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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS

DALLAS DIVISION
y
§
ADRIAN JAMES NORIEGA, §
DARIUS LATRELL RICHARDSON, § Civil Action No:
individually and on behalf of similarly § 3:25-cv-1567
situated individuals, §
y
Plaintiffs, § CLASS ACTION COMPLAINT
§ JURY TRIAL DEMANDED
V. §
)
DALLAS COUNTY, TEXAS §
)
Defendant. §

COMPLAINT

Plaintiffs Adrian James Noriega (“Noriega”) and Darius Latrell Richardson (“Richardson”),
individually and on behalf of others similarly situated (collectively, the “Class”), allege as follows in

supportt of their Complaint:

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

1. "Any time a person spends even one more day in jail than required by law is unacceptable’.” - Dallas County
Judge Clay Jenkins

2. Every week, pursuant to plea agreements or following convictions at trial, hundreds of inmates
in the Dallas County Jail are sentenced to probation, county jail time, or imprisonment in the
Texas Department of Criminal Justice. For years, Dallas County has systematically detained

inmates past their legally mandated release dates.

! See Martinez, Marina Trahan, Dallas County Paid $160,000 To Two Men Kept in Jail Long After They Served
Their Time, Texas Standard (May 10, 2024, 9:30 AM), https://www.texasstandard.org/stoties/dallas-county-jail-
mcdowell-harris-lawsuit-settlement-texas/.
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3. The Dallas County clerks’ offices have a duty to process the orders of the trial courts, prepare
judgments for signature, and send the proper paperwork to the Dallas County Sheriff’s Office
in a timely manner.

4. The Dallas County Sheriff’s Office has a duty under state law and federal constitutional
mandates to quickly and properly process judgments issued by Dallas County courts. Doing
so may include releasing an inmate who has already served the requisite amount of jail time
according to their sentence, releasing them from custody to probation, or processing their
judgments and sending these judgements with the appropriate corresponding paperwork to
the Texas Department of Criminal Justice (hereinafter “TDCJ”) so that they may be
transported from the Dallas County Jail to the care and custody of TDC]J or otherwise released.

5. For years, Dallas County has failed to propetly perform these duties, leading hundreds of
inmates to be illegally detained in the Dallas County jail for days to months.

6. Dallas County leadership has been aware of these failures for years, at every level, from lower-
level employees to supervisors, administrators, and elected officials. Despite their actual
knowledge of the recurrent and systemic problems surrounding timely release of inmates,
Dallas County has failed to implement proper training, practices, customs, and procedures to
prevent this illegal and unjust detention.

7. This case challenges Dallas County in relation to the Dallas County District Clerk’s Office, the
Dallas County Clerk’s Office, the Dallas County Sheriff’s Office, other parts of the Dallas
County bureaucracy, and Dallas County’s political and professional leadership and
management, and its policies, practices, and customs which directly violate the Fourth, Eighth,
and Fourteenth Amendments, as well as other federal and state laws. Pursuant to Dallas
County policies, practices, and customs, Dallas County employees unlawfully incarcerated

Plaintiffs beyond their lawful release date, directly violating Plaintiffs’ constitutional due
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process rights under the Fourteenth Amendment, the Fourth Amendment right against
unlawful search and seizure, the Fighth Amendment right against cruel and unusual
punishment, and state law.

8. The U.S. Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals has upheld several overdetention claims in which a
state continued the custodial detention of a Plaintiff past their release date due to insufficient
oversite and due to clerical errors. See e.g. McINeal v. LeBlanc, 90 F.4th 425 (5th Cir. 2024), cert.
denied, No. 24-19, 2024 WL 4427170 (U.S. Oct. 7, 2024); Parker v. 1.eBlanc, 73 F.4th 400, 402
(5th Cir. 2023); Hicks v. LeBlanc, 81 F.4th 497, 501 (5th Cir. 2023). Thus, it is firmly-established
precedent that (1) inefficient prisoner-release processes and under-trained staffers are likely to
cause prisoner overdetentions, and (2) such overdetentions give rise to civil liability.

9. Plaintiffs set forth below a general summary of the factual allegations. These allegations are
not intended to be exhaustive, detailed, or presented in strict chronological order. Rather, they
intend to provide Defendant fair and sufficient notice of the general nature and substance of
Plaintiffs’ claims, and to establish that such claims are facially plausible.

<

10. Whenever Plaintiffs plead factual allegations “upon information and belief,” Plaintiffs are
pleading that the specified factual contentions have or will likely have evidentiary support after
a reasonable opportunity to conduct further investigation and/or discovery.

11. Plaintiffs need not assert specific constitutional claims in this pleading but rather must merely

plead facts that give rise to constitutional claims, pursuant to United States Supreme Court

authority. Plaintiffs ask the Court to apply the correct legal theories to the facts pled.

PARTIES
12. Plaintiff Adrian James Noriega is a natural person and resides in Dallas County, Texas.

13. Plaintiff Darius Latrell Richardson is a natural person and resides in Tarrant County, Texas.
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14. Defendant Dallas County, Texas (“Dallas County” or “the County”) can be served with
process by serving citation on County Judge Clay Jenkins at 500 Elm Street, Suite 7000, Dallas,
TX 75202, or wherever he may be found.

15. Dallas County acted or failed to act, through its employees, agents, representatives, jailers,
and/or chief policymakers, all of whom were acting under color of state law at all relevant
times, and is liable for such actions or failures to act to the extent allowed by law (including
but not necessarily limited to applicable to claims pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983). The County’s
policies, practices, and/or customs were the moving forces which caused the constitutional

violations and resulting damages referenced in this pleading.

JURY DEMAND

16. Plaintiffs demand a trial by jury.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

17. This action arises under the Fourth, Fighth, and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States
Constitution, 42 U.S.C. § 1983, and Texas state common law.

18. This Court has original subject matter jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. {§ 1331 and 1343(a)(4),
because this suit presents a federal question and seeks relief pursuant to federal statute(s) that
provide for the protection of civil rights.

19. This Court has supplemental jurisdiction over Plaintiffs’ state law claims pursuant to 28 U.S.C.
§ 1367(a).

20. This Court has personal jurisdiction over the County as a Texas County.

21. Venue is proper in the Dallas Division of the Northern District of Texas, pursuant to 28

U.S.C. § 1391(b)(2), because all acts and/or omissions alleged herein occurred in this District.
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Dallas County is in the Dallas Division of the United States District Court for the Northern

District of Texas.

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS

Adrian James Noriega

22.

23.

24,

25.

20.

27.

28.

29.

30.

On November 18, 2021, Plaintiff Adrian James Noriega was arrested and charged with
Unlawful Possession of Metal or Body Armor by a Felon in F-21-60859 and Possession of a
Controlled Substance in F-21-60860.

These cases were indicted and filed in the 283 Judicial District Court in Dallas County, Texas.
On November 10, 2022, Noriega pleaded guilty to both charges and was placed on two (2)
years deferred adjudication community supervision by the trial court.

At various times over the next several years, Noriega’s terms and conditions of probation were
modified.

On February 10, 2025, the State of Texas filed a Motion to Revoke Community Supervision
or Proceed with an Adjudication of Guilt for both charges, alleging that Noriega had violated
the conditions of his probation.

Following the filing of this motion, Noriega was arrested and held in the Dallas County Jail.
On May 14, 2025, Noriega pleaded True to the allegations set forth in the State of Texas’s
motion.

Following a hearing, the trial court accepted Noriega’s plea of True and sentenced him to a
six (6) month term in a State Jail facility, on both charges, with the sentences to run
concurrently.

The trial court also granted Noriega back-time credit of 386 days. This was more than twice

as much credit as Noriega needed to complete his sentence.
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31.

32.

33.

34,

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

The District Clerk prepared a Judgment in both cases on the same day. Both Judgments state
they were entered on “this the 14" day of May, 2025.”

A “Clerk’s Certificate,” dated May 14, 2025, certified that the judgments were true and correct
copies and accompanied each of the Judgments.”

Furthermore, the District Clerk sent a Notice of Disposition (a “Jail Dispo”) to the Dallas
County Sheriff’s Office on May 14, 2025, documenting the sentence and the proper back-time
credit.

Following receipt of the Judgment, the Sheriff’s Office had a duty to prepare a “pen packet”
(a collection of various documents, including state-mandated forms, a copy of the Judgments,
as well as other relevant documents from the case) and send it to TDC]J.

In cases where an inmate is “time-served,” the Sheriff’s Office has a duty to process the
paperwork as expeditiously as possible, since any delay in the paperwork constitutes time the
inmate is incarcerated that he otherwise would not be.

The timing and manner in which the Sheriff’s Office communicated with the Texas
Department of Criminal Justice (TDC]J) following its receipt of Noriega’s pen packet remain
unclear.

However, on information and belief, TDCJ did not receive the properly completed paperwork
from the Sheriff’s Office until June 10, 2025, twenty-seven (27) days after Noriega’s plea.
Noriega was not released from Dallas County’s custody until June 13, 2025, thirty (30) days
after his plea hearing.

