BEXAR MURDER

The court of appeals erred in holding that the trial court properly limited the Appellant's ability to consult with trial
counsel during an overnight recess in violation of the Appellant's Sixth Amendment right to counsel.

20-0262 TURLEY, ANDREW JAMES 06/17/20
20-0263

STATE’S HARRIS COMPELLING PROSTITUTION,
TRAFFICKING OF A CHILD TO
COMPEL PROSTITUTION

1.  Did the court of appeals err when it held as a matter of law that selling sexual contact with a four-year-old child
could never constitute compelled prostitution? 
2. Must a child knowingly engage in an act of prostitution for the person who sold sex with her to be guilty of
compelling prostitution?

20-0289 RANSIER, CHARLES ROBERT 08/19/20
STATE'S COMAL TAMPERING WITH OR

FABRICATING PHYSICAL
EVIDENCE



1.  When—as the Ransier Dissent recognizes—the record does not support a rational conclusion that if Appellant was
guilty of anything, it was only attempted tampering, should the Fourteenth Court have nevertheless reversed Appellant's
conviction because of the failure to include a ‘lesser-included offense' instruction to which he was not entitled?

20-0918 REED, BRIAN CHRISTOPHER 03/16/22
STATE’S BRAZOS ATTEMPTED SEXUAL ASSAULT

The court of appeals erred in finding egregious harm, where the record is clear that the jury understood that a conviction
for the lesser included offense of attempted sexual assault would be based on Appellant's attempted penetration of the
victim's sexual organ by Appellant's sexual organ.

20-1102 SHEFFIELD, KEVIN DALE 11/24/21
STATE’S & COURT’S OWN MOTION JOHNSON POSSESSION OF CONTROLLED

SUBSTANCE
EVADING ARREST
UNLAWFUL POSSESSION OF
FIREARM

2.  Are speedy trial claims cognizable on pretrial habeas if the applicant asks for a speedy trial rather than a dismissal?
3.  Did the court of appeals improperly reverse the trial court’s ruling for what the trial court said instead of what she
did?
                Court’s own motion
Did the trial court have jurisdiction to hold a trial while the State’s petition for discretionary review was pending in
this Court?

20-1182 GREEN, TRENTON KYLE 02/24/21
STATE’S GREGG FORGERY

1. The Court of Appeals decided an important question of state law that has not been, but should be, settled by the
Court of Criminal Appeals, concerning whether the value ladder provisions of Section 32.21(e-1) of the Texas Penal
Code are mandatory or whether those provisions only apply when specifically pled by the State.
2. The Court of Appeals decided an important question of state law that has not been, but should be, settled by the
Court of Criminal Appeals, concerning whether the defendant’s purpose for committing the forgery offense is an
element of the offense under Section 32.21(e) of the Texas Penal Code.

20-1213 LENNOX, BOBBY CARL aka 02/24/21
LEANOX, BOBBY CARL

STATE’S LAMAR FORGERY

From the appellate court’s statutory construction of Section 32.21(e-1) of the Texas Penal Code, there was no jury-
charge error; but more importantly, this Court should resolve a jurisdictional conflict that now exists in Texas law as
to how county and district attorneys in the State of Texas should correctly charge and prosecute criminal offenses for
forgery of financial instruments – specifically, checks which, as writings, serve a historic role in the forgery statute in
Texas jurisprudence and the economies of Texas the United States of America.

21-0522 CHARETTE, ROBBIE GAIL 01/12/22
21-0523
21-0524
21-0525

APPELLANT'S WASHINGTON FAILURE TO DISCLOSE TRUE
SOURCE OF COMMUNICATION
MISLEADING USE OF OFFICE
TITLE; FAILURE TO TIMELY
FILE PERSONAL FINANCIAL
STATEMENT; RECORDKEEPING
POLITICAL CAMPAIGN

1.  Did the special prosecutor lack standing or authority to prosecute alleged misdemeanor violations of the Election
Code and Government Code without the referral from the TEC required by Texas Government Code § 571.171?



2.  Was Appellant deprived of due process when the District Attorney's office leapfrogged the TEC procedure, which
was a prerequisite to prosecution?

21-0590 HUGGINS, NOEL CHRISTOPHER 09/29/21
APPELLANT’S HILL POSSESSION OF

CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE

1.  Is the statutory right to withdraw a waiver of counsel under article 1.051(h) absolute or subject to restrictions?
2.  What admonishments does Faretta (or article 1.051) require for a defendant who initially contests guilt but later
pleads guilty?
3.  Did the court below correctly conclude that no Faretta admonishments were required where Appellant initially
contested his guilt?

