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.appointed by the
BEFORE THE BOARD OF DISCIPLINARY APPEAJ.§€Me Court of Texas

APPOINTED BY
THE SUPREME COURT OF TEXAS

IN THE MATTER OF §
ERIC LYLE WILLIAMS § CAUSE NO. 51062
STATE BAR CARD NO. 24013851 §

MOTION FOR ENTRY OF JUDGMENT OF DISBARMENT

TO THE HONORABLE BOARD:

COMES NOW, Petitioner, the Commission for Lawyer Discipline (hereinafter called
“Petitioner™), and files this its Motion for Entry of Judgment of Disbarment, showing as follows:

I On or about September 6, 2012, Petitioner filed its Petition for Compuisory Discipline
against Respondent, Eric Lyle Williams, (hereinafter called "Respondent") seeking compulsory
discipline based upon Respondent's conviction in Case No. 29823-422 Count 1, styled The State of
Texas v. Eric Lyle Williams, in the 422nd District Court of Kaufman County, Texas, wherein
Respondent was found guilty of Burglary of a Building and was sentenced to two (2) years
confinement in the Texas Department of Criminal Justice State Jail Division and eighty (80) hours of
community service with the sentence of confinement suspended and Williams being placed on
community supervision for two (2) years, ordered to pay a fine of $2,500.00 and court costs of
$367.00. The Petition for Compulsory Discipline was further based upon Respondent's conviction in
Case No. 29823-422 Count 2, styled The State of Texas v. Eric Lyle Williams, in the 422nd District
Court of Kaufman County, Texas, wherein Respondent was found guilty of Theft over $500 and

under $1500 by a Public Servant and was sentenced to two (2) years confinement in the Texas
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Department of Criminal Justice State Jail Division and eighty (80) hours of community service with
the sentence of confinement suspended and Williams being placed on community supervision for
two (2) years, ordered to pay a fine of $2,500.00 and restitution of $190.00.
2. On October 10, 2012, an Agreed Interlocutory Order of Suspension was entered by
the Board of Disciplinary Appeals which provides in pertinent part, as follows:
It is further ORDERED that this Order is interlocutory and
that the Board retains jurisdiction to enter a final judgment when the

appeal of the criminal conviction is final. In the Matter of Mercier,
242 SW 3d 46 (Tex. 2007).

3. Following the appeal by Respondent of his criminal convictions in Case Nos. 29823-
422 Count 1 and 29823-422 Count 2, on the charges of Burglary of a Building and Theft by a Public
Servant, a Mandate with Opinion attached (Exhibit A) was issued by the Court of Appeals for the
Fifth District of Texas at Dallas, on or about October 8, 2013, in Cause No. 05-12-00909-CR, Eric
Lyle Williams, Appellant v. The State of Texas, Appellee, which affirmed the judgments issued by the
District Court. A true and correct copy of the Mandate (with Opinion attached) issued on or about
October 8, 2013, by the Court of Appeals for the Fifth District of Texas at Dallas, is attached hereto
as Exhibit A and made a part hereof for all intents and purposes as if the same were copied verbatim
herein. Petitioner expects to introduce a certified copy of Exhibit A at the time of hearing of this
cause.

4. Petitioner represents to the Board that the Judgment entered against Respondent, Eric
Lyle Williams, has now become final. Petitioner seeks the entry of a judgment of disbarment.
Attached hereto as Exhibit B is a true and correct copy of the form of judgment of which Petitioner

seeks the entry herein.
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PRAYER
WHEREFORE, PREMISES CONSIDERED, Petitioner prays, upon notice to Respondent,
that the Board enter its order disbarring Respondent and for such other and further relief to which
Petitioner may be eﬁtitled.
Respectfully submitted,

Linda A. Acevedo
Chief Disciplinary Counsel

Rebecca (Beth) Stevens

Assistant Disciplinary Counsel

Office of the Chief Disciplinary Counsel
State Bar of Texas

P.O. Box 12487

Austin, Texas 78711

Telephone: 512.427.1350

Telecopier: 427 4167
C

Rebecca (Beth) Stevens
Bar Card No. 24065381
ATTORNEYS FOR PETITIONER

NOTICE OF HEARING

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that a trial on the merits of the Motion for Entry of Judgment
of Disbarment heretofore sent to be filed with the Board of Disciplinary Appeals on this day, will be
held in the courtroom of the Supreme Court of Texas, Tom C. Clark Building, 14th and Colorado

Streets, Austin, Texas, at 9:00 a.m. on the 31st day of January 2014.

