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I. INTRODUCTION 

., 
The Honorable Mary Pearl Williams, Judge of County Court at Law #2, 

Travis County, Texas, '(equested Technical Assistance form LEAA's Criminal 

Courts Technical Assistance Project at The American University through the 

Criminal Justice Division, Office of the Governor, Austin, Texas. The Criminal 

Justice Division is the LEAA Planning Agency for the state of Texas. County 

Judge t~ichael Renfro, County Court at Law #1 Judge M. Brock Jones, and County 

Court at Law #3 Judge James F. Dear joined in this request. 

The purposes of this request were to: 

• define the current County Court-at-Law system. 

G point out problems in current system. 

o plan for change in the system. 

e identify tasks to be performed in carrying out these plans. 

o define areas of responsibility to implement the tasks. 

Each of the three County Court-at-Law judges agreed formally to the scope 

,and objectives of this Technical Assistance Project in a letter sent to them 

on April 14, 1976. The County Judge Y'equested that probate and civil commit­

ments be included in the system definition. 

Court management consultant James C. Dunlap performed the field work on 

this assignment throughout June and July, 1976. Mr. Dunlap, former Director 

of the Administrative Office of the Courts for Georgia, has developed 

similar system surveys while serving as the first Court Coordinator in Harris 

County, Texas. Throughout Texas, he has mon itared many Court Coordi nat-j on 

grants which provided the court systems involved with additional system devel­

opm.ent. 
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The methodology used by the consultant included the following: 

1. Intervi ews 

a. Judge Mary Pearl Williams 
b. Judge M. Brock Jones 
c. Judge James F. Dear 
d. County Judge Michael Renfro 
e. District Judge Herman Jones, Presiding 
f. County Attorneys 
g. County Clerks 
h. Members of the Bar 
i. Aids to the Judges 
j. Sheriff's Department Personnel 
k. District Attorneys 

2. Research Data 

a. Official County Court monthly reports to Texas 
Civil Judicial Council 

b. Evaluation of the Travis County Courts-at-La\'J, April 4, 1975, 
.by Barbara L. Teague 

c. A Study of Delay in Processing ~,1isdemeanor Cases in Travis 
County, December 5, 1975, by Juan Gallardo 

d. Statutes 

e .. Proposed Local Rul es of Court 

f. County Clerk's records and files 

g. County Attorney's files 

3. On -Site Visit 

a. County Courts at Law #1,2, and 3 
b. County Attorney's Screening Division 
c. County Clerk's Civil Division 
d. County Clerk's Criminal Division 
e. County Clerk's Probate Division 
f. County Clerk's Civil Commitment Division 
g. County Clerk's Condemnation Division 

4. Presentation of definition of system to:* 

a. County Judge 
b. County Court-at-Law #1 Judge 

*On Thursday, July 15, 1976, James C. Dunlap presented his definition of 
the system in four overhead slides to the four judges. These overhead slides 
were discussed in detail to determine the needs for the three plans presented 
in the recmrnnendation section. All judges agreed that the flow charts did in 
fact represent the system as it currently operates. The three plans represent 
the changes the judges requested to correct problems in current system. 
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c. County Court-at-Law #2 Judge 
d. County Court-at-Law #3 Judge 

The technical assistance consultant would like to thank all those inter-

viewed for their cooperation in this effort. A special word of thanks to 

the three County Courts-at-Law Judges and to County Judge Michael Renfro 

for their assistance and time. 

-3-
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II. ANALYSIS OF THE EXISTING SITUATION 

The Travis County Courts-at-Law are courts ~f limited jurisdiction located , 

in Austin, Texas (see Chart 1 which follows). The population of the Austin 

Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area in 1970 was 296,000, representing 

a 39 percent increase since 1960. The rapid growth is due partly to the fact 

that the State Capital, main campus of the University of Texas, St. Edward's 

University and Bergstrom Ail' Force Base are located in Austin. The Travis 

County Courthouse, situated in Austin, houses the County Court, all Courts­

at-Law and seven District Courts (general jurisdiction) which are not a part 

of this study. 

