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Motion to Dismiss for Lack of Speedy Trial 

 
To the Honorable Judge Bosworth: 

Dario Sanchez, Defendant, files this Motion to Dismiss for Lack of Speedy Trial. In support, 

he shows the following: 

The state has not been diligent in bringing Defendant Sanchez to trial 

1. Defendant was arrested on July 15, 2025. 

2. The state subsequently indicted him three separate times—on August 28, 2025, December 

10, 2025, and again on May 19, 2026. 

3. Defendant has consistently demanded a speedy trial since August 28, 2025. 

4. As of August 31, 2026, this case has been pending 412 days, and no trial date is set. 

This delay is unreasonable and presumptively prejudicial based on length alone. But Defendant 

has also suffered concrete harm. He was jailed for weeks before his release on substantial bail, 

wrongly rearrested and jailed again on a false allegation of violating his bond, and lived months 

under onerous bond conditions. The case should be dismissed.  

Barker v. Wingo Framework 

The right to a speedy trial is guaranteed by the Sixth and Fourteenth Amendments to the 

United States Constitution and Article 1, § 10 of the Texas Constitution. The United States 

Supreme Court sets out four factors to consider when deciding whether that right has been 
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violated: (1) the length of the delay, (2) the reason for the delay, (3) the defendant’s assertion of 

his right, and (4) the prejudice to the defendant from the delay. Barker v. Wingo, 407 U.S. 514, 530 

(1972). No single factor is dispositive; the court must conduct a balancing test. To trigger an 

analysis of the factors, the accused must first show that the delay is unreasonable. Doggett v. United 

States, 505 U.S. 647, 651–52 (1992). 

Texas cases make clear that a one-year delay is presumptively unreasonable. See Harris v. State, 

827 S.W.2d 949, 956 (Tex. Crim. App. 1992) (13-month delay prima facie unreasonable); 

Zamorano v. State, 84 S.W.3d 643, 649 n.26 (Tex. Crim. App. 2002) (recognizing eight-month 

delay presumptively unreasonable and sufficient to trigger speedy-trial analysis); see also Clarke v. 

State, 928 S.W.2d 709, 713 (Tex. App.—Fort Worth 1996, pet. ref’d) (recognizing eight-month 

delay has been presumed prejudicial). 

1. The length of the delay weighs against the state. 

The first factor—length of delay—is measured from arrest or charge to trial. Barker, 407 U.S. 

at 530 (calling this the “triggering mechanism”). When the delay stretches beyond the bare 

minimum needed to trigger the analysis, it weighs heavily against the State, and “‘the presumption 

that pretrial delay has prejudiced the accused intensifies over time.’” Gonzales v. State, 435 S.W.3d 

801, 809 (Tex. Crim. App. 2014) (quoting Zamorano, 84 S.W.3d at 649). 

Here, more than a year has passed since Sanchez’s arrest on July 15, 2025. Though the federal 

prosecutors and court were able to execute a nine-defendant jury trial in the related federal case in 

the spring of 2026, this is a single-defendant case that is not set for trial as of August 2026.1 This 

 
1 See, e.g., United States v. [Autumn Hill] et al., Case No. 4:25-cr-00259-P (N.D. Tex.), ECF Nos. 367 

(jury verdict), 564–71 (docket entries reflecting defendants’ sentencings). 
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continuing delay is well beyond the eight-month threshold that triggers a Barker analysis. This 

factor weighs heavily in favor of dismissal. 

2. The state cannot offer sufficient justification for the delay. 

Once the delay warrants a speedy-trial analysis, it is the state’s burden to justify it. See Emery 

v. State, 881 S.W.2d 702, 708 (Tex. Crim. App. 1994). The state’s negligence or lack of diligence 

does not justify delay and weighs against it. See Gonzales, 435 S.W.3d at 809. 