Rebecca (Beth) Ste\\ens
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@ourt of Appreals
Fitth District of Texas at Dallas

MANDATE
TO THE 422ND JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT OF KAUFMAN COUNTY,
GREETINGS:

Before the Court of Appeals for the Fifth District of Texas, on the 29 day ol July, 2013, the
cause on appeal to revise or reverse the Judgment between

ERIC LYLE WILLIAMS, Appellant On Appeal from the 422nd Judicial District
' Court, Kautiman County, Texas
No. 05-12-00909-CR V. Trial Court Cause No. 29823-422.
Opinion delivered by Justice Francis;
THE STATE OF TEXAS, Appellee Justices FitzGerald and Lewis participating.

was determined: and this Court made its order in these words:

Based on the Court’s opinion of this date, the judgments of the trial court on Count One
(Burglary of'a Building) and Coun ty Two (Theft by a Public Servant) are AFFIRMED.

WHEREFORE, WE COMMAND YOU to observe the order of the Court of Appeals
for the Fifth District ol Texas, in this behalf, and have it duly obeyed and executed.

WITNESS the HON CAROLYN WRIGHT, Chief Justice of the Court of Appeals, with the Seal

thereof aftixed, ut the City of Dallas, this 8" day of October, 2013,

OFFICE OF THE CLERK
= 2

el ” -
By ."‘_ ji’éﬁ d By 8 i e

DEPUTY €
-




Affirm and Opinion Filed July 29, 2013

Court of Appeals
Fifth District of Texas at Dallas

No. 05-12-00909-CR

ERIC LYLE WILLIAMS, Appellant
A

THE STATE OF TEXAS, Appellee

On Appeal from the 422nd Judicial District Court
Kaufman County, Texas
Trial Court Cause No. 29823-422

MEMORANDUM OPINION

Before Justices FitzGerald, Francis. and Lewis
Opinion by Justice Francis

A jury convicted former Kaufman County Justice of the Peace Eric Lyle Williams of
burglary of a building and theft by a public servant of property, and the trial court assessed
punishment at two years in state jail, probated for two years, and a $2,500 in each case. In two
issues, appellant complains the trial court erred by (1) admitting video evidence of him taking
three computer monitors from the Kaufman County sub-courthouse and (2) allowing the jurors to
take notes and use them during deliberations. We conclude neither issue has merit and affirm the
trial court’s judgments.

Lori Friemel testified she worked for Kaufman County in the Information Technology

department. The department was located in the sub-courthouse. which also housed the office of



the Precinct 1 justice of the peace. Appellant had served as the justice of the peace since January
2011, When Friemel left work on Friday, May 13, 2011, there were nine new computer
monitors, still in their boxes, in the IT workroom. When Friemel returned to work the following
Monday, three of the monitors were missing. Friemel checked with her co-workers, but none of
them knew where the monitors were. To determine what happened, Friemel logged into the
building’s security system to see if someone came into the office and moved the items. Friemel
explained surveillance cameras were placed throughout the sub-courthouse. The cameras were
all motion-activated, and a digital video recorder maintained the images for thirty days: on the
thirty-first day, the system would overwrite day one. A separate server was used for the JP
office security cameras, but it was not operational at the time.

Friemel said she began looking at video from the time she left the office the previous
Friday. The video of Sunday, May 15, showed appellant entering the sub-courthouse, going into
the IT department, and leaving with three boxed Dell computer monitors. Friemel then looked
back as far the system would allow her, April 16, and found other images of appellant in the IT
office on Sundays when it was closed. Other than the cleaning people, Friemel said appellant
was the only person in the building on the videos on those days.

Friemel contacted her boss, IT Director George York, who told her to make copies of
the video. Friemel backed up the entire video on an external hard drive and also separately
pulled the segments from the DVR depicting appellant. Friemel testified she did not alter or
change any of the images in the process. The only alteration made. she said. was to give the file
a name. such as “entering entrance hallway and a date.” so it would be easier to “find what was
what.” Using a blueprint of the building, Friemel identified the locations of all the cameras and

explained the pathways to get around the building without having to use a card access.