The County Courts-at-Law have jurisdiction over the following types 

of cases: 

1. Eminent Domain (condemnation) 
2. Misdemeanors (A & B) (See Texas Penal Code) 
3. Probate matters (concurrent jurisdiction with County Judge) 
4. Civil commitments (concurrent jurisdiction with the County Judge) 
5. Civil cases involving up to $5,000 
6. Appeals from Lower Courts 

Judges in Travis County, Texas are elected to the bench, as are the 

District Attorney~ District Clerk j • County Attorney, County Clerk, Justices 

of the Peace, a~j the Sheriff. There are other elected officials in Travis 

County, but this study is limited to the justice process as it involves the 

County Courts-at-Law. It is interesting to note that~ while the District 

Attorney and District Clerk function only in the District Courts, the County 

Attorney and County Clerk function only in the County Courts. 

A. pefinition of the Current System 

The first task of this technical assistance assignment, as discussed in 

the ag\~eement letter of April 14, 1976, \\'as to define how the current County 

Courts-at-Law system works. The consultant felt before considering any changes 

in the courts' administration or case flow system, it was necessary to define 

how cases enter and exit the process. 
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It was further agreed between the four Judges and the Consultant that 

the best method of definition would be through construction of a flow chart 
. 

documenting the processing of cases through the system, in order to show where 

current problems exist and to provide a basis to explain necessary changes. 

The County Judge requested that contested Civil Commitment hearings and 

probate cases be included in the definition of the process. Thus, this study 

includes the following categories of cases: 

a. Misdemeanors 
b. Ci vil 
c. Probate 
d. Civil Commitments 

B. Ten-Year Growth in Filings 

Chart #2, which follows, illustrates the growth of the civil and criminal 

(misdemeanor) caseload over a ten-year period. During this period, civil 

cases increased from 19% of the filings in 1965 to 52% in 1975. Many of those 

persons interviewed felt that this recent increase is attributable to "suits 

on debt" fi 1 ed, by the Attorney General's Off; ce on persons who have de­

faulted on college loans. Most of these filings merely provided a method to 

record default judgements, and thus represented very little actual court 

time. 

The largest increase in filings occurred between 1972 and 1974. In this 

two-year period new filings increased from 8 y 384 to 16,610 -- some 98%. 

Misdemeanors represented 81% of the Coart's business in 1965, at which time 

there were two County Courts-at-Law. In the 1974 peak in misdemeanor filings, 

the 9,005 misdemeanor cases which were filed represented only 54% of the total 

number of filings. 

Civil business over the ten-year period reflects an almost steady increase. 

On the other hand, misdemeanor filings h~ve been sporadic. From 1965 to 

1968111 misdemeanor filings fell from 6,901 to 3,943. They then began increasing 

un'til 1974 when they reached a high of 9,005. Filings then declined during 
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1975 to 6,929. The 1974 increase may be due to changes in the definition of 

crimes by the legislature under Texas' new Penal Code, effective January 1, 

1974. A precise answer.to the causes of the 1974 increase and other fluctu­

ations is beyond the scope of this paper, which is confined to statistical 

analysis and flow charting for system definition. 

Over this same ten years, the population of Travis County increased only 

48%. 

. 
C. Misdemeanors 

Chart #3, on the following page, illustrates the misdemeanor filings 

for OWl, worthless checks, marijuana possession, and for other criminal 

cases during 1974 and 197~ 15,844 cases were filed during this two-year 

period, of which 29% involved driving-while-intoxicated charges, 35% 

involved worthless checks, 10% involved possession of marijuana and 26% 

involved other criminal offenses. 

Total dispositions during this period amounted to 16,307 cases. Fifty­

nine percent of dispositions were by d-ismissal, 38% by guilty plea, two 

percent were by trial to the judge, and 1% by trial to a jury. The dismissal 

rate seems hi gh. It coul d be caused by any number of factors, such as the 

length of time it takes to actually get paperwork to the courts following 

arrest, and the continuance policy of the courts. As time passes, witnesses 

leave, prosecutional staffs change, and even "good," i.e., prosecutable cases 

are dismissed. On the other hand, since all cases are not screened at the 

time of arrest, the dismissal rate could represent weak cases that should never 

have been filed. 

The case flow of misdemeanors is depicted by Chart #4, on page 8. 