Besides one single month when Defendant acquiesced to a reset because he agreed the state 

should have a fair opportunity to respond to his meritorious motion to quash, the state has no 

justification for the other periods of delay. It has indicted Defendant three times, repeatedly 

restarting the motion practice that necessarily follows each new indictment. The state has diverted 

the case into collateral disputes over things like Defendant’s bond.2 And while the state may blame 

the delay on a large volume of discovery, that neither explains its delay in obtaining it nor why the 

federal prosecutors and court were able to try their case (which had the same discovery) long before 

we could try this one. 

It is also rather demonstrative of the state’s lack of diligence in this case that the state was 

already able to work up and try to a jury its case against Sheriff Adam King. Sheriff King was 

indicted and arrested on August 27, 2025, more than a month after Defendant’s arrest.3 His trial 

ended in a mistrial on July 7, 2026. So, the state evidently is able to prepare for a three-week trial 

within less than a year. And even worse, Sheriff King’s cases (which, again, are all more recent 

 
2 See, e.g., Motion for Hearing on State’s Motion [to Modify Bond Conditions Bond Insufficiency], filed in 

this Court’s Case No. DC-F202500792 on September 22, 2025. 
3 See Capias – Indictment, filed in this Court’s Case No. DC-F202500751 on August 27, 2025; see also 

S.E. Jenkins et al., Johnson County Sheriff Adam King charged with abuse of office, sexual harassment, CBS 

NEWS (Aug. 28, 2025), available at https://www.cbsnews.com/texas/news/johnson-county-texas-sheriff-
arrested-alleged-retaliation-against-witness-corruption/. 
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than Defendant’s) appear to have been set for another trial on November 9, 2026.4 Yet here 

Defendant sits without a trial date over a year after his arrest. 

The state’s lack of diligence weighs heavily toward dismissal. 

3. Defendant promptly and repeatedly asserted his right to a speedy trial. 

Defendant asserted his right to a speedy trial no less than four times: First, his counsel moved 

for a speedy trial on the record at the bond hearing on August 28, 2025. Second, in a formal written 

speedy trial demand on August 29, 2025. Third, in his Waiver of Arraignment and Second 

[Written] Motion for Speedy Trial filed on September 12, 2025. Fourth, he again reasserted his 

speedy trial demands in his first Motion to Compel filed on September 22, 2025. 

Since then, he has continued to actively press his case, filing repeated motions to compel 

discovery and to quash the state’s successive indictments. His prompt and repeated assertion of 

the right weighs in his favor. 

4. The delay has been prejudicial. 

Trial delay can harm a defendant in three ways: (1) oppressive pretrial restraint, (2) anxiety and 

concern, and (3) impairment of the defense. Barker, 407 U.S. at 532; Zamorano, 84 S.W.3d at 652. 

“[A]ffirmative proof of particularized prejudice is not essential to every speedy trial claim,” 

Doggett, 505 U.S. at 655, and “negligence [is not] automatically tolerable simply because the 

accused cannot demonstrate exactly how it has prejudiced him,” id. at 657. Where the delay is 

presumptively prejudicial, the defendant is relieved of the burden to show particularized prejudice; 

the state instead must prove the delay left his ability to defend himself unimpaired.5 See Gonzales, 

 
4 E.g., Docket Sheet for this Court’s Case No. DC-F202500752. 
5 Even though it is the state’s burden, Defendant has executed a Declaration showing the Court that he has, 

indeed, suffered concrete harms. His Declaration is attached to this Motion as Exhibit A and is expressly 
incorporated herein by reference. 
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435 S.W.3d at 813–15; see also Taylor v. State, 729 S.W.3d 863, 891 (Tex. App.—Eastland 2026, no 

pet.). 

4.1. Oppressive pretrial restraint and a wrongful re-imprisonment. 

After his arrest, Defendant was held on a $5,000,000 bail and was released (under onerous 

conditions) over a month later only after it was reduced to $100,000. The Court ordered intensive 

monitoring via a GPS monitor, drug and alcohol screening, and a midnight-to-6:00 a.m. curfew. 

Because Defendant lives in Dallas County, these conditions required him to travel multiple times 

to Cleburne—well over an hour each way—to report and submit to testing, and appear at several 

court settings.  

