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

DALLAS DIVISION 

 
 § 

§ 
 

ADRIAN JAMES NORIEGA, §  
DARIUS LATRELL RICHARDSON, § Civil Action No: 
individually and on behalf of similarly  § 3:25-cv-1567 
situated individuals, §  

 §  
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 

support of their Complaint: 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

1. "Any time a person spends even one more day in jail than required by law is unacceptable1.” - 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.  

 
1 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/stories/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 TDCJ or otherwise released. 

5. For years, Dallas County has failed to properly 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 Eighth 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. McNeal v. LeBlanc, 90 F.4th 425 (5th Cir. 2024), cert. 

denied, No. 24-19, 2024 WL 4427170 (U.S. Oct. 7, 2024); Parker v. LeBlanc, 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, Eighth, 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. 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. 

23. These cases were indicted and filed in the 283rd Judicial District Court in Dallas County, Texas. 

24. 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. 

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

modified. 

26. 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. 

27. Following the filing of this motion, Noriega was arrested and held in the Dallas County Jail. 

28. On May 14, 2025, Noriega pleaded True to the allegations set forth in the State of Texas’s 

motion. 

29. 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. 

30. 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. The District Clerk prepared a Judgment in both cases on the same day. Both Judgments state 

they were entered on “this the 14th day of May, 2025.”  

32. A “Clerk’s Certificate,” dated May 14, 2025, certified that the judgments were true and correct 

copies and accompanied each of the Judgments.2 

33. 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. 

34. 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 TDCJ. 

35. 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. 

36. The timing and manner in which the Sheriff’s Office communicated with the Texas 

Department of Criminal Justice (TDCJ) following its receipt of Noriega’s pen packet remain 

unclear. 

37. 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. 

38. Noriega was not released from Dallas County’s custody until June 13, 2025, thirty (30) days 

after his plea hearing. 

39. Dallas County’s detention was unlawful for most 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. On March 5, 2015, Richardson was arrested for the charge of Credit Card Abuse in Cause 

Number F-15-23451. 

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

Texas. 

42. 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. 

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

resolve this charge. 

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

supervision. 

45. Over the next nine (9) years, the terms and conditions of Richardson’s community supervision 

were modified in various ways at different times. 

46. On November 8, 2023, the State of Texas filed a Motion to Revoke Community Supervision 

or Proceed with an Adjudication of Guilt. 

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

48. On April 2, 2025, Richardson entered into a plea agreement with the State of Texas, which 

was accepted by the trial court. 

49. Richardson pleaded True to the allegations in the motion, and he was sentenced to twelve (12) 

months confinement in a State Jail facility. 

50. Richardson was awarded 322 days of back-time credit. 

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

that it was entered on “this the 2nd day of April, 2025.” 
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52. A “Clerk’s Certificate,” dated April 2, 2025, certified that the Judgment was true and correct 

copies and accompanied the Judgment.3 

53. 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. 

54. 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 TDCJ. 

55. 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 that he otherwise would not be. 

56. Pursuant to the Judgment, Richardson would have been “time-served” on May 14, 2025. 

57. However, the Sheriff’s Office did not complete and send the proper paperwork (the pen 

packet) to TDCJ until May 27, 2025.4 

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

the Sheriff’s Office. 

59. On June 2, 2025, TDCJ sent a letter to the Sheriff’s Office indicating that Richardson should 

be released on that charge.5 

60. 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, 

2025. 
5 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. Dallas County’s detention was unlawful for the entire twenty-one (21) day period. 

62. 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 

63. 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. 

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

65. On information and belief, many inmates were detained in the Dallas County jail past their 

legally mandated release dates over the last several years. 

66. 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. 

67. 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. 

68. The 204th Judicial District Court in Dallas County was assigned, and thus had jurisdiction over, 

Harris’s case. 

69. 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.6 

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.7 

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).8 That suit is still pending. 

 
6 See Peterson, Josephine, Dallas County’s Jail Population Swells as Technology Troubles Persist, The Dallas 

Morning News (July 20, 2023, 5:30 AM). https://www.dallasnews.com/news/crime/2023/07/20/dallas-countys-jail-
population-swells-as-technology-troubles-persist/. 

7 For more information on Chris McDowell and Ryhan Harris’s case, 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/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/courts/2025/05/28/dallas-county-faces-another-federal-lawsuit-alleging-illegal-
detention-in-the-jail/. 
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76. 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. 