Most arrests ate made by the Austin Police Department, and Travis County 

Sheriff's Department. When an arrest is made, the warrant and complaint 

-6-
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AUSTIN IS THE CENTER 
of a 

MAJOR :MARKET AREA 

· , 
t:\un~U;fi1ID 

THE GOOD LIFE IN TEXAS 

RADIUS OF AUSTIN POPULATION INCOME RETAIL SALES 

100 Mile 
200 Mile 
300 Mile 
Entire State 

Figures of 12/31/74 
Source: Sales Management 

2.238,500 
8,390,600 

10,750,700 
12,140,400 
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Civil Criminal 

1592 (19%) 
1563 ( 23%) 
1175 (21% ) 
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1725 ( 25%) 
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4074 (40% ) 
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are typed by the City Clerk. At this point, they are given both an arrest 

number and a municipal number. The municipal judge fulfills the magistrate's 

function at jail call by giving required I'larnings, determining bond, and by 

reading charges to the accused. Additional arrests are made by the Department 

of Public Safety and Travis County Sheriff's Department. 

Interviews have revealed that approximately 20 days elapse from the 

time of arrest to appearance of the case in the County Attorney's screening 

section. The screening section can: 

1. Dismiss the complaint~ 
2. Refer the case back for additional information, or 
3. File on information charging the defendant with a crime. 

The next step in the process is to fil e the i nformat; on in the County 

Clerk's office, when it will be given yet another number, filed, docketed, 

and calendared for a docket call in a County Court-at-Law. This docket/calen­

dar is printed and mailed to attorneys. 

At the docket call in the County Courts-at-Law, cases can be continued 

several times. The processing time of 26 cases selected at random, discussed 

in A Study of Delay in Processing Misdemeanor Cases in Travis County dated 

December 5, 1975, by Juan Gallardo, showed that 12 of these 26 cases went to 

trial, requiring an average of 263 days from arrest to trial. 

At docket ca 11 a case may be set for a tri alto the Court or to the jury, 

a gui lty plea may be taken or the case may be continued. Most appearances· 

to obtain continuances are handled by the judges and the attorneys involved, 

without the parties present. 

The cases have been assigned to each court according to the date the 

information is filed, using the following formula: 

1st 10 days of the month - County Court-at-La\'J ttl 
2nd 10 r{ays of the month - County Court-at-Law 1/2 
3rd 10 LldYS of the month - Counth Court-at-Law 113 
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CHART #3 

MISDEMEANORS 
RECAP TRAVIS COUNTY 

1974 - 1975 
'County Courts at Law 

Type of Total Guilty Trial Trial 
Cases/Years Filed Filed Pleas Judge Jury Dismissal 

DWl: 1974 2496 2022 25 38 486 
1975 ( 4606) 2110 1967 32 74 328 

Bad Checks: 
1974 3871 56 0 0 3735 
1975 ( 5483) 1612 73 0 0 938 

Marijuana: 
1974 766 335 14 3 290 
1975 ( 1561) 795 486 27 0 462 

Other Crim. : 
1974 1988 637 57 9 2026 
1975 (4194) 2206 683 97 7 1400 

T 0 TAL 15844 6259 252 131 9665 --
--- --

I. DWl 29% of Filings 

Hotchecks 35% of Filings 

Marijuana 10% of Filings 

Other Criminal 26% of Filings 

II. Total Disposition 16,307 

Guilty PIDas 38% 

Trial to Judge 2% 

Trial to Jury 1% 

Dismissal 59% 

III. 97% of all Dispositions were Guilty Pleas and Dismissals. 

CHART #3 
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Since the key date is the date the information is filed rather than 

the date the offense occurred, the County Attorney retains control of which . 
court hears the case. The judges have recently agreed, however, to the 

wisdom of a strict rotation system, and to drop the current calendar-based 

system. The problems depicted in the current misdemeanor case flow system are 

the fo 11 owi ng: 

1. There is no case-screening mechanism located at or close to the 
point of arrest, to keep bad cases out of the process. 

2. The County Clerk does not provide a county control number until the 
information is filed. The complaint, warrant, and offense reports 
each have their separate numbers by the time the county number is 
issued. 