York turned the video over to the sheriff's office for investigation and said it never
occurred to him to simply contact appellant and ask him what he was doing, given that appellant
was depicted “snooping around those hallways every Sunday for a month.” Captain Ernesto
Zepeda of the Kaufman County Sheriff's Office said he received a jump drive containing two
videos. Zepeda said he viewed the videos and “couldn’t believe™ what he saw: “Judge Williams
walk out of the IT department with some computer monitors.” Zepeda said the videos seemed to
show a “pattern” of appellant coming in and going out of the IT department on Sundays, between
7a.m. and 2 pm. Zepeda also met with Friemel, who told him she had no record of appellant’s
office having any monitor problems. She also told Zepeda that appellant knew the process for
purchasing items, because he had previously ordered a laptop.

On May 24, nine days after appellant was recorded taking the monitors, sheriff’s
deputies arrested him and recovered two of the missing monitors. One was located on
appellant’s office desk and the other was found covered with clothing in the back seat of
appellant’s truck. The third monitor was never recovered.

Immediately following his arrest, appellant was interviewed by sheriff’s deputies. The
interview was recorded. In the interview, the deputies told appellant he was seen on surveillance
cameras taking three computer monitors from the IT department. Appellant admitted taking the
two monitors found on his desk and in his truck; however, he said he did not remember taking a
third. At another point when asked if he believed he took only two monitors, appellant said he
was “trying to refresh™ his memory and then said “unless I took one back’ that was not the “right
Kind™ or was not “an upgrade.” The deputy asked, “Did that happen?” Appellant responded he

did not remember, adding that he needed to “sit down and think for a little while.™ Minutes later,



when the subject of the third monitor came up again, appellant asked the deputies whether there
was anything that “shows me bringing one back because it didn’t fit.” The deputies told him no.
Appellant was asked if he took anything else from IT, and appellant said he had taken
memory chips and put them in the computers of his staff. He told the deputies that since he had
taken office, “everything I've had to do to improve my office, I’ve had to do myself.” He said he
had had to “scrounge™ for post-it notes and pens, but admitted he had not requested monitors.
Appellant suggested he believed it was appropriate to walk into the IT department after hours
and take what he needed, saying “some businesses do that.” He explained that he took the items
on Sundays because that is “just when I'm there.” Appellant said he had been in the IT office
about ten times on weekends in the previous five months, and had taken items “maybe™ four
times. He also talked about a video magistrate system that he wanted to put into place and said
he had intended to put the monitor found in his truck in the arraignment room at the jail. He
acknowledged he had an IT budget and had made purchases out of it before. He also told the
deputies that once he took the monitors, he did not notify IT, purchasing, or any public official.
The surveillance video and twenty-two photographs extracted from the video were
admitted as evidence as well as the recording of appellant’s interview by deputies. Other
evidence showed that after appellant was charged with the two cases. he gave a letter to the
county judge asking him to “determine if things can be de-escalated.” In the letter. appellant
“accept[ed] responsibility for what I did” but said “it was not a criminal offense.” Appellant said
he “did not steal or intend to steal any equipment.” Appellant believed the authorities could not
“back down™ from their position and wanted the county judge to “stop this chain of events from
getting any more out of control.” Appellant said he had “felt the ‘sting’” and had “learned my

lesson, and understand the seriousness of it.”



In his first issue, appellant argues the trial court reversibly erred in admitting State’s
Exhibit 48, the video of him in the sub-courthouse removing the monitors. He argues the State
was permitted “to offer into evidence, not the original copy of a video allegedly depicting the
crime as it occurred—not even a duplicate copy—but a cut-and-pasted version of the original
video which included only the parts that IT employee Lori Friemel deemed important enough to
copy.” He asserts this “version™ of the evidence gave jurors an “edited version of the complete,
original video,” omitting *“a substantial amount of time, and potentially, exculpatory evidence as
well.™ He argues the video evidence was not “properly authenticated” and was admitted in
violation of Texas Rules of Evidence 901, 1001, and 1002.