Dallas County’s detention was unlawful for #osz of that thirty (30) day period.

2 See Exhibits A and B, the certified Judgments in F-21-60859 and F-21-60860 respectively.
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FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS

Darius Latrell Richardson

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

40.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

On March 5, 2015, Richardson was arrested for the charge of Credit Card Abuse in Cause
Number F-15-23451.

This case was later indicted and filed in the 283" Judicial District Court in Dallas County,
Texas.

During the relevant period, Richardson was charged with other offenses, some of which were
resolved via plea agreements, but they are not relevant to the facts of his overdetention.

On November 25, 2015, Richardson entered into a plea agreement with the State of Texas to
resolve this charge.

Richardson pleaded guilty and was placed on four (4) years deferred adjudication community
supervision.

Opver the next nine (9) years, the terms and conditions of Richardson’s community supervision
were modified in various ways at different times.

On November 8, 2023, the State of Texas filed a Motion to Revoke Community Supervision
or Proceed with an Adjudication of Guilt.

On March 4, 2025, Richardson was arrested due to that motion.

On April 2, 2025, Richardson entered into a plea agreement with the State of Texas, which
was accepted by the trial court.

Richardson pleaded True to the allegations in the motion, and he was sentenced to twelve (12)
months confinement in a State Jail facility.

Richardson was awarded 322 days of back-time credit.

The District Clerk prepared a Judgment for the case on the same day. The Judgment states

that it was entered on “this the 2™ day of April, 2025.”
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52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

2025.

A “Clerk’s Certificate,” dated April 2, 2025, certified that the Judgment was true and correct
copies and accompanied the Judgment.’

Furthermore, the District Clerk sent a Notice of Disposition (a so-called “Jail Dispo”) to the
Dallas County Sheriff’s Office on April 2, 2025, documenting the sentence and the proper
back-time credit.

Following receipt of the Judgment, the Sheriff’s Office had a duty to prepare a “pen packet”
(a collection of various documents, including state-mandated forms, a copy of the Judgment,
as well as other relevant documents from the case) and send it to TDC]J.

In cases where an inmate has either already served his sentence or will have served it shortly
after a sentence is ordered, the Sheriff’s Office has a duty to process the paperwork as
expeditiously as possible, since any delay in the paperwork constitutes time the inmate is
incarcerated #hat he otherwise would not be.

Pursuant to the Judgment, Richardson would have been “time-served” on May 14, 2025.
However, the Sheriff’s Office did not complete and send the proper paperwork (the pen
packet) to TDC]J until May 27, 2025.*

This was fifty-five (55) days after the District Clerk sent the Judgment and the Jail Dispo to
the Sheriff’s Office.

On June 2, 2025, TDC]J sent a letter to the Sheriff’s Office indicating that Richardson should
be released on that charge.’

Richardson was released on June 4, 2025, twenty-one (21) days past the expiration date of his

sentence.

3 See Exhibit C, the certified Judgment in F-15-23451.
4 See Exhibit D, the “Pen Packet Document Checklist” completed by a Dallas County employee on May 27,

> See Exhibit E, the letter issued by TDJC to the Sheriff’s Office on June 2, 2025, indicating that Richardson’s

sentence expired on May 14, 2025.
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61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

Dallas County’s detention was unlawful for the entire twenty-one (21) day period.
Dallas County’s failure to send the proper paperwork to TDCJ in a reasonable time was the

cause of Richardson’s overdetention.

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS SHOWING A LONG-STANDING PATTERN OF
UNLAWFUL OVERDETENTION BY DALLAS COUNTY

The failure to properly release Plaintiffs is not an isolated incident, nor was it the result of a
negligent omission by just one individual, rather it is evidence of a consistent pattern and
policies, practices, and customs repeatedly implemented by Dallas County.

Dallas County has exhibited an ongoing pattern of similar overdetention for years.

On information and belief, many inmates were detained in the Dallas County jail past their
legally mandated release dates over the last several years.

Rhyan Harris was illegally detained in the Dallas County jail, as an inmate from February to
May of 2023. He did not file a lawsuit against Dallas County because he settled his
overdetention claim with Dallas County prior to entering litigation.

As with Plaintiffs, Harris’s illegal detention was a direct result of the systemic policies,
practices, and/or customs of Dallas County. He was illegally detained for one-hundred four
(104) days after his legally mandated release date, February 17, 2023, despite making multiple
requests to remedy his illegal detention and release him as per the Court’s orders.

The 204" Judicial District Court in Dallas County was assigned, and thus had jurisdiction over,
Harris’s case.

In May 2023, Dallas County transitioned to a new case management system called “Odyssey.”
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70. Multiple issues were specifically identified at that time, alerting both Dallas County and the
public that the transition to and implementation of the new Odyssey system was directly
responsible for some of the illegal overdetention of inmates at the Dallas County jail.”

71. Dallas County was specifically placed on notice that Odyssey was causing overdetention
problems.

72. Chris McDowell was illegally detained in Dallas County jail, as an inmate, during the time of
the Odyssey transition. He filed a lawsuit against Dallas County in the Northern District of
Texas (Case 3:23-CV-02543-K). Dallas County settled that claim.”

73. As with Plaintiffs, McDowell’s illegal detention was a direct result of the systemic policies,
practices, and/or customs of Dallas County. He was illegally detained for fifty-two (52) days
after his legally mandated release date, June 30, 2023, despite making multiple requests (on an
almost-daily basis) to remedy his illegal detention and release him as per the Court’s orders.

74. Dallas County Criminal District Court No. 1 was assigned to, and thus had jurisdiction over,
McDowell’s case.

75. Similarly, Glenroy Dillon was also illegally detained during the same time-period due to the
same systemic failures, policies, practices, and customs of Dallas County that affected
Plaintiffs. He filed a lawsuit against Dallas County in the Northern District of Texas (Case

3:25-CV-01071-S).” That suit is still pending.

6 See Peterson, Josephine, Dallas County’s Jail Population Swells as Technology Troubles Persist, The Dallas
Motning News (July 20, 2023, 5:30 AM). https://www.dallasnews.com/news/ctime/2023/07/20/dallas-countys-jail-
population-swells-as-technology-troubles-petsist/ .

7 For more information on Chris McDowell and Ryhan Harris’s case, see Martinez, Marina Trahan, Dallas
County Paid $160,000 T'o Two Men Kept in Jail Long After They Served Their Time, Texas Standard (May 10, 2024,
9:30 AM), https:/ /www.texasstandard.org/stories/dallas-county-jail-mcdowell-harris-lawsuit-settlement-texas/ .

8 For more information on Glenroy Dillon’s case, see McManus, Tracey, Dallas County Faces Another Federal
Lawsuit Alleging Illegal Detention in the Jail, The Dallas Morning News (May 28, 2025, 11:33 AM),
https://www.dallasnews.com/news/coutts/2025/05/28/ dallas-county-faces-another-federal-lawsuit-alleging-illegal -
detention-in-the-jail/.
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76

7.

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

. Dillon was illegally detained for seventy-six (76) days after his legally mandated release date,
May 4, 2023, despite making multiple requests to jail staff to remedy his illegal detention and
release him as per the Court’s orders.

Dallas County Criminal District Court No. 7 was assigned to, and thus had jurisdiction over,
Dillon’s case.

Charles Joe Jackson was also illegally detained during the same time-period, due to systemic
policies, practices, and/or customs of Dallas County. He filed a lawsuit against Dallas County
in the Northern District of Texas (Case 3:25-cv-01373-E). That suit is still pending.

Jackson was illegally detained for eight (8) days after his legally mandated release date, May 20,
2023.

Dallas County Criminal District Court No. 5 was assigned, and thus had jurisdiction over,
Jackson’s case.

Melissa Ray Molloy was also illegally detained during the same time-period, due to systemic
policies, practices, and/or customs of Dallas County. She filed a lawsuit against Dallas County
in the Northern District of Texas (Case 3:25-cv-01369-X). That suit is still pending.

Molloy was detained for twenty-one (21) days after her legally mandated release date, May 24,
2023.

The 194" Judicial District Court in Dallas County was assigned, and thus had jurisdiction over,
Molloy’s case.

The issues related to the implementation of the Odyssey system went on for months.
However, problems with ongoing overdetention were widespread and not only related to

Odyssey.
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85

86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

91.

92.

93.

. Cynthis Willis was illegally detained from January 13, 2025 to February 28, 2025, due to
systemic policies, practices, and/or customs of Dallas County. At this time, she has not filed
a lawsuit against Dallas County.

Willis was detained for forty-six (46) days after her legally mandated release date, January 13,
2025.

The 292™ Judicial District Court in Dallas County was assigned, and thus had jurisdiction over,
Willis’s case.

Each of these incidents arose out of different courts in Dallas County, at different times, and
still resulted in similar violations of inmates’ constitutional rights over the same time-period.
Many different Dallas County employees, in different departments and with a range of
supervisory positions, participated in the same practice of unlawful overdetention.

Dallas County exhibited a widespread and systemic pattern of reckless indifference toward the
constitutional rights of detained inmates.