21-0887 LOWRY, EXPARTE MICHAEL 03/02/22
STATE’S HARRIS POSSESSION OR PROMOTION

OF LEWD VISUAL MATERIAL
DEPICTING CHILD

1. Did the court of appeals err in finding that Texas Penal Code Section 43.262 is a content-based regulation of
protected speech that fails strict scrutiny?
2. Did the court of appeals err in considering Texas Penal Code Section 43.262's constitutionality under the First
Amendment overbreadth doctrine?
3. Did the court of appeals err in its overbreadth analysis of Texas Penal Code Section 43.262?

22-0008 GREEN, MAXIE D. D/B/A/A TO Z BAIL BONDS 03/02/22
STATE’S WICHITA BOND FORFEITURE

The Second Court of Appeals’s opinion that draws a determinative distinction under article 22.02 of the Texas Code
of Criminal Procedure between the calling of a defendant’s name at a “courtroom door” as opposed to a “courthouse
door” conflicts with every other Texas appellate decision rendered on the same issue, including three settled opinions
from this Court. The Second Court’s decision introduces confusion and conflict into an area of law that was previously
simple and undisturbed and leaves bailiffs and clerks who are tasked with ensuring compliance with article 22.02 in
a state of flux. This Court should grant discretionary review.

22-0037 DANIEL, BERNARD 02/15/23
STATE'S BELL FELONY DRIVING WHILE

INTOXICATED

2.  Taking into account Texas' unique judicial-branch and peace-officer jurisdiction, mistake of law should apply
whenever an officer conducts a search or seizure under an ambiguous law that a majority of this Court had not yet
construed, notwithstanding negative precedent in the controlling appellate jurisdiction. 

22-0065 SLEDGE, DONNEL 04/06/22
22-0066
22-0067

STATE’S DALLAS POSSESSION W/INTENT TO
DELIVER HEROIN,
POSSESSION W/INTENT TO
DELIVER COCAINE,
POSSESSION OF FIREARM BY
FELON

1. Must a defendant be acquitted if the trial court grants a motion for new trial alleging only that “the verdict is contrary
to the law and evidence” and the State does not appeal?
2. Was it so certain that a first jury’s “not true” findings survive the granting of a new trial and collaterally estop the
State from pursuing the findings on retrial that counsel was ineffective for not so arguing? 

22-0159 CURIPOMA, JESUS ALBERTO GUZMAN 06/22/22
STATE’S & COURT’S OWN MOTION TRAVIS CRIMINAL TRESPASS

The Court of Appeals Erred by Basing its Opinion on the Holdings of the Habeas Court Without Determining Whether
Such Holdings Were Correct.



        Court’s Own Motion
 1. Whether the Kinney County Attorney was authorized to file a State's appeal from the habeas proceedings in Travis
County.
 2. Whether the Kinney County Attorney was authorized to file a petition for discretionary review. 

22-0164 HUGHES, DARREN TRAMELL 06/08/22
STATE'S HARRIS TAMPERING WITH 

GOVERNMENTAL RECORD

The Fourteenth Court erred by holding that the Sixth Amendment Confrontation Clause applied to probation revocation
proceedings. This holding conflicts with published holdings from four Texas courts of appeals and nine federal circuit
courts, and with the federal Supreme Court's explicit statement that revocation proceedings are not "criminal
prosecutions."

22-0165 PHAM, TUAN THANH 06/29/22
COURT’S OWN MOTION HARRIS UNLAWFUL PRACTICE OF

DENTISTRY

1. Whether Appellee voluntarily waived his right to counsel.
2. Whether Appellee clearly and unequivocally asserted his right to self-representation.
3. Whether the trial court violated Art. 1.051, subsections (f-2) and (g), of the Texas Code of Criminal Procedure.

22-0184 SINCLAIR, CHESTER 09/07/22
STATE’S BEXAR INDECENCY WITH/CHILD

Did the court of appeals have jurisdiction over Sinclair’s appeal?
Court’s Own Motion

In a proceeding under Article 11.072 of the Code of Criminal Procedure, does a trial court have jurisdiction to rule on
a motion to reconsider after the trial court has entered an appealable order denying or granting, in whole or part, an
application under the statute?