Most burdensome of all, Defendant was ordered to install software on every electronic device 

to detect “gun violence, anti-government, and any violence in general”—which severely chilled 

Defendant’s viewing and engaging with a vast array of normal, everyday content. 

Then he was wrongfully re-arrested. On September 22, 2025, District Attorney Timothy 

Good, personally, signed and caused to be filed a motion to hold Defendant’s bond insufficient 

based on what he called “concerning internet history, best characterized as explosive construction 

internet queries.” This motion and the subsequent litigation on it revealed Defendant’s bond 

officer had monitored Defendant’s ordinary internet searches for materials for making plastic 

figurines, for a replacement Gameboy battery, and for supplies to convert model cars into remote 

controlled cars. But in the district attorney’s motion, these innocent searches became scary 

sounding “radio-controlled transmitters” and “power sources for trigger devices.” The district 

attorney, very specifically, alleged that: 

[Defendant] specifically searched on September 17th, “is the 900 mah 
battery from a game buy capable of being used in a trigger device”. 
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The Defendant also used the internet search engine Bing to research, 
“aluminite (sic) used in explosives”. 
 

State’s Motion to Modify Bond Conditions Bond Insufficiency, filed in Case No. DC-F202500792. 

The Court issued a capias and increased bail tenfold to $1,000,000. Defendant was rearrested and 

jailed that same morning. 

Defendant immediately contested these dubious allegations, and when the Court set the matter 

for a hearing, Defendant came prepared to prove with documentary evidence that Johnson County 

CSCD supervision officer Richard Coyle—not Defendant—made the offending searches. Indeed, 

Coyle “used the internet search engine Bing to research” the things quoted above, took 

screenshots of his own searches, and submitted those to the district attorney, triggering the district 

attorney to file his motion (following a whole weekend during which he could have looked into the 

facts). Defendant thus endured the trauma of being thrown back in jail with no possible way to post 

a million-dollar bond, even though he did not violate his bond, just because the state presented 

demonstrably false allegations to this Court without first verifying the most basic and easily 

verifiable facts. At the hearing, the district attorney (not in person, but through one of his 

assistants) withdrew his motion, apparently realizing his mistake. 

After being released following his wrongful rearrest, Defendant continued to live with the same 

onerous bond conditions. Although the Court recently relieved Defendant of his bond conditions, 

it is unclear whether that order is permanent, and Defendant is still bound by $150,000 worth of 

bonds. See Barker, 407 U.S. at 532 (even where accused not jailed, “he is still disadvantaged by 

restraints on his liberty and by living under a cloud of anxiety, suspicion, and often hostility”). 

Pretrial imprisonment—especially when imposed on a fabricated violation—has been oppressive 

and weighs in favor of dismissal. Id. at 533 (“It is especially unfortunate to impose [the 
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consequences of pretrial imprisonment] on those persons who are ultimately found to be 

innocent.”). 

4.2. Anxiety and concern. 

As would be expected after what Defendant has been subjected to during this process, he has 

also suffered prolonged anxiety and concern. For months he lived with a GPS strapped to his leg, 

a nightly curfew, continuous electronic surveillance of his internet use and communications, 

repeated travel from Dallas County to Cleburne, and the ever-present risk that someone could 

again manufacture a bond violation to lock him up.  

Aside from general anxiety, Defendant also missed the funeral services for a very close, beloved 

friend who passed away because Defendant was in jail. The government’s ongoing seizure of 

electronic devices has also affected his ability to get his teaching certificate until now, a whole year 

after he would have but for his arrest. Defendant has, consequently, been unable to obtain 

employment in his field of teaching. 