Upon information and belief, there are many other people, likely dozens and potentially
hundreds, who were unlawfully detained during the same time-period for the same reasons as
Plaintiffs.

Upon information and belief, the County failed to reprimand and/or take remedial action
against any employees or agents as a result of action or inaction related to Plaintiffs’
overdetention, thus confirming that the policies, practices, and/or customs that led to the
overdetention were in fact Dallas County’s de facto policies.

Despite continuing notice to multiple decision makers in Dallas County’s bureaucratic and
leadership structure, Dallas County has deliberately failed to act or implement policies to

address the repeated overdetention of Dallas County inmates.
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94. The County’s system of administrative processing, in practice, amounts to a policy of
deliberate indifference. Dallas County has known about its pattern of overdetention for years
and, to date, has failed to adopt policies correcting this problem in any meaningful way. This
failure to adopt training or disciplinary policies to address illegal overdetention issues

constitutes deliberate indifference to Plaintiffs’ constitutional rights to timely release.

CLASS ACTION ALLEGATIONS

95. Plaintiffs bring this suit as a class action under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 23(b)(3), on
behalf of themselves and other individuals similarly situated who (a) were detained in the
Dallas County Jail; (b) received a court order or Judgment mandating their release; (c) had no
other legal basis outside of the cases referenced by the court orders or Judgment for their
continued detention; (d) were not released from Dallas County custody within a day, because
as noted by County Judge Clay Jenkins, even a day is unacceptable after their legally mandated
release; and (e) were detained after May 1, 2023 (up to the present). May 2023 is when
problems with overdetention specifically related to the Odyssey transition began, but as noted
above, these problems are not exclusive to the Odyssey transition and have continued to this
date.

96. All of the members of the Class were injured as a result of Defendant’s conduct.

97. On information and belief, tens or hundreds of inmates were unlawfully overdetained by
Dallas County, including but not limited to the significant problems caused by the Odyssey
transition. A substantial number of these inmates are members of the Class. Accordingly, the
members of the Class are so numerous that joinder of all Class members is impracticable.

98. The Dallas County Class claims satisfy the numerosity, commonality, typicality, adequacy,

predominance, and superiority requirements of a class action pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 23.

Plaintiffs’ Original Complaint 13



Case 3:25-cv-01567-B  Document 1 Filed 06/18/25  Page 14 of 47 PagelD 14

99. The Dallas County Class satisfies the numerosity standard as it consists of at least dozens of
persons, likely hundreds, and possibly| thousands, who are geographically dispersed and
served time within the Dallas County Jail. Therefore, joinder of all members of the Dallas
County Class in a single action is impracticable.

100. Questions of fact and law common to the Dallas County Class predominate over any
questions affecting only individual members. The questions of law and fact common to the
Dallas County Class arising from Defendants’ actions include, without limitation:

a. Whether the Constitution imposes limits on the length of time for which Dallas
County may lawfully detain an inmate past their legally mandated release date;

b. Whether Dallas County has exceeded those limits with respect to the Class;

c. Whether the County has had a policy, custom, usage and/or practice of detaining
individuals for long periods after their legally mandated release dates;

d. Whether such a policy, custom, usage, or practice, if found to have existed, violates
the United States Constitution and/or Texas law;

e. Whether Dallas County created a de facto policy of unlawful overdetention through
failure to train, improper training, lack of internal safeguards, and failure to remediate
failures;

f.  Whether Dallas County has acted with deliberate indifference to the rights of Class
members by detaining them for prolonged periods after their legally mandated release
dates;

101. Whether members of the Class are entitled to, and, if so, the nature and extent of that
relief, including without limitation the amount of monetary damages. The questions set forth
above predominate over any questions affecting only individual persons, and a class action is

superior with respect to considerations of consistency, economy, efficiency, fairness, and
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equity to other available methods for the fair and efficient adjudication of the Dallas County
claims.

102. Common issues of law and fact, including without limitation those set forth above,
predominate over any individual issues.

103. The claims and practices alleged herein are common to all members of the Class.

104. The violations suffered by Plaintiffs are typical of those suffered by the Class, as all
members of the Class were subjected to prolonged overdetentions in the Dallas County jail
following their legally mandated release date.

105. The entire Class will benefit from the monetary relief sought.

106. Plaintiffs are adequate representatives of the Dallas County Class because they are
members of the Class, and their interests do not conflict with the interests of the Class
Members they seek to represent. The interests of the Class Members will be fairly and
adequately protected by Plaintiffs and the undersigned counsel.

107. The class action is superior to any other method for the fair and efficient adjudication
of this legal dispute, as joinder of all Class members is impracticable. The damages suffered
by members of the Class, although substantial, are small in relation to the extraordinary
expense and burden of individual litigation and therefore it is highly impractical for such Class
members to attempt individual redress for damages.

108. There will be no extraordinary difficulty in the management of this Class action.

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION
42 U.S.C. § 1983—Plaintiffs and those similarly situated

109. Plaintiffs repeat and reallege the above paragraphs as though they were fully set forth

herein.
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110. The Fourteenth Amendment guarantees that no state may “deprive any person of life,
liberty, or property, without due process of law.” As such, the government cannot hold an
inmate without legal authority as it would deprive an inmate of their liberty without due
process of law. Therefore, in accordance with the terms of their sentences, detainees are
entitled to the constitutional right of timely release from prison.

111. Overdetention also violates an inmate’s Fourth Amendment right against unlawful
search and seizure and Eighth Amendment right against cruel and unusual punishment

112. Dallas County has exhibited a pattern and practice of overdetention. The Dallas
County jail system has repeatedly held inmates past their release date because Dallas County
employees caused release-date errors. Additionally, the errors went uncorrected because
Dallas County failed to train its employees to double-check their work for errors, failed to
train its employees to supervise other employees and correct those errors, and failed to train
its employees to recognize and report instances where a citizen may be being illegally detained
past their release date.

113. Supervision and fail-safes are integral components of any bureaucracy, and the failure
to supervise or double-check is so obviously likely to result in uncorrected errors—in this case,
overdetentions—that the failure to include them in a jail system amounts to deliberate
indifference even without a past pattern of violations.

114. However, in this case there is both a failure to train and supervise and a past pattern
of rights violations. Multiple instances of unlawful detention from this time-period have been
reported. Indeed, it must be emphasized that they are the saze #jpe of violations that the Fifth
Circuit has repeatedly decided in favor of plaintiffs in the past two years.

115. Those cases should have put Dallas County on notice that habitual overdetention

exposes the County to civil liability. Those cases, as well as (1) the obviousness with which the
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defendant’s insufficient training and supervision are likely to cause overdetention errors and
leave errors uncorrected; and (2) the past pattern of similar violations in the Dallas County jail
system; all combine to illustrate that Dallas County was deliberately indifferent to the
overdetentions which their errors caused.

116. Due to failures by Dallas County employees, which fit a pattern and practice of Dallas
County,

117. Dallas County’s illegal detention of Plaintiffs is the direct and proximate cause of
Plaintiffs’ actual damages and emotional distress, stress, anxiety, and depression.

118. As a direct and proximate result of the misconduct and abuse of authority detailed
above, Plaintiff and all other members of the Class suffered loss of liberty and other damages
to be determined at trial.

119. The County’s actions violate the most basic rights afforded by the Fourth, Fifth,
Eighth, and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution.

120. Dallas County employees and agents acted or failed to act under color of state law at
all relevant times. Dallas County’s policies, practices, and customs were moving forces behind
and caused, were producing causes of, and/or were proximate causes of Plaintiffs’ damages.

121. The Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals has made it clear that Plaintiffs need not allege the
identity of chief policymaker(s) at the pleading stage but need only to plead enough factual
matter to permit a reasonable inference of involvement by the relevant County policymakers.
Out of an abundance of caution, the County sheriff was Dallas County’s relevant chief
policymaker over matters at issue in this case. Moreover, in the alternative, the County’s jail
administrator was the relevant chief policymaker over matters at issue in this case. Finally in

the alternative, the County’s commissioners’ court was the relevant chief policymaker.
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122. Dallas County was deliberately indifferent in regard to its policies, practices, and
customs developed or used regarding issues addressed in the allegations set forth above, for
any facts that are ultimately determined to support episodic act or omission claims. Plaintiffs’
inclusion of the “deliberate indifference” allegation does not concede or allege that deliberate

indifference is a necessary element of a conditions of confinement claim.

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION
FALSE IMPRISONMENT—Plaintiffs and those similarly situated

123. Plaintiffs repeat, reiterate, and reallege each and every allegation contained in the
foregoing paragraphs of this complaint with the same force and effect as though set forth
herein.

124. Dallas County through their officials, employees, agents, servants, and/or
representatives intentionally caused the confinement of Plaintiffs and all other members of
the Class in the custody of the County for an unreasonable amount of time after each of them
were legally mandated to be released.

125. Plaintiffs and all other members of the Class were conscious of their confinement.

Plaintiffs and all other members of the class were willfully detained.