22-0197 DELAROSA, FRANCISCO, JR. 06/22/22
22-0198
22-0199

APPELLANT’S LIBERTY SEXUAL ASSAULT,
TAMPERING W/EVIDENCE,
IMPROPER RELATIONSHIP - 
EDUCATOR & STUDENT

1. Did the Court of Appeals err in finding that the evidence was sufficient to convict Delarosa of Sexual Assault?
2. Did the Court of Appeals err in finding that the jury charge did not egregiously harm Petitioner when it instructed
the jury on an offense that the Petitioner was not charged with?

22-0222 NAVARRO,  JEREMIAH 09/07/22
APPELLANT’S COMAL ASSAULT

1. Did the appellate court [err] in holding that the necessity defense does not apply to a defendant who provokes the
difficulty?
2. If the defense of necessity can be denied based on the defendant provoking the difficulty, did the appellate court [err]
in finding that Appellant’s conduct provoked the difficulty in this case?

22-0233 HARO, RUBEN ORTIZ 07/27/22
STATE'S TOM GREEN POSSESSION OF CHILD

PORNOGRAPHY;
PROMOTION OF CHILD
PORNOGRAPHY

The court of appeals ignored established multiple-punishments law by refusing to review a record that shows multiple
potential units of prosecution on its face.

22-0239 SHIRLEY, ANDREW, JR. 09/28/22



A & CCA HARRIS POSSESSION OF 
CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE

1. Can police lawfully detain someone for violating a law that is suspended by the governor under the Texas Disaster
Act?
2. Is the governor required to issue an executive order and file it with the secretary of state in order to invoke the
suspension-of-laws provision of the Texas Disaster Act?

Court’s own motion
Did the Texas Disaster Act, Texas Government Code §418.016(a), authorize the governor to suspend Texas
Transportation Code §§502.407 & 502.473?

22-0280 BECERRA, JOE LUIS 07/27/22
APPELLANT'S BRAZOS UNLAWFUL POSSESSION OF

FIREARM BY FELON

1. Art. 36.22 of the Code of Criminal Procedure provides no person shall be permitted to be with a jury while it is
deliberating. The petit juror affidavit admitted in Becerra’s Motion for New Trial hearing established the alternate
juror was present and participated in deliberations and voted on the verdict. What status, if any, does Art. 33.011(b)
confer on alternate juror service permitting the presence and/or participation of the alternate during petit jury
deliberations and did the alternate’s act in voting violate Art. 36.22?
2. Rule 606(b) of the Texas Rules of Evidence prohibits evidence of “incidents that occurred during the jury’s
deliberations.” The uncontroverted petit juror affidavit admitted at Becerra’s Motion for New Trial hearing attested
the alternate juror voted on the verdict, and after removal and instruction no further vote was taken. Is the evidence
that no further vote was taken an incident during deliberations under Rule 606(b) and, if excludable, must Rule
606(b) yield to the need to prove a violation of Art. V, Sec. 13 of the Texas Constitution and Art. 33.01 of the
Texas Code of Criminal Procedure?
3. This Court has long held a rebuttable presumption of harm exists if a facial violation of Art. 36.22 of the Texas
Code of Criminal Procedure is shown. The Court of Appeals acknowledged Becerra’s admitted evidence that the
alternate juror voted on the verdict was admissible as outside evidence under Rule 606(b)(2)(A) of the Texas Rules
of Evidence. Did the failure of that Court to apply the presumption based on this evidence so far deviate from
accepted law so as to call for the exercise of this Court’s jurisdiction?

22-0322 HAMMONS, EX PARTE GLENDA 10/05/22
APPELLANT’S McLENNAN INJURY TO A CHILD

In the context of a pretrial writ of habeas corpus challenging the facial constitutionality of a statute, does
“immediate release” apply to the charge or entirety of the prosecution?

22-0330 KING, TERRY WAYNE, II 09/07/22
STATE’S TARRANT INJURY TO A CHILD

ATTEMPTED AGGRAVATED
KIDNAPPING

Did the court of appeals err in concluding that an employee retained an expectation of privacy in his work vehicle
several days after he was arrested and after the vehicle was returned to his employer?

