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SUMMARY

The First Court of Appeals of Texas reviewed Guadalupe Navarro’s murder conviction and 75-year
sentence following her guilty plea and a jury assessment of punishment. Applying Anders procedures,
the court independently found no reversible error or arguable grounds for review, affirmed the trial
court’s judgment, and granted appointed counsel’s motion to withdraw.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Navarro appealed her murder conviction and punishment after
pleading guilty to first-degree felony murder and receiving a 75-year
sentence and a $10,000 fine. Appointed appellate counsel filed a
motion to withdraw and an Anders brief asserting that the appeal was
frivolous. Navarro filed a pro se response raising ineffective-assistance
claims.

STANDARD OF REVIEW In an Anders appeal, the reviewing court independently examines the
entire record to determine whether reversible error or any arguable
ground for review exists; counsel's conclusion that the appeal is
frivolous is not controlling.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE nonprecedential
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Anders brief and motion to withdraw satisfied the applicable requirements and whether
independent review of the record disclosed any reversible error or arguable ground for review.

2. Whether Navarro's pro se ineffective-assistance claims demonstrated reversible error on the appellate
record.

3. Whether Navarro could be convicted of murder as a party even though she was not the shooter.

HOLDINGS

1. Counsel's Anders brief satisfied the applicable requirements because it professionally evaluated the
record and provided record references and legal authority, and counsel informed Navarro of her rights
concerning the appellate record and a pro se response.

2. Independent review of the entire record disclosed no reversible error and no arguable ground for review;
the appeal was frivolous.

3. The fact that Navarro was not the shooter did not prevent her conviction for murder because the jury was
charged on the law of parties.

4. Navarro's claims that counsel promised a sentence of no more than 40 years and that the Brazoria
County court system was biased were unsupported by the appellate record and did not establish
reversible error.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We have independently reviewed the entire record in this appeal.” (3)

“We conclude that no reversible error exists in the record, that there are no arguable grounds for review, and
that the appeal is frivolous.” (3)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Navarro participated with other armed assailants in a home invasion at a beach house in Brazoria County that
resulted in the death of Larry Ortiz, Jr. She pleaded guilty to first-degree felony murder, and a jury assessed
punishment at 75 years' confinement and a $10,000 fine. Navarro asserted in her pro se response that trial
counsel was ineffective for allowing her to plead guilty, allegedly promising a sentence of no more than 40
years, and failing to address alleged local bias.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Navarro participated in a home invasion that resulted in Larry Ortiz, Jr.'s death, pleaded guilty to murder, and
was sentenced by a jury to 75 years' confinement and a $10,000 fine. On appeal, appointed counsel filed an



Anders brief and motion to withdraw. The Court of Appeals independently reviewed the record, found no
reversible error or arguable grounds for review, affirmed the trial court's judgment, granted counsel's motion to
withdraw, and dismissed other pending motions as moot.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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