126. Defendant effected a willful detention upon Plaintiff and the members of the Class.

127. Plaintiffs and all other members of the Class did not consent to their detention by
Defendant.

128. Under the doctrine of respondeat superior, Defendant County is liable for the tortious

conduct of its employees and agents that caused the unlawful confinement hereinbefore

alleged.

Plaintiffs’ Original Complaint 18
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129. As a direct and proximate result of the misconduct and abuse of authority detailed
above, Plaintiffs and all other members of the Class suffered loss liberty and other damages

to be determined at trial.

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION
NEGLIGENCE—Plaintiffs and those similarly situated

130. Plaintiffs repeat, reallege, and incorporate by reference each and every allegation
contained in the foregoing paragraphs of this Complaint.

131. At all relevant times, Dallas County—through its officials, employees, agents,
servants, and/or representatives—negligently caused the prolonged confinement of
Plaintiffs and all other members of the Class for an unreasonable period beyond their legally
mandated release dates.

132. Dallas County, acting through its personnel, owed Plaintiffs a duty to exercise ordinary
care in the confinement, custody, and release of individuals lawfully detained within its jail
system. It was reasonably foreseeable that a failure to do so could result in unnecessary and
unlawful imprisonment.

133. Plaintiffs were confined by Dallas County pursuant to judicial orders that included
specific release conditions. It was reasonably foreseeable that Dallas County would be
responsible for executing these orders and releasing inmates once their sentences were
completed or they became legally entitled to release.

134. Dallas County breached its duty of care in multiple ways, including but not limited to:

a. Failing to maintain a reliable system to monitor and flag inmates who had
completed their sentence;
b. Designing and implementing processes that was inherently prone to error

and delay, thereby increasing the likelihood of unlawful detentions;
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c. Tailing to test, audit, or adequately train staff on how to use Dallas County
software, and workflows., or related release procedures to ensure timely
inmate release; and

d. Failing to direct that Odyssey and other jail systems be operated with
sufficient safeguards to ensure no individual remained in custody past their
lawful release date.

135. Dallas County knew or should have known that Plaintiffs and other similarly situated
individuals faced a significant risk of harm by being detained beyond their lawful sentence yet
failed to take reasonable steps to prevent this foreseeable injury.

136. As a direct and proximate result of this negligence, Plaintiffs suffered actual damages,
including unlawful loss of liberty, mental anguish, stress, and other losses described in this
Complaint. As further evidence of Dallas County’s notice and knowledge, County Judge Clay
Jenkins publicly acknowledged that: “Auny time a person spends even one more day in jail than required
by law is unacceptable.” This statement confirms that Dallas County was aware of its duty to
prevent unlawful overdetentions, yet failed to implement reasonable corrective measures to

prevent the injuries suffered by Plaintiffs and the Class.

REMEDIES
137. For claims brought forth under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, damages will be determined through
principles from the common law of torts. Therefore, Plaintiffs seek all remedies and damages
available for causes of action asserted in this complaint pursuant to Texas and federal law,
including but not necessarily limited to Texas common law applicable to the tort claim for
false imprisonment, and all related and/or supporting caselaw. Plaintiffs seek remedies and

damages, including, but not limited to, actual damages such as past and future compensation
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for humiliation, shame, fear, mental anguish, and loss of enjoyment of life. Plaintiffs also seek
economic damages for lost wages and/or loss of earning capacity for losing the opportunity
to work during the time of their unlawful incarceration, as well as other economic losses that
occurred as a result of Defendant’s unlawful actions. Plaintiffs incorporate this remedies
section into all sections in this complaint, asserting cause(s) of action.

138. In this case, Plaintiffs suffered injuries for their humiliation, shame, fright, mental
anguish, and loss of enjoyment of life for which they seek recovery. Plaintiffs also seek
economic damages for lost wages and/or loss of earning capacity for losing the opportunity

to work during the time of her unlawful incarceration as well as other economic losses.

PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs, on behalf of the Class, request the following relief as against the

Defendant: prays that

a) An order certifying this suit as a class action pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 23;

b) A judgment declaring that Defendants have committed the violations of law
alleged in this action;

¢) A judgment awarding for Plaintiffs within the jurisdictional limits of the Court and
against Defendant, as legally available and applicable, for all damages referenced
above and below in this pleading;

d) Compensatory damages against Defendant in amount to be proven at trial,

together with interest as allowed by law;
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e) Actual damages including but not necessarily limited to past and future damages
for humiliation, shame, fright, mental anguish, stress, and loss of enjoyment of life
suffered by Plaintiffs;

f) Actual damages including but not necessarily limited to economic damages for lost
wages and/or loss of earning capacity for losing the opportunity to work during
the time of their unlawful incarceration, as well as other economic damages;

2) Reasonable and necessary attorneys’ fees through trial and any appeals and other
appellate proceedings, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. {§ 1983 and 1988;

h) Court costs and all other recoverable costs;

1) Prejudgment and postjudgment interest at the highest allowable rates; and

j) All other relief, legal and equitable, general and special, to which Plaintiffs is

entitled.

Dated: June 18, 2025 Respectfully submitted:

/[s/ James A. Spangler, Jr.
James A. Spangler, Jr.

Texas Bar No. 24106454
SPANGLER LAW PLLC
1700 Pacific Ave, Suite 2620
Dallas, TX 75201
Telephone: 214-932-3030

jim@spangletlaw.com

/s/ Huma T. Yasin

Huma T. Yasin

Texas Bar No. 24115971
SPANGLER LAwW PLLC
1700 Pacific Ave, Suite 2620
Dallas, TX 75201
Telephone: 214-932-3030
hvasin(@spanglerlaw.com
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/s/ David A. Burns

David A. Burns

Texas Bar No. 24126298
SPANGLER LAW PLLC
1700 Pacific Ave, Suite 2620
Dallas, TX 75201
Telephone: 214-932-3030
dburns@spanglerlaw.com

ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFES
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'CAUSE NO. F-21-60859
INCIDENT NO. /TRN: 9250349300

THE STATE OF TEXAS § ' IN THE
V. ) ' . § 283RD JUDICTAL DISTRICT COURT
ADRIAN JAMES NORIEGA | § | DALLAS COUNTY, TEXAS
STATE ID NoO.: TXTX-06350162 g

JUDGMENT ADJUDICATING GUILT

Judge Presiding: MOLLY FRANCIS Date Sentence Imposed: 05/14/2025

Attorney for State: MARQUITA RUFF 24133222 Attorney for Defendant: NATASHA HOY 24043277
Date of Original Community Supervision Order: StatL.ltc for Offense:

11/10/2022 46.041(C) Penal Code ‘

Offense for which Defendant Convicted:
ATTEMPTED UNLAWFUL POSSESSION METAL OR BODY ARMOR BY FELON

Date of Offense: Degree of Offense:
11/18/2021 ' STATE JAIL FELONY

Plea to Motion to Adjudicate:

Findings on Deadly Weapdn:

TRUE N/A

Terms of Plea Bargain (if any): or [_] Terms of Plea Bargain are attached and incorporated herein by this reference.

OPEN

Punishment and Place of Confinement; _6 MONTHS ,Term STATE JAIL

Date Sentence Commences: (Date does not apply to confinement served as a condition of community supervision.)

05/14/2025

THIS SENTENCE SHALL RUN: CONCURRENT WITH ALL OTHER CASES

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

(The document setting forth the conditions of community supervision is incorporated hercin by this reference.)

Fines: Court Costs: Restitution Restitution Payable to;

$ 0.00 $286.00 - SN/A (See special finding or order of restitution which 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 .

-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.
386 DAYS N/ADAYS NOTES: N/A
OCA Standard Judgment Form (Effective 02/28/2028) Page 10f 4
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Was the victim impact statement returned to the attorney representing the State? N/A
(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 '

The Court previously deferred adjudication of guilt in this case. Subsequently, the State filed a motion to adjudicate guilt.
The case was called for hearing. The State appeared by her District Attorney as named above.
Counsel / Waiver of Counsel (select one)
X Defendant appeared with Counsel.
[1 Defendant appeared without counsel and knowingly, intelligently, and voluntarily waived the right to representation by counsel in writing in open
court.

After hearing and considering the evidence presented by both sides, the Court FINDS THE FOLLOWING: (1) The Court previously found
Defendant qualified for deferred adjudication community supervision; (2) The Court deferred further proceedings, made no finding of guilt, and rendered
no judgment; (3) The Court issued an order placing Defendant on deferred adjudication community supervision for a period of 2 YEARS ; {4) The Court
assessed a fine of $ 0; (5) While on deferred adjudication community supervision, Defendant violated the conditions of community supervision, as set out
in the State’s ORIGINAL Motion to Adjudicate Guilt, as follows: 27, 28, 27, 28

Accordingly, the Court GRANTS the State’s Motion to Adjudicate. FINDING that the Defendant committed the offense indicated above, the
Court ADJUDGES Defendant GUILTY of the 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 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.

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.

[ 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.