22-0332 HALLMAN, ROBERT F. 10/19/22
STATE’S TARRANT AGGRAVATED SEXUAL 

ASSAULT; SEXUAL ASSAULT;
INDECENCY W/CHILD

1. Did the Second Court of Appeals’ Majority Err in Using the Mosley Factors to Determine Whether the Trial
Court Abused its Discretion in Denying Appellant’s Motion for Mistrial?
2. The Dissent Correctly Concludes that Under Either Rule 44.2(b) or the Mosley Factors, the Judgments of
Conviction Should be Affirmed.

22-0422 COUCH, EX PARTE TONYA 10/19/22
APPELLANT’S TARRANT MONEY LAUNDERING



The Court of Appeals erred in concluding that a pretrial facial challenge to the constitutionality of a statute requires
the requested relief to result in immediate release on all charges.

22-0427 PHILLIPS, ANDRE TREMOND 10/26/22
APPELLANT'S TARRANT FELONY DRIVING WHILE

INTOXICATED

Is it reversible error to allow the State to argue that maintaining his innocence is evidence of a defendant's guilt?

22-0436 BALTIMORE, IJAH IWASEY 10/26/22
STATE'S McLENNAN UNLAWFULLY CARRYING

WEAPON

Does sworn, unchallenged testimony on a material issue have probative value?

22-0507 THOMSON, WADE HARRELL 04/26/23
APPELLANT’S & STATE’S GRIMES POSSESSION OF CHILD

PORNOGRAPHY

            APPELLANT’S 
1. Did the court of appeals misconstrue plain view to permit an inadvertent vantage point rather than a lawful
vantage point?
2. Does a person’s limited consent encompass an officer inadvertently exceeding the scope of that consent?
              STATE’S
1. Does a court of appeals have the authority to abate for an out-of-time motion for new trial and preemptively
compel a hearing thereon?
2. The court of appeals’s review of the trial court’s ruling was procedurally and substantively defective.

22-0562 FLORES, ROBERTO MEDINA 04/26/23
APPELLANT’S GALVESTON SEXUAL ASSAULT

1. The Court of Appeals erred by declaring that the evidence developed in the hearing on Petitioner’s motion for
new trial was void because the trial court had no authority to hold the hearing beyond the trial court’s 75-day
plenary period, even though the trial court relied on the plain language in the 1st Emergency Order.

22-0589 SWENSON, AARON CALEB 12/21/22
STATE'S BOWIE ATTEMPTED CAPITAL

MURDER

For attempt crimes against persons—like capital murder of police—does attempt law require "striking distance
proximity" and weapons display and positioning or movement toward the intended victim to constitute "an act
amounting to more than mere preparation that tends but fails to effect the commission of the offense"?

22-0634 FINLEY, TAYTON SETH 03/08/23
COURT’S OWN MOTION TARRANT ASSAULT

1. If a witness testifies at a criminal trial while wearing a surgical mask that covers the witness’s nose and mouth, is
a defendant’s Sixth Amendment right to face-to-face confrontation denied?
2. Is there a general exception during a global pandemic to the Sixth Amendment Confrontation Clause and
in-person confrontation? 
3. If there is a global pandemic exception, at what point does a global pandemic begin, and at what point does a
global pandemic end?
4. If particularized findings are necessary, were the findings in this case sufficient to dispense with face-to-face
confrontation because doing so was necessary to further an important public policy, and the reliability of the
testimony was otherwise assured? 

22-0635 McPHERSON, DESEAN LAVERNE 01/25/23
STATE’S LAMAR TAMPERING WITH EVIDENCE



2.  Even assuming the statutory construction of “conceal” was correct, the Court of Appeals misapplied the
applicable standard of review because any “highly fact specific” analysis required the Court of Appeals to defer to
the factfinder under the Jackson v. Virginia standard.

22-0677 HART, LARRY JEAN 03/29/23
APPELLANT’S DALLAS CAPITAL MURDER

The Court of Appeals Erred in Analyzing the Harm, Bias and Prejudice Injected into the Trial by Allowing the
Introduction of Rap Videos and Facebook Pages 

22-0690 VIEIRA, EX PARTE LUCAS 03/01/23
APPELLANT’S HARRIS AGGRAVATED ASSAULT

Was the indictment dated July 9, 2021 for an offense alleged to have occurred on July 7, 2019, returned within the
two-year limitations period set forth in 12.02(a) of the Code of Criminal Procedure?