Under rule 104(a) of the Texas Rules of Evidence, whether or not to admit evidence at
trial is a preliminary question to be decided by the court. TEX. R. EvID. 104(a): Tienda v. State,
358 S.W.3d 633, 638 (Tex. Crim. App. 2012). Only relevant evidence is admissible. TEX. R.
EviD. 401, 402. The issue of authentication—that the proffered evidence is what the proponent
claims it to be—arises when “the relevancy of any evidence depends upon its identity, source, or
connections with a particular person, place, thing, or event.” Campbell v. State, 382 S.W.3d 345,
548-49 (Tex. App.—Austin 2012, no pet.). Evidence has no relevance if it is not authentically
what its proponent claims it to be. Tienda, 358 S.W.3d at 638.

The requirement of authentication or identification is a condition precedent to
admissibility and is satisfied by evidence sufficient to support a finding that the matter in
question is what the proponent claims it is. TEX. R. EVID. 901(a). Whether the proponent of
evidence has satisfied the threshold requirement of authenticity is one of the preliminary
questions to be decided by the court. Tienda, 358 S.W.3d at 638. However, rule 901 “does not

erect a particularly high hurdle, and that hurdle may be cleared by circumstantial evidence.”



Campbell, 382 S.W.3d at 549. The proponent of evidence does not need to “rule out all
possibilities inconsistent with authenticity, or to prove beyond any doubt that the evidence is
what it purports to be.” /d. In fact, in performing its gate-keeping function under rule 104, the
trial court itself need not be persuaded that the proffered evidence is authentic. 7. ienda, 358
S.W.3d at 638. Rather, the ultimate question of whether an item of evidence is what the
proponent claims is a question for the fact finder. Id. In a jury trial, the preliminary question for
the trial court to decide is simply whether the proponent of the proffered evidence has supplied
facts sufficient to support a reasonable jury determination that the evidence is authentic. /d

We review a trial court's decision as to whether evidence is properly authenticated for an
abuse of discretion. Tienda, 358 S.W.3d at 638. A trial court does not abuse its discretion when
it reasonably believes that a reasonable juror could find that the evidence has been authenticated.
Druery v. State, 225 S.W.3d 491, 502 (Tex. Crim. App. 2007). If the trial court's ruling is at
least “within the zone of reasonable disagreement,” we will not interfere. /d/.

Rule 901(b) provides a nonexclusive list of methods to authenticate evidence. One such
method is the testimony of a witness with knowledge that a matter is what it is claimed to be.
TEX. R. EVID. 901(b)(1). Here, the trial court heard exhaustive pre-trial and trial testimony
regarding the video evidence. Friemel testified she personally reviewed the surveillance videos
for the weekend during which the monitors went missing: captured each section of video from
the weekend that showed activity in the building; reviewed and captured video from prior
weekends: and compiled those recordings onto the DVD in question and turned it over to the
sheriff’s office. Friemel testified the copy she produced was a true and correct copy of the video
she viewed; it had not been tampered with; and she did not alter or change any of the images in

question. She ultimately produced a full backup recording of all the security video from the



month surrounding the offense and explained the process involved in making that backup. That
backup was provided to the defense but it turned out to be inoperable, and a second copy was
recorded directly from the backup server at the sheriff's office onto a new drive and provided to
the defense. We conclude this evidence was sufficient for the trial court to determine that the
State had presented facts that were sufficient to support a reasonable jury determination that the
evidence is authentic. We note that appellant references his expert’s testimony that seventy-two
files had been “interjected” into the complete backup copy provided to the defense; however,
Friemel explained on rebuttal that the metadata showing those files out of sequence was due to
her running a second backup in June 2011 after the first backup sequence finished. To the extent
appellant relies on this evidence to exclude the tape, such a complaint goes to the weight of the
evidence, not its admissibility.