4.3. Impairment of the defense. 

Finally, the delay threatens the reliability and fairness of any eventual trial. Because the delay 

is presumptively prejudicial and attributable to the state’s lack of diligence, the state must prove 

that Defendant’s defense remains unimpaired. See Gonzales, 435 S.W.3d at 813–15; Taylor, 729 

S.W.3d at 891. But as months pass, memories fade and witnesses become harder to locate—harms 

that “neither party can prove or identify.” Gonzales, 435 S.W.3d at 812. The state cannot carry its 

burden to show that this delay has left Defendant’s ability to defend himself unimpaired, and this 

prejudice prong weighs in favor of dismissal. 
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Conclusion and Prayer 

For these reasons, Defendant respectfully requests that, after hearing evidence and 

argument, the Court grant this Motion, dismiss the pending indictment(s) with prejudice, and 

grant all other relief to which Defendant is entitled. 

Respectfully submitted August 31, 2026: Sellers Law Firm, PC 
 
/s/ Frank Sellers  

 Texas Bar No. 24080305 
frank@sellerstriallaw.com 
/s/ Dustin G. Hoffman  
Texas Bar No. 24120896 
dustin@sellerstriallaw.com 
/s/ McCall Hoops  
Texas Bar No. 24149967 
mccall@sellerstriallaw.com 
 
1612 Summit Ave., Suite 200 
Fort Worth, Texas 76102 
P: 817.928.4222 
F: 817.385.6715 
Attorneys for Dario Emmanuel Sanchez 
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Declaration1 of Dario Sanchez 

 
 “My name is Dario Sanchez. I am the Defendant in Cause Nos. DC-F202500792, 
DC-F202501244, and DC-F202600514 in the 413th District Court of Johnson 
County, Texas. I am of sound mind, over the age of 18, a Citizen of the United States 
of America, and capable of making this declaration. 
 
 “On July 15, 2025, state and federal law enforcement officers broke down my 
door and raided my home in Irving, Dallas County, Texas. They arrested me for 
tampering with physical evidence. They also seized virtually all of mine and my 
partner’s electronic devices, including my partner’s corporate owned work laptop. 
As far as I am aware, the federal authorities still have our electronic devices. 
 
 “At first, my bail was $5,000,000 and I was unable to get out. Once my lawyers 
were able to lower my bail to $100,000, I was able to hire a bondsman to post a surety 
bond, and I was released on August 20, 2025. Eight days later, my lawyers and I came 
to court for what we thought was just to get my bond conditions. Instead, we learned 
the state had obtained its first indictment, which charged me with tampering with 
physical evidence and hindering the prosecution of terrorism. My understanding is 
this additional charge caused the Court to increase my bond, which in turn caused 
me to be rearrested.  
 
 “My partner was able to hire my bondsman to post the additional $50,000 the 
following day, Friday, August 29, 2025. Despite my bond being posted, the jail did 
not release me until the next Tuesday, September 2, 2025. I was told this was because 
the person who could attach a GPS device to me was out for the Labor Day Weekend. 
 
 “Some of my bond conditions were concerningly vague. In addition to 24-hour 
GPS monitoring of my location via ankle monitor, a curfew, and ‘random’ drug 
testing, I was also required to install RemoteCom, a monitoring software, on all 

 
1 Pursuant to Tex. Civ. Prac. & Rem. Code § 132.001(a): “[A]n unsworn declaration may be used in lieu of a written 

sworn declaration, verification, certification, oath, or affidavit required by statute or required by a rule, order, or 
requirement adopted as provided by law.” 

State of Texas 
 
Dallas County 
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electronic devices I used. The order setting my bond conditions stated, ‘Monitor for: 
gun violence, anti-government, and any violence in general[.]’ 
 