3. The court does not control its own calendar, but leaves this to 
the County Attorney's office. 

4. Printed dockets cost an excessive amount of money and contribute to 
delay in the system. 

5. The case dismissal rate is too high. 

6. Each County Court-at-Law judge's secretary handles non-secretarial 
administrative tasks (e.g., setting cases), but beyond this there is 
no coofdinated system of administration. 

7. Cases are placed in an inactive file because such necessary paper 
work as warrants, complaints and bonds has not been received. 

8. Bonds do not have a number for control purposes. 

9. The sheriff controls the jail docket for the County Courts-at~Law. 

D. Civil Cases 

Civil cases in Travis County represented 52% of the County Court-at-Law 

filings in 1975, and the backlog increased 148% from January 1, 1974, to 

J~nuary 1, 1976. "Suit on debt" cases represent 79% of the beginning balance 

of 13,302 cases as of January 1, 1976. There were 113 condemnation cases 

on file as of Ja~uary 1, 1976, or 1% of the total. Fourteen percent of the 

condemnation cases over this two-year period were tried to a jury. Although 

-12-
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these trials represent a small percentage of the court's business, they 

consume a large amount of court time. It is estimated that each condemnation 

trial to jury takes a week or longer. The other twenty percent of the pending 

civil caseload is divided almost equally between Personal Injury and Other 

civil cases. (See Chart #5, which follows.) 

The civil docket is attorney-controlled: the plaintiff's attorney can 

choose the court in which to file the petition, and both attorneys can agree 

on a trial setting by letter. 

Chart #6. on page 13. illustrates the civil process. The steps of this 

process are as follovlS: 

1. Filing of a petition and payment of the requisite fee 
2. Preparation by the clerk of six independent forms 
3. Service of process by sheriffs 
4. Filing of an answer by defendant 
5. Preparation of a letter of agreement that the case be set for trial 
6. Pre-trial hearing and set trial date 
7. Calling of jurors 
8. Trial 

Condemnation cases go through an administrative hearing prior to 

trial. The flaw chart shows the following: 

1. Appointment of special commissioners 
2. Signing of oath and order setting hearing 
3. Hearing 
4. Award by commissioners 
5. Objection by attorney 

When an objection is filed, the case is returned to the usual civil 

process and proceeds on to trial as would any other civil case. 

The problems illustrated by the flow chart and statistics are the 

following: 

1. The system lacks any form of administration or management. 
2. Judges do not provide direction or control of the· process. Plain­

tiff's attorneys determine the court in which the petition is filed. 
Attorneys control setting of cases. Defense attorneys attempt to change 
hearings from the court in which the petition was filed to a court of 
their own choice. 

-13-
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Beg. Bal. 5352 
1/1/74 

1974 Filings 7657 

1975 Filings 7421 

Total Cases 20,430 
74 & 75 

'Disposi tion: 
(3660)~ 1974 

1975 (3468) 

Beg. Bal. 13,302 
1/1/76 

. 

11974 Disposition 
by Percentage: 

Default or Agreed 
Judgment 

Trial to Judge 
Trial to Jury 
Dismissals 
Others 

21975 Disposition 
. by Percentage: 

Default or Agr.ped 
Judgment 

Trial to Judge 
Trial to Jury 
Dismissals 
Others 

. CHART #5 

'COUNTY COURTS-AT-LAW 
Travis County 

1974 - 1975 civil 
July 15, 1975 

Personal 
Injurx Condemnation 
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3. Civil filings are increasing at a rate whjch represented 52% of 
the court's business in 1975. 

4. Civil case dispositions are not keeping abreast of filings. The 
backlog increased 148% from January 1, 1974, to January 1, 1976. 

5. Cases are not set for a date certain except by specific request or 
except as precipitated by periodic publication of dismissal dockets. 

£. Probate ---
All three County Courts-at-Law have concurrent jurisdiction over probate 

matters with the County Judge. Statistics on the volume of cases in this pro-

cess were not readily available, but, again, this paper deals mainly with 

the definition of the probate process and in particular assignment of con­

tested cases which require longer than a day to try. 

The probate hearing process is shown on Chart #7 on the following page. 

The process begins when the application for probate is filed with the Probate 

Section of the County Clerk's office. The hearing on the application is 

scheduled for 10 to 14 days later. Independent administrators are issued 

letters of administration, and are required to file an inventory sometime 

between ninety days and nine months from the date of filing. The administrator 

can schedule hearings and may continue the case until the estate is settled. 

