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SUMMARY

The Texas Court of Appeals, Thirteenth District, affirmed Daniel Clayton Stogner’s conviction for
possession of four or more but less than 200 grams of methamphetamine and his five-year prison
sentence. The court held that the evidence was legally sufficient to establish knowing possession and
rejected challenges to the assessment of court costs and a fine against an indigent defendant, including
claims concerning the absence of a separate hearing.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Stogner appealed a jury conviction for possession of four grams or
more but less than 200 grams of methamphetamine and a five-year
prison sentence, together with a $2,500 fine and $290 in court costs.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviewed the sufficiency of the evidence under the Jackson
v. Virginia legal-sufficiency standard, viewing all admitted evidence in
the light most favorable to the verdict and considering whether any
rational factfinder could have found the essential elements beyond a
reasonable doubt. The assessment of court costs was reviewed to
determine whether a statutory basis existed, rather than under
traditional evidentiary-sufficiency principles. Preservation of the
ability-to-pay-hearing claim was reviewed under Texas Rule of
Appellate Procedure 33.1.



PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unpublished memorandum opinion; designated do not publish under
Texas Rule of Appellate Procedure 47.2(b).
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether legally sufficient evidence supported Stogner's conviction for knowingly possessing four grams
or more but less than 200 grams of methamphetamine.

2. Whether the trial court could assess mandatory court costs against Stogner despite his indigency.

3. Whether the trial court could impose the $2,500 fine despite Stogner's indigency.

4. Whether the assessment of court costs and the fine was invalid because the trial court did not conduct an
on-the-record ability-to-pay hearing.

5. Whether Stogner preserved his challenge to the absence of an ability-to-pay inquiry.

HOLDINGS

1. The evidence was legally sufficient for a rational juror to find beyond a reasonable doubt that Stogner
knowingly or intentionally possessed at least four grams of methamphetamine.

2. The trial court did not err by assessing $290 in mandatory court costs against Stogner, despite his
indigency, with payment ordered upon release from confinement.

3. The trial court did not err by leaving intact the $2,500 fine imposed on Stogner despite his indigency.

4. Stogner forfeited any right to an on-the-record ability-to-pay inquiry by failing to request one or object
to its absence in the trial court.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Evidence supporting a conviction is legally sufficient if a rational trier of fact could have found each
element of the offense beyond a reasonable doubt.” (at 7)

“Although these factors can help guide a court’s analysis, ultimately the inquiry remains that set forth in
Jackson: Based on the combined and cumulative force of the evidence and any reasonable inferences
therefrom, was a jury rationally justified in finding guilt beyond a reasonable doubt?” (at 10)

“An ability-to-pay inquiry is not fundamental to the adjudicatory system” (at 20)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



During a traffic stop, officers found a black container affixed beneath the handlebars of the motorcycle Stogner
was driving. The container held baggies containing methamphetamine and marijuana; laboratory testing
identified 9.89 grams of methamphetamine. Stogner was in the driver's position and within direct reach of the
container, acknowledged ownership of the motorcycle, admitted possessing marijuana, possessed drug
paraphernalia and approximately $1,300, and was recorded making statements from which the jury could infer
knowledge of the methamphetamine.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A Williamson County jury convicted Stogner of possession of a controlled substance and assessed punishment at
five years' imprisonment and a $2,500 fine. The trial court entered judgment imposing the fine and $290 in court
costs, with payment ordered upon release from confinement. Stogner appealed, challenging the sufficiency of the
evidence, the assessment of costs and the fine despite his indigency, and the absence of an ability-to-pay hearing.
The case was transferred from the Third Court of Appeals under a Texas Supreme Court docket-equalization
order, and the Thirteenth Court of Appeals affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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