 “These conditions had a general chilling effect on my life. I felt afraid to travel 
anywhere the Court or my Bond Officer, Richard Coyle, might not like or agree with. 
Regarding RemoteCom, Officer Coyle essentially explained to me that the 
software’s algorithm would generate initial ‘red flags’ if it detected something 
potentially violative, and then Officer Coyle would review the ‘red flags’ to 
determine if, in his opinion, a violation had occurred. Upon further questions about, 
for example, what kind of news content I could consume, Officer Coyle essentially 
told me that watching ‘mainstream’ news was fine, but that looking at independent 
news sources such livestreamers would be a ‘red flag’ if they said something 
‘inflammatory.’ I also asked him what would happen if I opened an email that 
happened to contain an advertisement or promotion for a firearm sale, and he 
responded that that would be a ‘red flag’ as well. This scared me so much that I 
avoided my phone as much as possible and used only the least offensive news outlets 
such as National Public Radio (NPR) for current events. I refrained from opening 
emails from friends due to the risk they might contain something violative; from 
watching YouTube videos because of the risk that an advertisement on the screen 
might contain ‘anti-government’ or ‘violent’ material; from watching any movies 
with action in them, and listening to music that could be considered violent or anti-
government; and even from looking up videos or articles on how to fix an electrical 
problem with my car because of the spirals of anxiety I went through thinking about 
how the automated surveillance system could possibly interpret what I was viewing 
as offending the vague condition. 
 
 “Nonetheless, on the morning of September 22, 2025, I received a call from 
someone at Johnson County saying I needed to come in for a ‘random’ drug test. I 
had called the daily call-in number the evening before, and my color had not been 
listed in the recording, which meant I was not up for a ‘random’ drug screen. Not 
wanting to cause trouble, however, I complied with the order and headed to Cleburne. 
 
 “Soon after leaving my house, my car became boxed in on all sides by unmarked 
vehicles and I was surrounded by officers of the Irving Police Department. They 
drew their guns and pointed them at me until they had me in handcuffs. After I was 
placed in an unmarked car, two people who identified themselves as being from 
Johnson County District Attorney’s Office took me directly from the officers and to 
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jail in Cleburne. My car was impounded. I was told my bail was $1,000,000, which I 
could not even close to afford. 
 
 “I later found out I was in jail for a bond violation, and that the District Attorney 
had accused me of researching using batteries for trigger devices, pressure sensors, 
and ‘aluminite [sic] used in explosives.’ I did not make the offending searches and 
would never research ‘the manufacture or assembly of an improvised explosive 
device’ as the District Attorney alleged. The things I did search were, in fact, for 
things like making figurines, converting model cars into remote-controlled cars, and 
replacing the rechargeable battery in my Gameboy Advance SP. Although there 
seems to be no way to interpret my actual searches as violating the bond conditions, 
I was thrown in jail for them. 
 
 “I sat in jail on the bond revocation until the evening of September 24, 2025, 
when I was released after the state withdrew its motion to revoke my bond. After this 
rearrest, my anxiety and concern increased exponentially. I lived in abject fear, 
paranoid that I would again get taken at gunpoint and locked up with no way out, 
even though I was not doing anything wrong. 
 
 “Although the Court recently took me off my bond conditions, I’m not certain 
whether that order is permanent or not and I fear being placed back on them. I am 
also the principal on and responsible for $150,000 in bonds. Besides bond conditions, 
I have also suffered through other things since last July. I missed a dear friend’s 
celebration of life / funeral services because I was in jail. Another friend who I’ve 
known since high school who even stayed at my house a few months before my arrest 
has completely stopped talking to me after I was arrested. I was unable to complete 
my teaching certificate last year, because my electronics were seized and I did not 
have a computer for necessary research and testing. I was unable to complete the 
necessary tasks until just recently. I also do not have access to the many lesson plans 
and teaching materials I created and saved on my devices that are in the 
government’s possession. Therefore, I have been unable to pursue a job in my field 
of teaching because of this case. 
 
 “Lastly, although I live in Irving, Dallas County, and as far as I know had never 
been to Johnson County in my entire life before my initial arrest, I have been required 
to travel to and from Cleburne no less than 12 times for pretrial supervision check-
ins, drug tests, and court dates. This is approximately 110 miles roundtrip and takes 
me between approximately an hour to an hour and a half, each way. 
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 “All I want is to have my trial, clear my name, and move on without this dreadful 
accusation over my head. 
 

“Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws 
of the United States of America and State of Texas that the foregoing is true and 
correct to the best of my knowledge.” 
 
 
 

  
Dario Emmanuel Sanchez, Declarant 
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