(1 County Jail—State Jail Felony Conviction. Pursuant to §12.44(a), Tex. Penal Code, the Court FINDS that the ends of justice are best served by
imposing confinement permissible as punishment for a Class A misdemeanor instead of a state jail felony. Accordingly, Defendant will serve
punishment in the county jail as indicated above. The Court ORDERS Defendant committed to the custody of the County Sheriff immediately or on
the date the sentence commences. 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. . o .

[ 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.

[J Confinement as a Condition of Community Supervision. The Court ORDERS Defendant confined days in 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 pronounced by the court):

] General Fine (§12.32, 12.33, 12.34, or 12.35, Penal Code, Transp. Code, or other Code) $ (not to exceed $10,000)
[] Add 1 Monthly Fine for Sex Offenders (Art. 42A.653, Code Crim. Proc.) § (85.00/per month of community supervision)
[ child Abuse Prevention Fine (Art. 102.0186, Code Crim. Proc.) $ ($100)

[C] 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.) $ (550)

[J State Traffic Fine (§ 542.4031, Transp. Code) $ (S50)

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

|l Repayment of Reward Fine (Art. 37.073/42.152, Code Crim. Proc.) § (To Be Determined by the Court)

[J Repayment of Reward Fine - as Cond of CS (Art. 42A.301 (b) (20), Code Crim. Proc.) $ (not to excecd §50)
] DWI Traffic Fine (a/k/a Misc. Traffic Fines) (§ 709.001, Transp. Code) $ (ot 1o exceed $6,000)

Execution of Sentence g
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.

OCA Standard Judgment Form (Rffective 02/28/2028) Page 2 of 4
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Furthermore, the following special findings or orders apply:
[ THE COURT ENTERS AN AFFIRMATIVE FINDING THAT DEFENDANT HAS BEEN FOUND GUILTY OF A FELONY.

Date Judgment Entered: on this the 14th day of May, 2025

e . AE ‘_/:S}ﬁ*
‘ 0&&&% i fﬁf’/ﬁuﬁwﬂéﬁd # g ?ﬁdf o

e - A
LELA LAWRENCE MAYS 4
JUDGE PRESIDING

Thumbprint/F-21-60859.
BY: BREAHNTE MURRAY
OCA Standard Judgment Form (Effective 02/28/2028) ) » ' ’ ) Page 3of4 -
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F21-60859
Cause No.
STATE OF TEXAS : i 283RD JUDICIAL
VS § DISTRICT COURT

ADRIAN JAMES'NORIEGA § DALLAS COUNTY, TEXAS

JUDGMENT CERTIFICATE OF DEFENDANT'S PRINTS

Defendant's Hand

THIS IS TO CERTIFY THAT THE FINGERPRINTS ABOVE ARE THE ABOVE-NAMED DEFENDANT'S FINGERPRINTS
TAKEN AT THE TIME OF DISPOSITION OF THE ABOVE STYLED AND NUMBERED CAUSE.

*Indicate here if print other than the defendant's right thumb is placed above:

OLeft Thumbprint
O Left/ Right Index Finger
U Other:

DONE THIS DAY /L7' Narn] ) ,2025.

DEPUTY L. HOUBH #1339

SUPERVISION OFFICER/ BAILIFF / DEPUTY SHERIFF

EXHIBITA - Page 4 of 5
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Cause No. F-21-60859 TRN 9250349300

THE STATE OF TEXAS § - INTHE 283RD JUDICIAL DISTRICT
‘ COURT
V. . §
ADRIAN JAMES NORIEGA § DALLAS COUNTY, TEXAS
SID: TX-06350162 § |

CLERK’S CERTIFICATE

I, Felicia Pitre, Clerk of the District Courts within and for thé State of Texas énd Dallas
County, do hereby certify that the above and foregoing is a true and correct copy of judgment
and imposition of sentence in Cause No. F-21-60859, entitled The State of Texas vs. ADRIAN
JAMES NORIEGA- as the same appéars on.record now on file in my office.

Given under my hand and seal of office in Dallas County, Texas on May 14, 2025.

Felicia Pitre
District Clerk
Dallas County, Texas -

Breaknte’ My

OCA Standard Fudgment Form (Bffoctive 02/28/2028) ) Page 4 of 4
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CAUSE No. F-21-60860
INCIDENT NO. /TRN: 9250349300

THE STATE OF TEXAS § IN THE
V. | . | § 283RD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
ADRAIN JAMES NOkIEGA § DALLAS COUNTY, TEXAS
STATE ID NoO.: TXTX-06350162 g

JUDGMENT ADJUDICATING GUILT

Judge Presiding: MOLLY FRANCIS Date Sentence Imposed: 05/14/2025

Attorney for State: MARQUITA RUFF 24133222 Attorney for Defendant: NATASHA HOY 24043277
Date of Original Community Supervision Order: : : Statute for Offense:

11/10/2022 : ) 481.115(b) Health and Safety Code

 Offense for which Defendant Convicted:

POSSESSION OF CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE TO WIT: -
METHAMPHETAMINE PG 1/1 - B <1 GRAM

Date of Offense: Degree of Offense:
11/18/2021 ‘ STATE JAIL FELONY

Plea to Motion to Adjudicate: Findings on Deadly Weapon:

TRUE N/A

Terms of Plea Bargain (if any): or [_] Terms of Plea Bargain are attached and incorporated herein by this reference.

OPEN

Punishment and Place of Confinement: _6 MONTHS ,Term STATE JAIL

Date Sentence Commences: (Date does not apply to confinement served as a condition of community supervision.)"

05/14/2025

THIS SENTENCE SHALL RUN: CONCURRENT WITH ALL OTHER CASES

I:I 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.)

Fines: Court Costs: Restitﬁtion Restitution Payable to:
$0.00 $286.00 SN/A (See special finding or order of restitution which 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 rcgistrat'ionvpur_poses ouly) The age of the victim at the time of the offense was N/A .

Total Jail Time ’ ) . e . N .
Credit: If Defendant is to serve sentence in county jail or is given credit toward the fine and costs, enter days credited below.

386 DAYS N/A DAYS NOTES: N/A
OCA Standard Judgment Form (Effective 02/23/2023) . - Page1of4
5
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Was the victim impact statement returned to the attorney representing the State? N/A
(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 -

The Court previously deferred adjudication of guilt in this case. Subsequently, the State filed a motion to adjudicate guilt.
The case was called for hearing. 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.

After hearing and considering the evidence presented by both sides, the Court FINDS THE FOLLOWING! (1) The Court previously found
Defendant quatified for deferred adjudication community supervision; (2) The Court deferred further proceedings, made no finding of guilt, and rendered
no judgment; (3) The Court issued an order placing Defendant on deferred adjudication community supervision for a period of 2 YEARS ; (4) The Court
assessed a fine of $ 0; (5) While on deferred adjudication community supervision, Defendant violated the conditions of community supervision, as set out
in the State’s ORIGINAL Motion to Adjudicate Guilt, as follows: 27, 28, 27, 28 )

) Accordingly, the Court GRANTS the State’s Motion to Adjudicate. FINDING that the Defendant committed the offense indicated above, the
Court ADJUDGES Defendant GUILTY of the offense. The Court FINDs that the Presentence Investigation, if so ordered, was done according to the
applicable provisions of Subchapter F, Chapter 424, Tex. Code Crim. Proc.

The Court ORDERS Defendant punished 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. .

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, TDCIJ, 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 directiofis 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. .
] 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. ‘
[] County Jail—State Jail Felony Conviction. Pursuant to §12.44(a), Tex. Penal Code, the Court FINDS that the ends of justice are best served by
imposing confinement permissible as punishment for a Class A misdemeanor instead of a state jail felony. Accordingly, Defendant will serve
punishment in the county jail as indicated above. The Court ORDERS Defendant committed to the custody of the County Sheriff immediately or on
the date the sentence commences. 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. »
(] 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 days in 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 pronounced by the court):

[ General Fine (§12.32, 12.33, 12.34, or 12.35, Penal Code, Transp. Code, or other Code) $ (not to cxceed $10;000)
[J Add ! Monthly Fine for Sex Offenders (Art. 42A.653, Code Crim. Proc.) $ (85.00/per month of community supervision)
[J Child Abuse Prevention Fine (Art. 102.0186, Code Crim. Proc.) $ (5100) )
] EMS, Trauma Fine (Art. 102.0185, Code Crim. Proc.) $ (§100)
] Family Violence Fine (Art, 42A.504 (b), Code Crim. Proc.) $ (3100)
[1 Juvenile Delinquency Prevention Fine (Art. 102.0171(a), Code Crim. Proc.) $ (350)
[] state Traffic Fine (§ 542.4031, Transp. Code) $ (550)
~ [ Children’s Advocacy Center Fine - as Cond of CS (Art. 42A4.455, Code Crim. Proc.) $ (ot to exceed $50)
[T] Repayment of Reward Fine (Art. 37.073/42.152, Code Crim. Proc.) $ {To Be Dotermined by the Court)
[C] Repayment of Reward Fine - as Cond of CS (Art. 42A.301 (b) (20), Code Crim. Proc.) $ (not to exceed $50)
] DWI Traffic Fine (a/k/a Misc. Traffic Fines) (§ 709.001, Transp. Code) $ (not to exceed 56,000)

Execution of Sentence ) e
[X] The Court ORDERS Defendant’s senterice 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. -

OCA Standard Judgment Form (Effective 02/23/2023) Page2of4
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Furthermore. the following special findings or orders agg‘ ly:
[Z THE COURT ENTERS AN AFFIRMATIVE FINDING THAT DEFENDANT HAS BEEN FOUND GUILTY OF A FELONY.