22-0700 LALL, MARLON JUNA 04/05/23
APPELLANT’S ROCKWALL MANUFACTURE OR

DELIVERY OF CONTROLLED
SUBSTANCE

1. The Court of Appeals's majority erred in holding that Officer Pope had reasonable suspicion to prolong
Appellant's detention to conduct a canine sniff after the purpose of the traffic stop had concluded.
2. The Court of Appeals's majority erred in viewing Appellant's refusal to give consent to search his vehicle as an
indicium of criminal activity.

22-0711 STOCKER, JAMIN KIDRON 03/15/23
STATE’S HARRIS CAPITAL MURDER

1. The court of appeals employed a heightened standard for probable cause, departing from the flexible standard
required by law.
2. The court of appeals applied inconsistent standards for probable cause in its analyses of the warrant affidavits for
the searches of the appellant's cell phone data and the location information associated with the appellant's cell
phone number.

22-0720 SPIVEY, TRAVIS LAYTON 05/17/23
APPELLEE’S McLENNAN POSSESSION OF 

CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE

1. A divided appellate court ignored the law governing the review of suppression rulings by usurping the deference
given to the trial court as to the credibility of witnesses and evidence.
2. A divided appellate court disagreed on a material question of law necessary to the court's decision whether the
prolonged detention rendered the seizure of evidence unlawful as fruit of the poisonous tree.

23-0018 CONTINENTAL HERITAGE INS. CO., AGENT PAT KINNARD, D/B/A PAT
KINNARD BAIL BONDS 02/22/23

APPELLANT’S DALLAS BOND FORFEITURE

Should this Court find the Fifth Court of Appeals' opinion in Ranger from 2010 is wrongly decided and conflicts
with precedent from this Court in Dees and Safety National?

23-0055 JOHNSON, ZIMBABWE RAYMOND 04/12/23
23-0056

STATE’S BOWIE VIOLATION OF DUTY ON
STRIKING STRUCTURE,
FIXTURE, OR HIGHWAY
LANDSCAPING AND
VIOLATION OF DUTY ON
ACCIDENT INVOLVING
DAMAGE TO VEHICLE



Did the lower court properly adopt a restitution standard under Bailey or did this Court’s opinion in Hanna
replace any pre-Hanna restitution standards, which eliminated any conflict amongst the sister courts?

23-0123 VALERO, EX PARTE JUAN 05/17/23
APPELLANT’S EL PASO AGGRAVATED ASSAULT

AGGRAVATED ROBBERY

1.  By holding that before a pretrial facial challenge to the constitutionality of a statute is cognizable, a favorable
resolution of the challenge must result in immediate release on all charges in the indictment, the Eighth Court of
Appeals has decided an important question of state law that has not been, but should be, settled by this Court. Ex
parte Couch, PD-0422-22, pending before the Court of Criminal Appeals. PDR accepted on September 22, 2022.
This same issue is also before this Court in a pending Petition for Discretionary Review following a decision with
similar reasoning by the Tenth Court of Appeals. See Ex parte Hammons, 646 S.W.3d 929 (Tex. App.—Waco, pet.
filed), No. PD-0322-22 (Tex. Crim. App. July 21, 2022).
2.  Additionally, by requiring favorable resolution of a pretrial-habeas facial constitutional challenge to result in
immediate release on all charges, the opinion below conflicts with this Court's decisions in Ex parte Meyer, 73
S.W.3d 264 (Tex. Crim. App. 2002); Ex parte Crisp 66 S.W.2d 944 (Tex. Crim. App. 1983); Ex parte Watkins, 73
S.W.3d 264 (Tex. Crim. App. 2002); Ex parte Ellis, 309 S.W.3d 71 (Tex. Crim. App. 1994); and Ex parte Perry,
483 S.W.3d 884, 902 (Tex. Crim. App. 2016).
3.  The Court of Appeals has decided an important question of Federal Constitutional Law that has not been settled
in the State of Texas, whether there is a cognizable due process violation, under the Due Process Clause of the 14th
Amendment to the Federal Constitution, because of the lack of reasonable time restriction from the time of the
order committing the incompetent to the State Hospital to the time in which the incompetent is actually at the
hospital.
4.  The Court of Appeals has decided an important question of State Law that has not been settled in the
State of Texas—whether Art. 46B.0095 of the Texas Code of Criminal Procedure is violative of the 14th
Amendment Due Process because of the lack of reasonable time restriction from the time of the order
committing the incompetent to the State Hospital to the actual time the incompetent is at the hospital.