The Probate Consultant, an aide to the County Judge, will schedule hearing 

dates. 

When the estate does not have an independent administratot, the County 

Judge will appoint an administrator. A bond, oath and qualification lettet 

must be filed, and the inventory is scheduled for filing in 90 days. An annual 
l 

accounting is also requited . 
. 

Hearings can be scheduled by the parties at any time during the probate 

process. If none are scheduled, the estate is simply left open, but plans 

are currently under way to calendar all cases for review and possible closing 

three years after filing. 
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Problems in probate case flow are as follows: 

1. The County Judge, needs an administrative method to calendar contested 
probate cases for trial in the County Courts-at-Law. 

2. Independent administrators should be given dates certain, by which 
time their inventories are to be filed. 

3. Probate cases should be scheduled for closing. 

4. The calendar should be controlled by County Judge1s administrative staff. 

F. Civil Commitment 

Civil commitment cases resemble probate cases, from an administrative point 

of view. The reason for the County Judge's request that this area be included 

as part of this study is that his tight schedule as the chief executive of the 

county limits the amount of time available to try contested matters. But 

most persons interviewed felt that these contested matters would constitute 

only five or six trials each year. 

Chart #8, which follov.Js, shows the process by which a civil commitment 

case moves fro~ filing to disposition. Most matter's are handles administra­

tively by appointed counsel, personnel of the County Clerk's office, and the 

County Judge. 

The major problems involved in these cases are: 

1. Administrative procedures are lacking for transfer of these cases to 
County Court-at-La\v when contested. 

2. Cases are not scheduled for trial or hearing within the statutorily 

mandated fourteen days. 

-18-
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III. RECOMMENDATIONS 

Due to the shortness of time, it was agreed to pick out three most impor­

tnat changes and present a plan for their implementation. 

The plans for change will be as follows: 

1. Change the misdemeanors process to establish judicial control over 
the courts process, provide adequate screening of cases, and assign 
each case one number at arrest stage. 

2. Change the civil process to establish separate and judicially-con­
trolled calendars for default judgments, pre-trial settlement con­
ference, trials to court, and trials to judge, and disposition. 
Calendars should allow for scheduling of contested probate and civil 
commitment cases. 

3. Establish court administration for county Courts-at-Law to handle 
the administrative workload of the judges. 

A. plan #1: To Change the Misdemeanors Process to Allow for Judicial ~qJJ.!r0l 

1. Problems -----... 

a. The time from arrest to disposition is currently unreasonable. 

b. The county attorney controls the fi1 ing of cases fOl~ each court. 

c. The sheriff controls the jail docket for jail. call at court. 

d. Many cases are not set for a date certain, alia' in others the 

dat~ certain is not set early enough. 

e. A new case number is given by the county clerk, after the case 

already has at least three numbers. 

2 . .9verall..Opjecti.~Le.~ (Genel~a'l Statement) 

To establish a screening division at the point of arrest to include 

responsibilities of the county attorney, county clerk, and court administrator, 

in order to afford more timely scheduling of misdemeanor cases and appointment 

of counsel; and to foster justice fo\" the accused by timely dispositions of 

cases. 
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3. Implementation Tasks 

. Schedule 
_____ Task DescY'iption _________ Start-Complete Re~onsibility_ 

1. Set up Board of Judges and elect Aug. Aug. 
administrative judge. 1976 1976 

2. Establish committee made up of County Aug. Aug. 
Judge, County Attorney, County Clerk, and 1976 1976 
Judges. 

3. Present plan to set up screening section Sept. Sept. 
at Police Department 1976 1976 

4. Get approval for case screening from Oct. Nov. 
County Attorney 1976 1976 

5. Get approval for numbering of cases at Oct. Nov. 
arrest from County Attorney 1976 1976 

6. Set up responsibilities and activies for Oct. Dec. 
docketi ng of cases to courts by court admi n- 1976 1976 
istrator's staff (see Plan #3) 

7. Apply for CJD grant to provide court Sept. Dec. 
administration and early screening capabilities 1976 1976 

8. Restructure case flow to implement screening Oct. Feb. 
at arrest stage. 1976 1977 

9. Prepare court rules concerning misdemeanors Feb. Mar. 
1977 1977 

10. Set up roster of attorneys for apPOintment Jan. Feb. 
at screening stage. 1977 1977 

11. Establish multiple copy form, containing Jan. Mar. 
warrant, complaint, and information to be filled 1977 1977 
out at screening. 

