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OPINION

Thisis aconsolidated apped fromappellant’ s convictions inthe above cause numbers. Inasngle
issue for review, appelant Michagl Tarantino Jones gppedsthetrid court’s denid of his maotion for new
trid in each cause. For the reasons set out below, we dismiss the appeal in each cause for want of
jurisdiction.

Backaround

On April 27, 1998, appdlant entered pleas of guilty for the fdony offenses of Possession With
Intent to Manufacture or Ddliver a Controlled Substance (cause number 774373) and Escape (cause



number 774374). The court then granted appellant deferred adjudication community supervison for Sx
yearsineach cause and ordered himto complete 400 hours of community service aswel as pay fines, fees,
and court costs. After failing to comply with the terms of his probation, the trid court, on January 27,
1999, granted the State’ s motionto adjudicate guilt and sentenced appelant to twelve yearsand tenyears
confinement in cause numbers 774373 and 774374, respectively. Alleging that his origind pleasgivenat
the deferred adjudi cationhearing were involuntary, gppellant, on February 26, 1999, filed mations for new
trid. Upon conclusion of a hearing, the triad court then denied the motion. In his sole point of error
appdlant now appedsthetrid court’s decison, dleging an involuntary plea due to his own incompetence

aswdl ashistrid counsd’ s ineffective assstance.

Jurisdictional | ssue

Before reaching gppelant’ spoint of error, we examine the State’ s contentionthat this Court lacks
juridiction to consider gppdlant’s plea on apped. We address our jurisdiction over each apped
concurrently. Citing Manuel v. State and Rule of Appellate Procedure 26.2(a)(1), the State argues that
adefendant placed ondeferred adjudi cation must appeal fromthe deferred adjudicationorder, as opposed
to alater adjudication of guilt on that order, within thirty 30 days of such order. See Manuel v. State,
994 SW.2d 658 (Tex. Crim. App. 1999). Pursuant to this authority, then, the State asserts that we lack
jurisdiction over this appea due to Appellant’s falure to file written notice of apped until after his
adjudication of guilt.

Rule of Appellate Procedure 26.2 provides, in pertinent part, that a crimind defendant mud file
notice of appeal “within 30 days after the day sentenceisimposed or suspended in open court, or after the
day thetrial court enters an appealableorder . ...” TEX. R. APP. P. 26.2(a)(1). Aspointed out by the
State, the Court of Crimina Appeds has recently addressed the application of this rule to a Stuation
invalving an appeal from an adjudication of guilt on a deferred adjudication order. See Manuel 994
SW.2d a 659. InManuel, the appellant, after having received deferred adjudication probation for
indecency withachild, sought to appeal his subsequent adjudi cation of guilt by contending that the evidence
adduced at hisorigind plea proceeding had been insufficient to prove hisguilt. 1d at 660. Concluding that
the defendant’ s appeal was untimely, the Court held that a defendant placed on deferred adjudication



community supervisonmay raiseissuesreaingto the origind plea proceeding only in appedls takenwhen
deferred adjudication community supervison isfirst imposed. 1d. at 661-62.

In the indant case, Appdlant pleaded guilty and received deferred adjudication community
supervison on June 27, 1998. Nine months later, the trid court adjudicated his guilt and revoked his
community supervison. Appellant could have appeded from the order placing him on deferred
adjudication and raised the voluntariness of his plea following his origina plea hearing. Based on the
haldingin Manuel and our recent decisonin Hanson v. State, his falure to do so precludes us from
now hearing the merits of his complaints. See Hanson v. State, 11 SW.3d 285, 287 (Tex. App.—
Houston[14" Dist.] 2000, pet. ref’ d) (holding that an appellate court lacksjurisdictionto review the merits
of acomplaint regarding the voluntariness of an origind plea.on appeal from an order revoking deferred
adjudication community supervison). Accordingly, we are without jurisdiction to condgder Appdlant’s

issue for review and dismiss his apped.
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