Date Judgment Entered: on this the 14th day of May, 2025

Kt CgreneG Vs

LELA LAWRENCE MAYS - v
JUDGE PRESIDING

Thumbprint/F-21-60860

BY: BREAHNTE MURRAY

OCA Standard Judgment Form (Effective 02/23/2023) - Page3of4
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Cause No. F21-60860 |
STATE OF TEXAS § IN THE 283RD JUDICIAL
VS. § DISTRICT COURT
ADRIAN JAMES NORIEGA

§ DALLAS COUNTY, TEXAS

JUDGMENT CERTIFICATE OF DEFENDANT'S PRINTS

DR
X

5

X

\‘\@i\:\

Defendant's Right Thumb* - Defendant's Hand

THIS IS TO CERTIFY THAT THE FINGERPRINTS ABOVE ARE THE ABOVE-NAMED DEFENDANT'S FINGERPRINTS
TAKEN AT THE TIME OF DISPOSITION OF THE ABOVE STYLED AND NUMBERED CAUSE.

*Indicate here if print other than the defendant's right thumb is placed above:

QLeft Thumbprint
QOLeft/ Right Index Finger
QOther:

l U

DONE THIS DAY { L/ MM ,2025.

DEPUTY L. HOUGH #1339

SUPERVISION OFFICER/ BAILIFF / DEPUTY SHERIFF

Page 4 of 6
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Cause No. F-21-60860 f TRN 9250349300
THE STATE OF TEXAS ~§  INTHE 283RD JUDICIAL DISTRICT
| COURT
V. §
ADRAIN JAMES NORIEGA § ' DALLAS COUNTY, TEXAS
SID: TX-06350162 §

CLERK'’S CERTIFICATE

I, Felicia Pitre, Clerk of the District Courts within and for the State of Texas and Dallas-
County, do hereby certify that the above and foregoing is a true and correct copy of judgment
and imposition of sentence in Cause No. F-21-60860, entitled The State of Texas vs. ADRAIN
. JAMES NORIEGA as the same appears on record now on file in my office.

Given under my hand and seal of office in Dallas County, Texas on May 14, 2025.

Felicia Pitre 5 :“;:"’
District Clerk ‘\
Dallas County, Texas ;! :'-
- Budinte’Muvay o
"By: BREAHNTE MURRAY i
Deputy District Clerk

OCA Standard Jt;dgmenl Form (Effective 02/23/2023) Page4of4
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CAUSE NO. F-15-23451
INCIDENT NO. /TRN: 9196948930

THE STATE OF TEXAS. | § IN THE
V. . § 283RD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
DARIUS LATRELL RICHARDSON DALLAS COUNTY, TEXAS

§
§ /
STATE ID NO.: TXTX-50658457 § '

JUDGMENT ADJUDICATING GUILT

Judge Presiding: ~  JUDGE MOLLY FRANCIS Date Sentence Imposed: 04/02/2025

Attorney for State: JESSICA LYNCH #24084438 Attorney for Defendant: BRUCE KAYE #00784374
Date of Original Community Supervision Order: : Statute for Offense: |
11/25/2015 ' 32.31 Penal Code

Offense for which Defendant Convicted:

CREDIT CARD ABUSE

Date of Offense: . . Degree of Offense:
02{08/2015 ] STATE JAIL FELONY

Plea to Motion to Adiudicate: - - Findin 'gS on Deadly WeaE on:
TRUE _ N/A

‘Terms of Plea Bargain (if any): or [[] Terms of Plea Bargain are attached and incorporated herein by this reference.

12 MONTHS CONFINEMENT IN STATE JAIL

Punishment and Place of Confinement: _12 MONTHS ,Term STATE JAIL

Date Sentence Commences: (Date does not apply to confinement served as a condition of community supervision.)

04/02/2025

THIS SENTENCE SHALL RUN: CONCURRENT WITH ALL OTHER CASES

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

(The document setting forth the conditions of community supervision is incorporated hercin by this reference.)

Fines: Court Costs: Restitution Restitution Payable to: AGENCY/AGENT
$0.00 $185.10 $64.79 . . (See special finding or order of restitution which 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 .

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.
322 DAYS N/A DAYS NOTES: N/A | .
OCA Standard Judgment Form (Effective 02/23/2023) Page1of4
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Was the victim impact statement returned to the attorney representing the State? N/A
(FOR STATE JAIL FELONY OFFENSES ONLY) 1s Defendant presumptively entitled to diligent participation credit in accordance with Article
42A.559, Tex. Code Crim. Proc.? N/A

The Court previously deferred adjudication of guilt in this case. Subsequently, the State filed a motion to adjudicate guilt.
The case was called for hearing. 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. :
After hearing and considering the evidence presented by both sides, the Court FINDS THE FOLLOWING: (1) The Court previously found
Defendant qualified for deferred adjudication community supervision; (2) The Court deferred further proceedings, made no finding of guilt, and rendered
no judgment; (3) The Court issued an order placing Defendant on deferred adjudication community supervision for a period of 4 YEARS ; (4) The Court
assessed a fine of $ 0.00; (5) While on deferred adjudication community supervision, Defendant violated the conditions of community supervision, as set
out in the State’s ORIGINAL Motion to Adjudicate Guilt, as follows: Z y :

Accordingly, the Court GRANTS the State’s Motion to Adjudicate. FINDING that the Defendant committed the offense indicated above, the
Court ADJUDGES Defendant GUILTY of the 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 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. '

Punishment Optijons (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. : .
[] 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.
[ County Jail—State Jail Felony Conviction. Pursuant to §12.44(a), Tex. Penal Code, the Court FINDS that the ends of justice are best served by
imposing confinement permissible as punishment for a Class A misdemeanor instead of a state jail felony. Accordingly, Defendant will- serve
punishment in the county jail as indicated above. The Court ORDERS Defendant committed to the custody of the County Sheriff immediately or on
the date the sentence commences. 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.
[_] 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 days in  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 pronounced by the court):

[0 General Fine (§12.32, 12.33, 12.34, or 12.35, Penal Code, Transp. Code, or other Code) § (not to exceed $10,000)
(] Add 1 Monthly Fine for Sex Offenders (Art. 42A.653, Code Crim. Proc.) § (85.00/per month of community supervision)
[ Child Abuse Prevention Fine (Art. 102.0186, Code Crim. Proc.) $ ($100)

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

(] Family Violence Fine (Art. 42A.504 (b), Code Crim. Proc.) $ (5100

] Juvenile Delinquency Prevention Fine (Art. 102.0171(a), Code Crim. Proc.) § (550)

[ State Traffic Fine (§ 542.4031, Transp. Code) § - (850)

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

[] 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)

[[] DWI Traffic Fine (a/k/a Misc. Traffic Fines) (§ 709.001, Transp. Code) $ {not 1o 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.

OCA Standard Judgment Form (Effective 02/23/2023) ) Page2of4 ’
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Furthérmdre. the foliowing sDecidl findings or orders apply:
[X] THE COURT ENTERS AN AF FIRMATIVE FINDING THAT DEFENDANT HAS BEEN FOUND GUILTY OF A FELONY.

CC & FINES WAIVED

Date Judgment. Entered: on this the 2nd day of April, 2025 "

O%WWW

JUDGE MOLLY FRANCIS
. JUDGE PRESIDING

Thumbprint/F-15-23451

BY: SHANNON JAMES

OCA Standard Judgment Form (Effective 02/23/2023) . Page3of4
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o Chust No. F 15234517 ] )

THE STATEOF TEXAS - " , c ~§ L _.-.IMTHem".IumaAL
- V. r- - - & - -’imsmcrmum'o:
'f_.DARlu,temm_Elimmk@som' S SR Dawas CounTy, Tes -

H AN Arjruércrmou or’euiu'

: COMES NOW the State ofTexas by and through her Cnmmal Drstrlct Attomey and would show
-~ the Court the following: -
) “That DARIUS I.ATREI.L RICHARDSON Deiendant was duly and |egal|y placed on community
© . supervision for a period of FOUR YEARS and extended thereafter in the abave entitied and numbered
cause in the 283 JUDICIAL DISTRICT-COURT of Dallas County, Texas, on the 25“‘ day of OVEMBEB,
2015 for the offense of?: CREDIT CARD OR DEBIT CAED ABUS -

.,_:‘- L.