77. Dallas County Criminal District Court No. 7 was assigned to, and thus had jurisdiction over, 

Dillon’s case. 

78. 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. 

79. Jackson was illegally detained for eight (8) days after his legally mandated release date, May 26, 

2023. 

80. Dallas County Criminal District Court No. 5 was assigned, and thus had jurisdiction over, 

Jackson’s case. 

81. 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. 

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

2023. 

83. The 194th Judicial District Court in Dallas County was assigned, and thus had jurisdiction over, 

Molloy’s case. 

84. 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. 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. 

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

2025. 

87. The 292nd Judicial District Court in Dallas County was assigned, and thus had jurisdiction over, 

Willis’s case. 

88. 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.  

89. Many different Dallas County employees, in different departments and with a range of 

supervisory positions, participated in the same practice of unlawful overdetention. 

90. Dallas County exhibited a widespread and systemic pattern of reckless indifference toward the 

constitutional rights of detained inmates. 

91. 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. 

92. 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. 

93. 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. 
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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 same type 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. 

Case 3:25-cv-01567-B     Document 1     Filed 06/18/25      Page 17 of 47     PageID 17



Plaintiffs’ Original Complaint 18 

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. 
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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. Failing 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: “Any 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;  

c) 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; 

g) 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; 

i) 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@spanglerlaw.com 

 
 

/s/ Huma T. Yasin 
Huma T. Yasin 
Texas Bar No. 24115971 
SPANGLER LAW PLLC 
1700 Pacific Ave, Suite 2620 
Dallas, TX 75201 
Telephone: 214-932-3030 
hyasin@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 PLAINTIFFS 
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‘CAUSE NO. F-21-60859 
INCIDENT NO. /TRN: 9250349300 

THE STATE OF TEXAS § IN THE 

Yo - | § | 283RD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 

ADRIAN JAMES NORIEGA | § | DALLAS COUNTY, TEXAS 

STATE ID NO.: TXTX-06350162 
  

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 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: Fidines on Deadly Weapon: g Y pon: 

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 
  

[| 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: Restitution Restitution. Payable to: 

‘s 0.00 $286.00 ~ S$ N/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/A DAYS NOTES: N/A 
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Was the victim impact statement returned to the attorney representing the State? N/A 
(FOR STATE JAIL FELONY OFFENSES ONLY) \s 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) ; 

&] 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 Jait—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. 

C] 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. . co 

L] 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 exceed $10,000) 

[[] Add | Monthly Fine for Sex Offenders (Art. 424.653, Code Crim. Proc.) $ ($5.00/per month of community supervision) 

[_] Child Abuse Prevention Fine (Art. 102.0186, Code Crim. Proc.) $ ($100) 

[] 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.) $ ($50) 

[-] State Traffic Fine (§ 542.4031, Transp. Cade) $ (S50) 

[-] Children’s Advocacy Center Fine - as Cond of CS (Art. 424.455, 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 to exceed $6,000) 

Execution of Sentence . 

(&] The Court OrpERS Defendant’s sentence EXECUTED. The Court Finps 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. 
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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 

2 
   

   

  

LELA LAWRENCE MAYS tf 

‘JUDGE PRESIDING 

  

      
Thumbprint/F-2 1 -60859. 

BY: BREAHNTE MURRAY 
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Cause No. F21-60859 

STATE OF TEXAS § IN THE 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: 

O}Left Thumbprint 

OiLeft/ Right Index Finger 

(] Other: 

DONE THIS DAY / Yq [4a] _,20 25 

DEPUTY L HOUGH #1339 
SUPERVISION QFFICER/ BAILIFF / DEPUTY SHERIFF 

  

“Page 4 of 6 
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Cause No. F-21-60859 TRN 9250349300

THE STATE OF TEXAS § IN THE 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 the State ofTexas 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-21-60859, entitled The State ofTexas vs. ADRIAN

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 onMay 14, 2025.