As for his complaint that the evidence violated rules 1001 and 1002, we disagree. Article
X of the Rules of Evidence codifies “what was the common law *best evidence’ rule.” Englund
v. State, 946 S.W.2d 64, 67 (Tex. Crim. App. 1997). Rule 1002 states the general proposition
that the original of a recording is required to prove it contents unless otherwise provided. See
TeX. R. EVID. 1002; see also Englund, 946 S.W.2d at 67. Rules 1003 is an exception to the
general rule. See TEX. R. EviD. 1003. Rule 1003 authorizes the use of copies to the same extent
as an original unless one questions the authenticity of the original or demonstrates it would be
unfair to admit the duplicate. TEX. R. EVID. 1003. Here, appellant is not complaining about the
authenticity of the original recording; he is complaining that the DVD admitted is “nothing more
than an abbreviated, altered copy of the original.” He has not alleged the portions shown were
not accurate representations of his actions. And although his brief makes a reference to

“potentially exculpatory evidence,” he does not make any argument of such evidence on appeal.



Further, he offered, and the trial court admitted, a copy on hard drive of the complete backup
files. Under these circumstances, we cannot conclude the trial court erred in admitting the video.
We overrule the first issue.

In his second issue, appellant contends the trial court erroneously allowed jurors to take
notes and use them during deliberations without notifying him of this decision prior to voir dire.
Appellant acknowledges the trial court instructed the jury in accordance with Price v. State, 887
S.W.2d 949, 954 (Tex. Crim. App. 1994), but he argues he should have had notice so that he
could voir dire potential jurors “regarding their ability to read, write, and take notes.”

The record shows the following facts pertinent to this issue. After the jury was sworn but
prior to trial, the judge gave the following admonition to jurors:

You may take notes during the course of the trial if you wish to do so.

Those notes are for your purposes only. You may not show them to your fellow

Jurors or mention in the jury room that your notes are indicative of any matter.

They may be used only to refresh your own personal memory of what you have
recorded.

Appellant did not object.

After arguments concluded in the case and the jury was about to begin deliberations, the
trial court again admonished: “Those notes are for your personal use only. Do not show your
notes to any other juror. You may refer to your notes, but don’t allude to anything contained in
your notes. Just review it for your own recollection to refresh your memory.” After the jury left
the courtroom and began deliberations, the following occurred:

[TRIAL COURT]: Counsel.
[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Judge, referring to the taking of notes, it's been

my experience they can write down notes, but they have to remain out here. They

can’t take them back into the deliberations. 1 understand what the Court advised

them regarding those notes: but what you essentially get into is somebody looking

at the note and saying I've got it right here.

[TRIAL COURT]Y: I've instructed them not to do that.



[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: No, I understand that; Judge; but I think that's

why typically in a trial we make them leave notes out here. We don’t allow them

to go back. And I guess I'm objecting to allowing them to take their notes back

with them.

The trial court then asked the State for its position on the subject, and the prosecutor said
it “would seem kind of moronic to have them take notes and then not take them into the jury
room with them. Why bother letting them have a pad?” The trial court reiterated that the jury
had been admonished not to share their notes with other jury members and overruled appellant’s
objection.

The decision to allow jurors to take notes during trial or to use such notes during
deliberations is left to the discretion of the trial court. Johnson v. State, 887 S.W.2d 957. 958
(Tex. Crim. App. 1994). We do not disturb the trial court’s decision absent an abuse of
discretion. See Hubbard v. State, 892 S.W.2d 909, 911 (Tex. Crim. App. 1995). There is no
statutory prohibition against allowing jurors to consult notes during deliberation. See Johnson,
887 S.W.2d at 958; Price, 887 S.W.2d at 953 (detailing recommended steps for trial court to
avoid “inherent risks of note-taking™).

The record shows appellant was aware as soon as the jury was sworn that the trial court
was allowing jurors to take notes, but he did not object. Further, appellant was aware jurors were
taking their notes with them to deliberations but waited until deliberations began before
objecting.  Under these circumstances, we conclude his objection was not timely. See TEX. R.
APP. P. 33.1; Shannon v. State, 942 S.W.2d 391, 596 (Tex. Crim. App. 1996). Even if the
objection was timely. appellant complained only that a juror might rely on his notes instead of
the evidence; he did not complain that he was unable to voir dire the Jjurors on their abilities to
read and write. Consequently, his complaint at trial does not comport with his complaint on

appeal. See TEX. R. APP. P.33.1; Lovill v. State, 319 S.W.3d 687, 692 (Tex. Crim. App. 2009)



(A complaint will not be preserved if the legal basis for the complaint raised on appeal varies
from the complaint made at trial.”). Finally, even if appellant’s objection was timely and
comported with the complaint below, we could not conclude there was error.

