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Indistrict court cause number 3011431, appellant Julius Drew, Sr., pleaded guilty to
assault with bodily injury, alesser included offense of the sexual assault alleged in the indictment.
See Tex. Pen. Code Ann. 8 22.01(a)(1) (West 2003). Ascalled for in apleabargain agreement, the
court assessed punishment at incarceration in county jail for one year, probated for two years. In
cause number 9020800, Drew pleaded guilty to recklessly causing bodily injury to an elderly person.
Seeid. §22.04(a)(3). Ascalled for inthe agreement, the court assessed punishment at incarceration
inastatejail for two years, probated for fiveyears. 1n cause number 9020932, Drew pleaded guilty
to the unauthorized practice of law, alesser included offense of holding oneself out asalawyer. See
id. §38.123(a)(1). Thecourt againfollowed the agreement and assessed punishment at incarceration

in county jail for one year, probated for two years.



At the time the sentences in these causes were suspended and the notices of appeal
werefiled, it was necessary for anotice of appeal from abargained guilty pleato statethat the appeal
wasfor ajurisdictional defect, or that the substance of the appeal was raised by written motion and
ruled on before trial, or that the trial court granted permission to appeal. See former Tex. R. App.
P. 25.2(b)(3) (since amended). The notices of appeal in these causes stated, in effect, that the court
promised Drew that he could appeal. The records do not support this statement, however, and at a
subsequent hearing on Drew’ s request for permission to appeal the court denied its permission.

Drew’ sbriefs do not raise ajurisdictional issue, nor do they complain of aruling on
apretrial motion. Without the trial court’s permission to appeal, the issuesraised in the briefs are
not properly beforeus. Woodsv. State, 108 SW.3d 314, 316 (Tex. Crim. App. 2003); Whitt v. Sate,
45 SW.3d 274, 275 (Tex. App.—Austin 2001, no pet.).

The appeals are dismissed.!
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! Drew’s motion to dismiss appellee’ s brief is overruled.
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