Felicia Pitre
District Clerk
Dallas County, Texas

Bueakate'Munay

By: BREAHNTEMURRAY P77
Deputy District Clerk
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CAUSE NO. F-21-60860 
INCIDENT No. /TRN: 9250349300 

THE STATE OF TEXAS § | | IN THE 

Vv. | | | § 283RD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 

ADRAIN JAMES NORIEGA DALLAS COUNTY, TEXAS § 
| § 

STATE ID No.: TXTX-06350162 § 
  

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: 
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 
  

[] 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: Restitution Restitution Payable to: 

$ 0.00 $ 286.00 $ N/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 ouly) The age of the victim at the time of the offense was N/A . 

  

Total Jail Time vo ae ; . at 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) : oo - Page 1 of 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) \s Defendant presumptively entitled to diligent participation credit in accordance with Article 

424.559, 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 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. . 

[4 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. : 

C1 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 exceed $10;000) 

[-] Addi Monthly Fine for Sex Offenders (Art. 424.653, Code Crim. Proc.) $ ($5.00/per month of community supervision) 

(J Child Abuse Prevention Fine (Art. 102.0186, Code Crim. Proc.) $ ($100) 

[_] EMS, Trauma Fine (Art. 102.0185, Code Crim. Proc.) $ ($100) 

[-] Family Violence Fine (Art. 424.504 (b), Code Crim. Proc.) $ (3100) 

[_] Juvenile Delinquency Prevention Fine (Art. 102.0171{a), Code Crim. Proc.) $ ($50) 

[-] State Traffic Fine (§ 542.4031, Transp. Code) $ ($50) 

_€ Children’s Advocacy Center Fine - as Cond of CS (Art, 424.455, 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 to exceed $6,000) 

Execution of Sentence / . 

(] The Court ORDERS Defendant’s sentence EXECUTED. The Court Finps 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. 
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F21-60860 
Cause No. 6 . 

STATE OF TEXAS ‘ THE 2O3RD JUDICIAL 

VS. § DISTRICT COURT 

ADRIAN JAMES NORIEGA § DALLAS COUNTY, TEXAS 
  

JUDGMENT CERTIFICATE OF DEFENDANT'S PRINTS 
   
   

    

  

  

‘ ROSS 
CHF NN a 

          
Defendant's Hand Defendant's Right Thumb* - 

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: 

Q)Left Thumbprint 

OiLeft/ Right Index Finger 

Q) Other: 

DONE THIS DAY [ U WA wd 0, 

DEPUTY L. HOUGH #1339 
SUPERVISION OFFICER/ BAILIFF / DEPUTY SHERIFF 
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Cause No. F-21-60860
'

.0 TRN 9250349300

THE STATE OF TEXAS ‘

§ IN THE 283RD JUDICIAL DISTRICT
' COURT

V._ §
ADRAIN JAMES NORIEGA § 0

0 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. VADRAIN
- 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
District Clerk
Dallas County,_Texas

Tm"

m” a- 34-3
'—9}.

@wafl/m‘e'c/Vflmnay
'

By: BREAHNTEMURRAY
Deputy District Clerk

OCA Standard Jddgment Form (Effective 02/23/2023) Page 4 of 4
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CAUSE NO. F-15-23451 
INCIDENT NO. /TRN: 9196948930 

THE STATE OF TEXAS. § IN THE 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

Vv. - § 283RD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 

DARIUS LATRELL RICHARDSON § DALLAS COUNTY, TEXAS 
i § 

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 Adjudicate: 

TRUE 

Findings on Deadly Weapon: 

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 
  

[ ] 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: 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) Page 1 of 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) \s 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) 
(XJ Defendant appeared with Counsel. 
(J 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 . 

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) 
(&] 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, - 

C] 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 thé 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): 

[1] General Fine (§12.32, 12.33, 12.34, or 12.35, Penal Code, Transp. Code, or other Code) $ (not to excecd $10,000) 

["] Add 1 Monthly Fine for Sex Offenders (Art. 42A.653, Code Crim. Proc.) $ ($5.00/per month of community supervision) 

[_] Child Abuse Prevention Fine (Art. 102.0186, Code Crim. Proc.) $ ($100) 

["] 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.) $ (350) 

[-] State Traffic Fine (§ 542.4031, Transp. Code) $ - ($50) 

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

C] 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. 424.301 (b) (20), Code Crim. Proc.) $ (nat to exceed $50) 

["] DWI Traffic Fine (a/k/a Misc. Traffic Fines) (§ 709.001, Transp. Code) $ (not to exceed $6,000) “ 

Execution of Sentence 

[XJ 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) Page 2 of 4 
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Furthermore, the following special findings or orders apply: 

xX 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 a 

  

  

_- JUDGE MOLLY FRANCIS . 
. JUDGE PRESIDING 

  

      
Thumbprint/F-15-23451 

BY: SHANNON JAMES . 