In Price, the court of criminal appeals suggested the trial court can avoid any potential
risk in allowing jurors to take notes by evaluating the jury’s need to take notes in each case,
informing the parties in advance that note-taking will be allowed, and carefully instructing the
jury both at the time it is empaneled and in the jury charge. Price, 887 S.W.2d at 954-55.
Appellant argues the trial court failed to comply with one of the recommended steps—failing to
notify the parties prior to voir dire. Although the trial court may not have been in full
compliance with the suggested procedures in Price, the trial court admonished the jury on note-
taking at the time it was impaneled and again before deliberations and therefore substantially
complied with the Price court recommendations. We overrule the second issue.

We affirm the trial court’s judgments.

/Molly Francis/

MOLLY FRANCIS
JUSTICE

Do Not Publish
TEX. R.App. P. 47
120909F . U05



BEFORE THE BOARD OF DISCIPLINARY APPEALS
APPOINTED BY
THE SUPREME COURT OF TEXAS

IN THE MATTER OF

§
ERIC LYLE WILLIAMS § CAUSE NO. 51062
STATE BAR CARD NO. 24013851 §

JUDGMENT OF DISBARMENT

On the 31st day of January 2014, the Board of Disciplinary Appeals considered the Motion
for Entry of Judgment of Disbarment filed in the above case by Petitioner, Commission for Lawyer
Discipline of the State Bar of Texas, against Respondent, Eric Lyle Williams. The Board finds that:

(1) It has continuing jurisdiction of this matter pursuant to Texas Rule of
Disciplinary Procedure 8.05 (“TRDP”).

(2)  The Court of Appeals for the Fifth District of Texas at Dallas affirmed
Respondent, Eric Lyle Williams's, criminal convictions and issued its
Mandate indicating that the decision was final on or about October 8, 2013.

(3) Petitioner filed its Motion for Entry of Judgment of Disbarment on or about
November 19, 2013, and served same on Respondent in accordance with
TRDP 8.05.

(4)  Respondent’s conviction for the commission of Intentional Crimes as defined
by TRDP 1.06(T), for which he was sentenced in the 422nd District Court of
Kaufman County, Texas, have become final and are not subject to appeal.

(5)  Petitioner’s Motion for Entry of Judgment of Disbarment should be granted.

Interlocutory Suspension
On the 10th day of October 2012, the Board of Disciplinary Appeals entered an Agreed

Interlocutory Order of Suspension, which included the following findings of fact and conclusions of

- law:

Judgment of Disbarment .
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Respondent, Eric Lyle Williams, whose State Bar Card number is 24013851,
is licensed but not currently authorized by the Supreme Court of Texas to
practice law in the State of Texas.

On or about June 23, 2011, Respondent was charged by Indictment with
Count 1 — Burglary of Building and Count 2 — Theft by a Public Servant,
State Jail Felonies, in Cause No. 29823-422, styled The State of Texas v. Eric
L. Williams, in the 422nd District Court in and for Kaufman County, Texas.

On or about April 9, 2012, a Judgment of Conviction by Jury was entered in
Case No. 29823-422 Count 1, styled The State of Texas v. Eric Lyle Williams,
in the 422nd District Court of Kaufman County, Texas, wherein Respondent
was found guilty of Burglary of a Building and was sentenced to two (2)
years confinement in the Texas Department of Criminal Justice State Jail
Division and eighty (80) hours of community service with the sentence of
confinement suspended and Williams being placed on community
supervision for two (2) years, ordered to pay a fine of $2,500.00 and court
costs of $367.00.

On or about April 9, 2012, a Judgment of Conviction by Jury was entered in
Case No. 29823-422 Count 2, styled The State of Texas v. Eric Lyle Williams,
in the 422nd District Court of Kaufman County, Texas, wherein Respondent
was found guilty of Theft over $500 and under $1500 by a Public Servant and
was sentenced to two (2) years confinement in the Texas Department of
Criminal Justice State Jail Division and eighty (80) hours of community
service with the sentence of confinement suspended and Williams being
placed on community supervision for two (2) years, ordered to pay a fine of
$2,500.00 and restitution of $190.00.

Respondent, Eric Lyle Williams, is the same person as the Eric Lyle Williams
who is the subject of the criminal case described above.