. That the Defendant has vrolated the following condltions Zof sard supervlsion rn that'
h - A‘ITACHE‘D PAGEE) = . - - T

>‘-r.-

’ Thns wolaﬂon—offense uu:urred after November 25"' 2015 and during the term bf Supervrsron

) WHEREFORE the State prays that sard Defendant be crted to appear before thrs Honorahle
Court and show cause’ why the Court,should not revoke mmmumty supervrsron or proceed wrth an
‘adludrcatron of gurlt on the original charge ’

ElLED - - . . .lohnCreuzet * . _"‘ ~:..-
) .' s DrstrictAttomey -
T DaﬂasCounthexas
Calel ol -
* . FELICIAPITRE PP lav‘ 4/‘455}/0._ Z
L s PR U I Ass-stantorsl’ﬁcmmmey ,
I DEPUTY :

- Acopyofﬂnsmohonwasdelweredtome Defendantonthe b dayafmﬂgl,ﬂ__ﬁr._o.,

.t

& 1 v
s~ > . o
- o % -

EXHIBITC - Page 4 of 12~~~ -
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Cause No. F 1523451T
THE STATE OF TEXAS 8 © InTre283" Jubicial
v . _ o § - - DISTRICT COURT OF
DARIUS LATRELL RICHARDSON . - § ° DauasCOUNTY, Texas

MOTION TO REVOKE COMMUNITY SUPERVISION OR PROCEED WITH AN ADJUDICATION OF
; ' - GUILT T ‘-

—

z T-|;1e Defendant, Darius Latrell Richardson, failed to'participate in Tréhtr_nent at: The Dallas
County Jddicial Treatment Center Program Lancaster, TX by entering the program and making
observable and difigent effort to comply with all directives, following all rules and regulations of the
Treatment Center, to include Supportive Housing if required and Continuum of Care upon complefion of
the residential phase; - : ‘ )

EXHIBIT C - Page 5 of 12
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VOL 624 PAGE 274 :

CASE No. F-1523451-T
INCIDENT NO./TRN: 9196948930

| THESTATEOFTEXAS . .~

i e

§ IN THE 283rd JUDICIAL DISTRICT
V.. g g COURT
' DARIUS ﬂA‘T_RELL RICHARDSON - g DALLAS COUNTY, TEXAS

" SFATETD No.: TX50658457

ORDER»OF DEFERRED ADJUDICATION

N L HON. -
E Juﬁ'g:é“Pijesidixl-g: Anthony Randall Maglstrate Date Order Entered:  11/25/2015

& ""Att'orqey' for State: Emily Deans ' gtz:!?:n?r ‘ Anthony Eiland ' C '

- Offense: .

- Charging Instrument: Statute for Offense:

. INDICTMENT 32.31 Penal Code

-+ Date of Offense:

L 2/8/2015 . . T
- " DehfesofiOffense: L Ce o, Plea to Offense; Findings on Deadly Weapon: :

STATE JAIL FELONY o GUILTY N/A T :

" Plea to 2% Enhancement/Habitual

- _Ba : , ' N/A o E Paragraph: e N/A
Fmﬂmg‘s on 1“ Enhancement - o . Findings on 2nd '
3 Raragraph - N/IA:: - Enhancement/Habitual Paragraph: N/A
% s e man ADJUDICATION OF GUILT DEFERRED; e
' : DEFENDANT PLACED ON COMMUNITY SUPERVISION. :
PERIOD OF COMMUNITY SUPERVISION: 4 YEARS
Court Costs: Restitution: ’ Reshtu%on Payable to: . S
AGENCY/AGENT -3
$ x Oft'ender Registration Requirements do not apply to the Defendant. TEX. CODE CRIM. PROC. chapter 62 ~
’I?h ge oﬁ the victim at the time of thie offense was N/A ,
“N/ADAYS T - ST s
NOTES:N/A - ___ - ERETLE,

B RICHARDSON, DARIUS LATRELL F-1523451-T Page 10f 2

L - EXHIBIT C - Page 6 of 12
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oth partles announced. ready for trial.’ Defendant waived the right of trial by jury and entered a plea as md1cated
vé.The Court admonished the Defendant as required by law. It appeared to the Court that Defendant was mentally -

ompetent to stand trial, made the plea freely and voluntarily, and was aware of the consequences of this plea. The Court - .

eived the plea and entered it of record. . Haying heard the evidence submitted, the Court FINDS such evidence substantiates: . . -

. "Défendant’s guilt. The Court FINDS that, in this cause, it is in the best interest of society and Defendant to defer proceedmgs o

w1thout entermg an adjudication of gullt and to place Defendant on community supervision.

The Court FINDS the Presentence Investlgatlon if so ordered, was done according to the apphcable provisions of TEX CODE

T GRIv.PROC, art, 42.12 § 9.

" The Court ORDERS that Defendant is given cred1t noted above for the time spent incarcerated. The Court ORDERS

: ‘Defendant to pay all fines, court costs, and restitution as indicated above. BN

The. Court ‘ORDERS that no judgment shall be entered at this time. The Court further ORDERS that Defendant be placed on:

"commumty supemsmn for the adjudged period so long as Defendant abides by and does not violate the terms and condmons of ~

'commumty supemsmn See TEX. CODE CRIM Proc. art. 42.12 § 5(a).
Furthermore, the following special findings or orders apply:

X
- Rick Magnis - :
' JUDGE PRESIDING : S SR E

Right Thumbprint* o

A ’*‘fTh':lJmi?;i}int.:.Cer'tiﬁcation attached.

RICHARDSON, DARIUS LATRELL F-1523451-T Page 20of 2
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OONDITIONS OF OOMMUNITY SUPERVISION

»-'l.:_THESTATEOFTEXAS . INTHE mm a
" .

ey TERM 2015
_ musmmeumcmoson, L
~ Probation Type: DEFERRED. - MLNo ossm .
'Fis244857 - msrrmop>=s1soo<szox |
».._F1523451T-_ R casoarcmooaosencmmsuse

--lnmmmmmmwmmmswmmpmmam@ LT
‘ ""‘-StateofTomyouhawbunphcodmCMImlmySupMmonmm 117282015 R
Ta - forapeﬂodot MO uhﬂnordarofwscounmatyoumwmm

Piouo m nttachod llut of eondlﬂom of community Suporvhlon

vmmmmeMummemaumsm uncmmaemmememm;
“ ; mﬂquwmmmewbddst:pmbn a!teror

L EXHIBITG-Page8of12 = .°
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CONNTIONSOF OOMMUNITY SUPERVISION

‘ '-"_-‘-.:THESTATEOFTEXAS ; e INTHE 283RD DG

o AR R ‘---'.,;*-’*DALLABCOLNI‘Y TEXAB |
v: Ta e e el e .
T . : s July TERM. 2015 __
Rt DARIUS LATRELL RICHARDSON bt
~~iPmdeonTypa oerenneo L

F15244857 ok THEFT PROP >=$1500<$20K

B F15.2345-1_T . CREDITCARDOR DEBIT CARD
ST ABusE .

"':-.-':Em. No c-sswz

@ Comnnoomnseagammmmm«anyom«suuormmmsm”,mdoj___
notpoamaﬂmmdumgmowmowupewidon

o '(b) Avoldin}mioueandvldouahabus mddonotueemamana narcoﬂcs dangecwsdmgs & .
L -.,_hﬂialanlsorphptmlpﬂmnwdcnﬂonw%mﬂhoﬂdnhgapmubﬁonbrmldmmﬂ%- :

G g Avddpamonsorplamofdlaopuhbhorhamﬁddm&dermddonotamdatewuh A
T -mmmsmmmmmmmlmmws&mammmsum

(- owwmmmmmmam&mmoemmmmmmmmm e
RS andumeasdmetedbymuudgeorSupeMdmom it Mmlhly,TMceMonﬁ:lyor

NOR PmrﬂlﬂneSupeMslonOﬂloertovldtyouatyourhomoretsewhm andnotl!ylho
R Supuvldmomoemmmsmmwmtwour(u)hmpdatomymangesmmmor
R { (f) wmmmnymmmmamaymemasfarasmh arwsoekmeawstanoeome-f -
SacHERE- - mrlnyoureﬂonsbeewmonpbymtwhmunmbyed TR
@ Remaln wlthlnaspedﬂodplwe, to-wit: DaﬂasCounty Texas, orAppmved Supewlslng:- '

: _-County, and do not travel outside Dallas County, orAppmvedSupeMdng Countywhhaﬂﬂm
™ mmwummmmmmmcwnampwmow A

2dd F1., Roomcz-aankC:mMeyBldg Ioamlngepaymtof(‘.ouncws(amounuo"
. beas sssdbyCourtOletk).FheandnammdAnwmyFm In.addition, payin full al -
o mbsmWWﬁeCouﬂpum&ﬂbMpaymﬁmtemedmedey
: '.“_-CoﬂodionsDepenmm _

o ® Supportyour dependénts;

o PayaSupemummmseompermmmmusaszmmmmmmoSumm--”__"-: L
-;-'-iOMcerowmcourtonorbefommﬁrudaydead'monhhemaﬂerduﬂngSmeMdon money'
- order, cashlersduoekormdltw'donnneatwwwpayteomow_com. -

() Participste kthe Comminity. based program, Dt cﬂmsmpporsm bymaldng
" "a monetary contiibution of $50.00: payable throu . OI'Il_egr this
. mnumwméwm«mmmumvmnuyw -

20!3
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B : | oouunousorcoumunm SUPERVISION
.""-'-‘THESTATEOFTEXAS INTHE 2 mno.n:c SR
Vs.