OCA Standard Judgment Form (Effective 02/23/2023) 
Page 3 of 4 © 
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3:25-cv-01567-B 06/18/25Document PageIDCase Filed Page of 3747371

1523451TFNo.CAUSE

283rd JUDICIALTHEIN§
TEXASOFSTATETHE

COURT OFDISTRICT§
V.

TEXASCOUNTY,DALLAS§RICHARDSONLATRELLDARIUS

GUILTOFADJUDICATIONANWITHPROCEEDORSUPERVISIONCOMMUNITYREVOKETOMOTION

showwouldandAttorneyDistrictCriminalherthroughandbyTexasofStatetheNOWCOMES

following:theCourtthe communityplacedlegallyand ondulyDefendantRICHARDSON, wasLATRELLDARIUSThat numberedandentitledabovetheinthereafterextendedandYEARSFOURofperiodforsupervision a NOVEMBER,of25th daytheTexas,County,Dallas onofCOURTDISTRICT283rd JUDICIALtheincause
ABUSE.CARDDEBITORCARDCREDITof:offensethefor2015

that;insupervisionsaidofZconditions:followingtheviolatedhasDefendanttheThat

PAGE(S)ATTACHEDSEE

Supervision.oftheduring termand25th 2015NovemberafteroccurredoffenseviolationThis

Honorablethisbeforecited tobe appearDefendantsaidthatStatethe praysWHEREFORE, withproceed ansupervisioncommunity orrevokeshould notCourtthewhyshowand causeCourt

charge:originaltheguiltofadjudication on

CreuzotJohn
FILED AttorneyDistrict

TexasCounty,Dallas

11/8/23
Parmelly/s/AbbyBY:

PITREFELICIA AttorneyDistrictAssistant

QB
DEPUTY

6th MARCH A.D.,ofdaytheDefendantthe ondelivered tomotionthisof wasA copy

2025

6th
(C$O)

MARCH A.D.ofdaythemotionthis onofreceivedI copya

Just
(Defendant)

1
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Cause No. F 1523451T 

Tue STATE OF TEXAS oO § in THe 283" JUDICIAL 

Wooo. —  § - District Court OF 

DARIUS LATRELL RICHARDSON + §  —*Dattas, COUNTY, TEXAS 

-" MOTION TO REVOKE COMMUNITY SUPERVISION OR PROCEED with AN | ADJUDICATION OF 

GUILT 

y The Defendant, Darius Latrell Richardson, failed to participate in Treatment at: The Dallas 

County Jddicial Treatment Center Program. Lancaster, TX by entering the program and making 

observable and diligent 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 completion of 

the residential phase; - 

EXHIBIT C - Page 5 of 12
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STATE to

274PAGEVOL 624

F-1523451-TNo.CASE

No./TRN:INCIDENT 9196948930

DISTRICTJUDICIAL283rdTHEIN§STATE TEXASTHE OF

§

COURT§V.

§

COUNTY, TEXASDALLAS§DARIUS LATRELL RICHARDSON

§

§TX50658457No.:IDSTATE

ADJUDICATIONDEFERREDORDER OF

HON.

Randall,Anthony Magistrate 11/25/2015 PAGEEntered:OrderDateJudge 274Presiding: 24

forAttorney
EilandEmily AnthonyDeansState:forAttorney

Defendant:

Offense:

CARD ABUSECREDIT

Charging Instrument: forStatute Offense:

CodePenalINDICTMENT 32.31

Date Offense:of

2/8/2015

Degree of Offense: DeadlyPlea Weapon:FindingsOffense:to on

N/ASTATE GUILTYFELONYJAIL

Terms Bargain:Pleaof

DEFERREDYEARS4

2ndEnhancement Enhancement/HabitualPleaPlea 1st toto

N/AN/A Paragraph:Paragraph:

2··FindingsEnhancementFindings 1st onon

N/AN/A Paragraph:Enhancement/HabitualParagraph:

ADJUDICATION GUILT DEFERRED;OF

SUPERVISION.DEFENDANT COMMUNITYPLACED ON

SUPERVISION:COMMUNITY YEARSPERIOD 4OF

Restitution PayableFine: Costs:Court Restitution: to:

X AGENCY/AGENT
N/A 64.79249 below)$ (see$$

VICTIM

Sex apply PROC.Requirements TEX.Offender CRIM.Defendant. CODE chapterRegistration do 62thenot to

N/AThe theof victim offensethe of thetimeatage was

N/A DAYSTime

Credited NOTES: N/A

bylanguageincorporatedpertinent indicatedAll belowthe judgmenttheaboveinformation, ofintoand reference.assessmentsnames are

calledThis State appeared by herDallas DistrictTexas.County,for Thein Attorney namedtrial above.cause was as

Counsel (select one)Waiver of Counsel/

RICHARDSON, LATRELL PageDARIUS F-1523451-T of 21

EXHIBIT 6 ofC Page 12-
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f° Case 3:25-cv-01567-B Document1 Filed 06/18/25 Page 40 of 47 PagelD'40 

Ba Defendant appeared 1 in person. ‘with Counsel. ae 
‘Defendant: knowingly, intelligently, and voluntarily waived the right to representation by counsel in writing in open’ court. 

Mey ‘Both parties announced. ready, for trial. ‘Defendant waived the right of trial by jury and entered a plea as indicated. 
Wwe. “The Court admonished the Defendant as ‘required by law. It appeared to the Court that Defendant was mentally - 

‘competent to stand trial, made the plea freely and voluntarily, and was aware of the consequences of this plea. The Court - 
_ received the-plea and entered. it of record. Having’ heard the evidence submitted, the Court FINDS such evidence substantiates; 
Deéfendant’s guilt. The Court FINDS that, in this cause, it is in the best interest of society and Defendant to defer proceedings: 
without entering an adjudication of guilt and to place Defendant on community supervision. po 

The Court FINDS the Presentence Investigation, if so ordered, was done according to the applicable provisions of Tax. Copn- 
_CRIM. PROC. art. 42.12 § 9. 

‘The Court ORDERS that Defendant is given credit noted above for the time spent incarcerated. The Court ORDERS ' 
Defendant to pay all fines, court costs, and restitution as indicated above. ~ . ‘ “ ae ee 

The. Court ORDERS that no judgment shall be entered at this time. The Court further Onpers that Defendant be placed: on”: 
“comniunity. supervision for the adjudged period so long as Defendant abides by and does not violate the terms and conditions of 

oo community supervision. See TEX. CODE CRIM. Proc. art. 42.12 § 5(a). 

Furthermore, the following special findings or orders apply: 

  

  
  

ate   

  

  

    
  

  

7 | Riek Magnis yt 
JUDGE PRESIDING : Cra Baa Ee 

" Clerk's. LINSCOME | : a . . ern 2 Tt 7 . 

Right Thumbprint®* “"' 

- “Thumbprint Cettification attached. 

RICHARDSON, DARIUS LATRELL F-1523451-T Page 2 of 2 
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SUPERVISIONCOMMUNITYOFCONDITIONS

283RD JDCTHEINSTATE OFTHE TEXAS

TEXASCOUNTY,DALLAS

VB.
2015July TERM,

RICHARDSONLATRELLDARIUS

No.:ML.Probation Type: C-559342DEFERRED

Offense:Cause No.:

$20K>=$1500PROPTHEFTF1524485T <

ABUSECARDDEBITORCARDCREDITF1523451T

theofLawParoleandSupervisionCommunityby theconferredauthoritywith theaccordanceIn

11/25/2015datethisSupervisionCommunityplacedbeenof TexasState have ononyou

the4 withCourt complythatthisorder ofisIt theperiodfor of years youa

supervision:offollowing conditions

Supervisionof Communitylist conditionsattached ofPlease see

You theCourtState, determine andtheadvised shall termshereby that oftheunder law thisare

Supervision,the alterconditions during period ofsupervision, and timeof at oranymayyour

timeSupervision. authoritymodify duringhasCourtthe alsoof Theconditions the at anyyour

adjudicationproceedthe Supervision Supervision forperiod revoke and toof to foryour