Respondent has appealed the criminal conviction.

This Board has jurisdiction to hear and determine this matter. Tex. R.
Disciplinary P. 7.08(G);

Respondent, Eric Lyle Williams, having been convicted of Burglary of a
Building and Theft over $500 and under $1500 by a Public Servant, has been
convicted of Intentional Crimes as defined by TRDP 1.06(T).

Respondent has also been convicted of Serious Crimes as defined by TRDP
1.06(Z).

Judgment of Disbarment
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(10) Having been found guilty and convicted of Intentional and Serious Crimes
and having appealed such conviction, Respondent, Eric Lyle Williams,
should have his license to practice law in Texas suspended during the appeal
of his criminal conviction. TRDP 8.04.

(11)  The Board retains jurisdiction to enter a final judgment in this matter when
the criminal appeal is final.

Disbarment

The Board has determined that disbarment of the Respondent is appropriate. It is, therefore,
accordingly, ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that Respondent, Eric Lyle Williams,
State Bar No. 24013851, be and he is hereby DISBARRED from the practice of law in the State of
Texas, and his license to practice law in this state be and is hereby revoked.

[tis further ORDERED, ADJUDGED and DECREED that Respondent, Eric Lyle Williams,
is hereafter permanently prohibited, effective immediately, from practicing law in Texas, holding
himself out as an attorney at law, performing any legal service for others, accepting any fee directly
or indirectly for legal services, appearing as counsel or in any representative capacity in any
proceeding in any Texas court or before any Texas administrative body, or holding himself out to
others or using his name, in any manner, in conjunction with the words "attorney," "counselor," or
"lawyer."

It is further ORDERED that Respondent, Eric Lyle Williams, not later than thirty (30) days
from the date of the entry of this judgment, shall notify in writing each and every justice of the peace,
judge, magistrate, and chief justice of each and every court, if any, in which Respondent has any
legal matter pending, if any, of his disbarment, of the style and cause number of the pending
matter(s), and of the name, address, and telephone number of the client(s) Respondent is representing
in that court. Respondent is also ORDERED to mail copies of all such notifications to the Office of

the Chief Disciplinary Counsel, Statewide Compliance Monitor, State Bar of Texas, P.O. Box

Judgment of Disbarment
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12487, Austin, Texas 78711.

It is further ORDERED that Respondent, Eric Lyle Williams, shall immediately notify each
of his current clients and opposing counsel, if any, in writing, of his disbarment. In addition to such
notification, Respondent is ORDERED to return all files, papers, unearned fees paid in advance, and
all other monies and properties which are in his possession but which belong to current or former
clients, if any, to those respective clients or former clients within thirty (30) days after the date on
which this Judgment is signed by the Board. Respondent is further ORDERED to file with this
Board, within the same thirty (30) days, an affidavit stating that all current clients and opposing
counsel have been notified of his disbarment and that all files, papers, unearned fees paid in advance,
and all other monies and properties belonging to clients and former clients have been returned as
ordered herein. If Respondent should be unable to return any file, papers, money or other property to
any client or former client, Respondent's affidavit shall state with particularity the efforts made by
Respondent with respect to each particular client and the cause of his inability to return to said client
any file, paper, money or other property. Respondent is also ORDERED to mail a copy of said
affidavit and copies of all notification letters to clients, to the Office of the Chief Disciplinary
Counsel, Statewide Compliance Monitor, State Bar of Texas, P.O. Box 12487, Austin, Texas 78711.

It is further ORDERED that Respondent, Eric Lyle Williams, if he has not already done so,
immediately surrender his Texas law license and permanent State Bar Card to the Office of the Chief
Disciplinary Counsel, Statewide Compliance Monitor, State Bar of Texas, P. O. Box 12487, Austin,
Texas 78711, for transmittal to the Clerk of the Supreme Court of Texas.

Itis further ORDERED that a certified copy of the Petition for Compulsory Discipline on file
herein along with a copy of this Final Judgment of Disbarment be sent to the Chief Disciplinary

Counsel of the State Bar of Texas, P.O. Box 12487, Austin, Texas 78711.
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Signed this day of 2014.

Chair Presiding
BOARD OF DISCIPLINARY APPEALS
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