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SUMMARY

The First Court of Appeals of Texas dismissed Ernest Admoren-Nweke’s appeal from a bail bond

forfeiture judgment for lack of jurisdiction. The court held that the judgment was for less than the

statutory $20 threshold, exclusive of costs, and that the timely notice of appeal meant the case could

not proceed as a restricted appeal. The court also denied pending motions.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Court of Appeals had jurisdiction over an appeal from a bond-forfeiture judgment for less

than $20 exclusive of costs under Texas Code of Criminal Procedure article 44.42.

2. Whether appellant could pursue the matter as a restricted appeal under article 44.43 and Texas Rule of
Appellate Procedure 30 despite filing his notice of appeal within the ordinary thirty-day deadline.

3. Whether constitutional challenges raised for the first time in appellant's reply brief should be considered.

HOLDINGS

1. The Court of Appeals lacked jurisdiction over the ordinary appeal because the final bond-forfeiture

judgment was for less than $20 exclusive of costs.

2. Appellant could not proceed by restricted appeal because he filed his notice of appeal within the time

permitted for an ordinary appeal under Rule 26.1(a).

3. The court did not consider appellant's as-applied constitutional challenges because they were raised for

the first time in his reply brief.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Therefore, we hold that this Court does not have jurisdiction over this appeal.” (9)

“We dismiss the appeal for lack of jurisdiction.” (10)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Admoren-Nweke was indicted for aggravated sexual assault and released on a $45,000 bond secured by
International Fidelity Insurance Company. He failed to appear on October 14, 2019, and the trial court signed a
judgment nisi the next day; he was arrested and returned to custody on October 15. The trial court later remitted
the full bond but assessed court costs and interest, resulting in a final judgment for zero interest and court costs

only.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Admoren-Nweke was released on a $45,000 bail bond after being indicted for aggravated sexual assault. After
he failed to appear, the trial court signed a judgment nisi and later entered a final judgment remitting the bond
but assessing court costs and interest against him and the surety. Admoren-Nweke filed his notice of appeal
within thirty days of the final judgment and later amended the notice to invoke articles 44.43 and 44.44. The
Court of Appeals dismissed because the judgment was below the statutory $20 threshold and the timely notice of

appeal prevented treatment of the case as a restricted appeal.

DISPOSITION
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