Supervisionviolation of ofconditions outof setthe above.yourany

2015OF NOVEMBER,DAY25THWitness Signatures thisour

Dravlius Rchordson
JudgeDefendant RICK MAGNIS

Court Supervision Officer

of1 3

CEXHIBIT ofPage 128
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SUPERVISIONCOMMUNITYOFCONDITIONS

283RD JDCTHEINSTATE OF TEXASTHE

TEXASCOUNTY,DALLAS

Vs.
2015July TERM,

RICHARDSONDARIUS LATRELL

No.:ML.Probation Type: DEFERRED C-559342

Offense:Cause No.:

$20K>=$1500PROPTHEFTF1524485T <

CARDOR DEBITCARDCREDITF1523451T

ABUSE

States,United andState dotheotherthistheagainst oflawsCommit offense(a) or oranyno

Supervision;offirearm the termduringnot possess a

dangerous drugs,narcotics,habits,(b) marijuana,viclousinjuriousAvoid and doand not use

fromsaid substancesforobtainingmedication first prescriptioninhalants prescription without aor

licensed physician;a

associatedo withharmfulplaces characterdisreputable and notof(c) Avoid ororpersons
States;UnitedStatethis thelaws ofoffensesindividuals theagainstcommitwho or

Department, inSupervision theandof(d) reportObey regulations theandall rules manner

MonthlyOfficer,Supervision TwiceMonthly,Judgeby to-wit:time theand directed oras or

Weekly.

notify thehome elsewhere, andOfficerSupervision(e) Permit the visit atto oryouryou
homechanges inpriorSupervision hoursOfficer (24)than toless twenty-fournot oryourany

employment address;

possible, assistance of thetheemploymentfaithfully(f) andfar seeksuitableWork at asas

employment unemployed;whenSupervision effortsOfficer In to secureyour

SupervisingApprovedspecified(g) County,DallasRemain Texas,place;within to-wit: ora

withoutCounty,Supervising firstCounty, County, Approvedoutside Dallasand do travelnot or

having Officer;Supervisingpermission Courtobtained thewritten from or

ClerkDistrict CollectionsFelonythe(h) Immediately releasein toReport upon yourperson
Court Costs (amountC2-3 ofCrowleyFrank Bldg., toto2ndDept. Room paymentFI., arrange

fulladdition, inFees.assessed allClerk), If InAttorneyFine,be Courtassessed and,by pay

Felonyestablished thebythe paymentCourtthe agreementmonies toassessed by pursuantas

Collections Department.

dependants;Support(i) your

Supervisionfee the$2.00 totransactionSupervision $60.00fee of plusmonthPay(i) apera

Supervision;first of each duringmonthbefore hereafterOfficer the dayCourtof this moneyoron

credit online atcard www.payfeesnow.com;checkorder, cashiers or

Stoppers Inc., makingbyDallas CrimeCommunity Areabasedthein(k) Participate program,
thisOfficer ofCommunity Supervisionthethrough$50.00 payableofcontributionmonetarya

Supervision;CommunityCourt 90 beingof placedwithindirected days onas

of2 3

C-EXHIBIT Page 12of9
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SUPERVISIONCOMMUNITYOFCONDITIONS

JDC283RDTHEINTEXASOFSTATETHE

TEXASCOUNTY,DALLAS

Vs.
2015July TERM,

RICHARDSONLATRELLDARIUS

ML. No.:DEFERRED C-559342Type:Probation

Offense:Cause No.:

$20K>=$1500PROPTHEFT <F1524485T

CARDDEBITORCARDCREDITF1523451T

ABUSE

dayswithin 30defendantthemade bybeCenter mustVolunteertheFirst to(I) contact

approvedService atCommunityofhoursstart -0-is todefendantreferral and anfrom

Supervision andCommunitythebydesignatedprojectsProjectServiceCommunity or

willCenter,Volunteerthe$55.00 payable tooffeeprocessingADepartment.Corrections

completedbetoof serviceCenter. HoursVolunteerthrough thereferralsforrequiredbe

of Supervision;by term

DepartmentCorrectionsSupervision andCommunitythedirectedReport to(m) as

CrowleyFrank(C.A.T.S),ServicesTreatmentandAssessmentComprehensive program
instructionsallobey75207,Dallasfloor,Blvd., 9thRiverfrontBldg., N.133 program

withcontinueandHealth;Psychologicaland/orAbusefor Substanceand/or treatment

Pay costsCourt.thebygranted theisuntiladherence releasesuch anyorprogram
from(Reporting hoursguidelines.withaccordanceCATS Inbyassessed areprogram

p.m.)5:00until8:00 a.m.