- L | duy =f"_ : rsam.ms L
.DARiUSLATRELLRICHPRDSON Lo e e R
PmbdonTVpe DEFERRED . - ) 'ML.No c.ssmz

F1_52_448_5'r DR THEFTPROP>=$1500<S20K

: 5152"34517 e e 'j' e . CREDIT CARD. OR DEBIT CARD
g BRI CABUSE

(l) Flrst oontactmiho Volunher cenhr muatbe madobythedsfondantwiﬂ\h 30days '
"_'_.._ifromrofomlanddofondlnthtouan-o-houndCommunﬂysmatanappmvod :
© . " Community Service Project or projects designated by the Community Supervision and ...-
R .-Corrections Department. A processing fee of $55.00 payable to the Volunteer Center, w‘lll
Sy for referrals through | tthqunhor Cantor Hounofuwioobboeompletod
;?.fbytennofSuwrviaon c : : ot :

‘.;*'-».(m) RopoﬂasdlrectodtothoCommunltVSupoMclonandCorroeuonsDopamm U
...~ Comprehensive Assessment and Treatment Services program (C.A.T.S), Frank Crowhyv -_ ’

~ 77 Bidg:;"133 N. Riverfront Bivd., 8th floor, Dallas TX 75207, obeyallprogmnimtueﬂons

_.“.andlor treatment for Subotanoe Abuse and/or Psychological Heaith; and continue with

¢ . - suchadherenos unti mhaubgnnhdbyﬁoprognmormo(:oun Payanycosts - .

. ussessed by CATSlnaceordlncawttl'n progmm guldollnos. (Roportlng hours. arofrom ",f R
=5';Z.::800am unﬂSOOpm) o . , Lo i

L
3

o An) Submn a non-dlluted random urlno umple and/or modlcal teatlbreatha!yzor test at
o vtheroquutoﬂho Supervision Officer to detemmine the use.of illicit drugs or alcohol, paylng
.. the:total cost of such urinalysis of $200.00 payable at 310 oo momhiy to the COmmunity o
e 8uparvlsbn and 00mcﬂom Depurtmont. S

" (o) Submhas directsd, a buccal swab specimen'to the Departiment of Public Sefety
L nderSub-ChapterG Chapter-411, Government Code, for the purpose of creating a DNA 3
: ».;_"mcordofﬁedafundant(Arﬂdoﬂ 12&11(&)(22), N!coatsheumadambbepaidby S
L '-_:'.tho Defondam, - . _ n

E (p) Makemﬂtuﬂoninmeamoumofsunformelouswmd byﬂwom]uredpaﬂy

. In Cause Number F1523451T. Payments are to be paid mroughmeccmmunlty T Lol e

..supervision officer of this.court at the rate of § 1000permonth Paymemsam due onor. L e
:-befom the first day of each- month thomaﬂar untll paid in full Sl

_ '-(q) AttendauachoblandorGEDdassesevefyachooldayunlessyouhavoanexcu»d
absoneoaeeordlngtosehoolmm Obeyall publishodschoo!nd»and roguleﬁons. A

o Gl %

e all within 5 eabndar days and wheduloan appointnnm at the GARLAND OFFICE

e
a2 _.751-4430 1137 8. Juplurle,. emm TX 75042,

-5 g 3«3 .‘ :. R ",r. ;

L. hiaer it EXHIBITC-Page 0 of 12misiata
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CauséNo. G"\ 5-Z 3 "’S ,.

' STATEOF TEXAS § INTHE 2. 33 |
Vs, 'S DISTRICT COURT

§
DS L cdpdd SoJ § DALLAS COUNTY, TEXAS

. JUDGMENT CERTIFICATE OF DEFENDANT'SPRINTS

Defendarit's Right Thumb*

THISISTO CERTIFY THAT THE FINGERPRINT S ABOVE ARE THE ABOVE-NAMED DEFENDANT 'S FINGERPRINTS
TAKEN AT THE TIME OF DISPOSITION OF THE ABOVE STYLED AND NUMBERED CAUSE. - ' .

*Indicate here if pﬁnt other than the defendant's right thumb is placed above:

]
[ .

OLeft Thumbprint -
QLeft/ Right Index Finger

QOther: o . o

DONE THIS DAY O @4@@@,@\/ m | |
D oalenn Lo
SUPERVISION OFFICER BAILIFF / DEPUTY SHERLFE

- EXHIBIT C - Page 11 of 12
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Cause No. F-15-23451 | ~ TRN 9196948930
THE STATE OF TEXAS o §  INTHE 283RD JUDICIAL DISTRICT
o , o COURT
V. s o
DARIUS LATRELL RICHARDSON  §  DALLAS COUNTY, TEXAS
SID: TX-50658457 § - '
CLERK’S CERTIFICATE

I, Felicia Pitre, Clerk of the District Courts within and for the State of Texas and Dallas
County, do heréby certify that the above and foregoing is a true and correct copy of judgment
and imposition of sentence in Cause No. F-15-23451, entitled The State of Texas vs. DARIUS
LATRELL RICHARDSON as the same appears on record now on file in my-ofﬁce.

Given pﬁder my hand and seal of office in'Dallas CQ‘unty,. Texas on April 02, 2025.

Felicia Pitre
District Clerk
)ajlas County, Texas

S

Ji

‘ . . ! o“ .-:.

By: S N JAMES 4003 M
Deputy Nistrigt Clerk |

OCA Standard Judgment Form (Effective 02/23/2023) Page4 of4
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TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE
PEN PACKET DOCUMENT CHECKLIST!

9/2019
OFFENDER’S NAME: RICHARDSON DARIUS L
{Pleass Print) Last First MI
Gender: M 50658457 886430DH6 F1523451
M/F SID/DPS Number ~ FBI Number CAUSE Number
F283 Dallas 9196948930 AG0L
Court Number County Name/ Co. Offender/ TRN Number TRS Number(s)
Number SPN Number
Additiona! TRS numbers;

OFFENDER TYPE AND HEALTH CARE NEEDS:

O SAFPF Indicate if the offender is regular or special needs (it is JMPERATIVE to mark one):

O Regular Needs [ Special Needs*
If special needs, specify:

*See program exclusionary criteria on Definitions and Guidelines for Completing the TDCJ Pen Packet Document
Checklist.

Ol Prison Indicate if the offender is regular or special needs (it is IMPERATIVE to mark one):

E No Special Health Care Requirements
O Requires Special Health Care, such as AIDS, dialysis, disabilities, infectious disease. oxygen. pregnancy.

&l State Jail requires assistance with ADLSs, wheelchair dependence, and other serious medical or mental health conditions. Call

the TDCJ Health Services Liaison at 936-437-3589 to coordinate intake, Sec, 11l documents may be required.

L REQUIRED DOCUMENTS FOR ALL OFFENDERS: CHECK
1. | Standardized Felony Judgment Form: Official certified copy, including a judge's signature and the offender’s 0|
thumbprint.
2. | Criminal history information [m]
3. | A written report describing each offense for which the defendant is sentenced to the TDCJ [m]
4, %ch;;y of the indictment or waiver of indictment by information for each offense the defendant is sentenced to the 0O
5. | Jeil Conduct Report [w]
I1. REQUIRED DOCUMENTS FOR ALL OFFENDERS (IF PREPARED OR APPLICABLE): CHECK
1. | Detainers, holds, or warrants i
2. | Pre- or post-sentence investigation report L
3. | Revocation report, including any amounts owed for restitution, fines, and court costs [
4. | Client supervision plan O
5. | Victim impact statement L
IIL REQUIRED DOCUMENTS TO ACCOMPANY ALL OFFENDERS UPON PHYSICAL ADMISSION: CHECK
1. | Texas Uniform Health Status Update (TUHSU) Farm: (TCCP art, 42,09 § 9) A report of any speclal medical or mental
heaith needs of the offender. Submit a copy with the Pen Packet Document Checklist when requesting admission for |:|
SAFP facility offendars with special needs.
2. | Screening Form for Suicide and Medical/Mental/Developmental Impairments Ll
3. | Mental Heaith Screening Reports and/or Similar Information Regarding the Offender’s Mental Health (TCCP Article 0
42.09): *See the Definitions & Guidelines for required documenis.
CERTIFY THAT ALL DOCUMENTS CHECKED ABOVE ARE ATTACHED:
Johnny Barnes TDC CLERK 2146532637
Printed Name of Person Completing Checklist Title Contagt Information for Person Completing Checkdist
Johnny C. Barnes ITI oo i o o 5 ;27 ;2025
Signature of Person Completing Checklist Date of Completion

1 Companion Defintions and Guidelines Available
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Texas Department of Criminal Justice

Bryan Collier
Executive Director

T

Texas Deparlment of Criminal Justice
Admissions Office
P.O.Box 99
Huntsville, Texas 77342
936-437-6236
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