test/breathalyzer attestmedicaland/orsamplerandom urineSubmit non-diluted(n) a

payingalcohol,drugsillicitofOfficer thedetermineSupervision toof therequestthe oruse

Communitythemonthly topayable $10.00$200.00of atof such urinalysisthe total cost

Department;Supervision Correctionsand

SafetyPublicofDepartmentthespecimenbuccal toswabdirected,Submit(o) as a

DNAcreatingofCode, forGovernment theChapter 411,Sub-Chapter G,under apurpose

bypaidbetoIncurredAll& 11(a)(22);42.12 costsdefendant (Articleofrecord the are

Defendant;the

injuredthe partysustained bylosstheforof $64.79theMake restitution in(p) amount

the communitythroughpaidbeF1523451T. Payments toCause Numberin are

duePaymentsmonth.$ 10.00the ofofficer ratethisof court atsupervision orare onper

full;inuntil paidthereaftermonthof eachdayfirstbefore the

excusedunlessschool havedayGED classesAttend(q) all school and anyoueveryor

Aregulations.andrulesschoolall publishedObeyschool rules.absence according to

unexcused absence;issuspension expulsion anor

OFFICEGARLANDtheatschedule appointmentandCall calendar dayswithin(r) 5 an

75042;TXGarland,Plaza,S. Jupiter1137214-751-4430,at

of 33

C -EXHIBIT Page of 1210



ofFiled 06/18/253:25-cv-01567-B 44PageIDCase Page 47Document 441

F15-23451No.Cause

283THEIN§TEXASOFSTATE

§
COURTDISTRICT§VS.

§

RICHARDSON TEXASCOUNTY,DALLAS§DARILS

PRINTSDEFENDANT'SOFCERTIFICATEJUDGMENT

RtHandDefendant's
Thumb*RightDefendant's

FINGERPRINTSDEFENDANT'SABOVE-NAMEDTHEAREABOVEFINGERPRINTSTHETHATCERTIFYTOISTHIS
CAUSE.NUMBEREDANDSTYLEDABOVEOF THEDISPOSITIONOFTIMETHETAKEN AT

above:placedisthumbrightdefendant'sthethanotherprintif*Indicate here

ThumbprintLeft

FingerIndexLeft/Right

Other:

2nd 2025APRILDAYTHISDONE

#1404R.Jackson
SHERIFF/ DEPUTYBAILIFFOFFICER/SUPERVISION

7
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Cause No. F-15-23451 RIN 9196948930

THE STATE OF TEXAS § IN THE 283RD JUDICIAL DISTRICT
COURT

v.
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 ofTexas and Dallas

County, do hereby certify that the above and foregoing is a true and correct copy ofjudgment

and imposition of sentence in Cause No. F-15-23451, entitled The State ofTexas vs. DARIUS

LATRELL RICHARDSON as the: same appears on record now on file in my office.

Given undermy hand and seal ofoffice in Dallas County, Texas on April 02, 2025.

Felicia Pitre
District Clerk

las County, Texas
ai :

:

By: S
DeputyNistrift Clerk

OCA Standard Judgment Form (Effective 02/23/2023) Page 4 of 4
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OLTEXASSTATE OF

JusticeCriminalofDepartmentTexas

CollierBryan
DirectorExecutive

20252,June

OfficeSheriff'sDallas County

Darius.Richardson,(s) InmatejudgmentreceivedDepartmentAdmissionsThe ona

Jail.Statemonths12sentencedwhoSID# 50658457, towas

thatdetermineditdepartmentthatdocumentation sent,of thereviewAfter wasyoura

05/14/2025.Expired(s) F-15-23451#Cause on

ANYCOVERNOTDOESONLY-ITCAUSE(S) LISTEDTHEFORISLETTER**THIS

**WARRANTS.ORHOLDS,DETAINERS,POSSIBLE

TR:
FitzpatrickTimothy

&Classification RecordsDirector

SC

JusticeCriminalofTexas Department
OfficeAdmissions

99BoxP.O.

Texas 77342Huntsville,

936-437-6236

EEXHIBIT
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