12. Establish responsibilities to insure uniform Jan. Feb. 
numbering of multiple copy form as well as bond 1977 1977 
and offense report. 

13. Explain ne\'/ procedures to Travis County 
Bar Association members. 

14. Document change for Plan Number 1. 

15. lnsta 11 new procedures. 

Mar. Mar. 
1977 1977 

Mar. Apr. 
1977 1977 

Mar. Mar. 
1977 1977 

County Court­
at-Law Judges 

Administrative Jud 

Administrative Jud: 

Administrative Jud· 
and County Attornc 

Admi ni stl~ati ve Jud 
and County Clerk 

Administrative Jud 

I\dministrative Jud 

Court Administrato 

Court Administrato 
and Judges 

Aides to Judges 

Court Administrato 

Court Administrato; 
and County Judge 
Clerk 

Administrative Jude 

Court Administrato! 

Court Administrator 

16. Monitor system and propose change if 
necessary to judges. 

Mar. Ongoing Staff of Court 

17. Prepare monthly or quarterly reports foY' 
judges on "state of docket. II -21-

1977 Administrator 

Mar. Ongoing Court Administratol 
1977 

---~-------- ----------- ~~"--'-~ 



B. Plan 112: To Establish Civil Calendars to Pr'ovide a Date Certain for Each 
Hearing, from Petition to Disposition 

1. Problems 

a. The backlog on civil cases grew 148% since 1974, but much of this 

growth is due to default suits on debt, which rarely involve court 

time. 

b. Plaintiffsl attorneys select the court when the petition is filed. 

c. At present there is no procedure to allow for contested probate 

cases or civil commitments. 

d. Jurors are used ineffectively and at an excessive cost under 

attorney control of the calendar. 

e. Judges waste time because they currently do not control their time. 

2. Overall Objectives 

To establish calendars provide a date certain for: 

a. Default judgment hearings 

b. Pre-trial hearings 

c. Trials to the jury 

d. Trials to the judge 

e. Disposition and closing of file, 

in order to provide efficient scheduling of all cases, to affort effective 

management of the admi ni st.rati ve workload of the courts, and to allow addi ti ona 1 

time for judges to actually hear cases. 

3. Implementation Tasks 
Schedule 

___ Tas k Deseri pti on __________ Start-Comp 1 ete 

1. Establish a Rules Committee made up of the Oct. Oct. 
judges and attorneys from Tl~avis County. 1976 1976 

2. Study plan for rules and implementation of 
specialized calendars for (1) Default judg- Oct. Feb. 
ments (2) Pre-trial hearings (3) Trial to 1976 1977 
judge on jury and (4) Dispositions. 

-22-
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Administrative Judq 
or Board of Judges 

Committee 



____ Task Description 
Schedule 

_____ Start-C~mpl ete 

3. Establish procedures to capture 
information from petition at pOint of 
filing. 

Nov. Dec. 
1976 1976 

4. Establish procedures to capture infor- Dec. Feb. 
mation from answer to petition, or lack 1976 1977 
of answer, 21 days after filing. 

Responsibilities 

Court Administrator 

Court Administrator 

5. Set up format for default calendar Dec. Feb. Court Administrator 
with notice to plaintiff's counsel 1976 1977 

6. Give notice of default calendar to Mar. On-going Aide to Judges 
plaintiffs' counsel by telephone. 1977 

7. Set up calendar format for pre- Dec. Feb. Court Administrator 
trial hearings. 1976 1977 

8. Schedule pre-trial hearing Dec. Feb. Court Administrator 
by courts 1976 1977 

9. Give notices to both parties of Mar. On-going Aide to Judges 
time of hearing. 1977 

10. Establish format for trial to Dec. Feb. Court Administrator 
jury or to the court. 1976 1977 

11. Set up procedures and methods for Dec. Feb. Court Adm-inistrator 
scheduling of a case from pre-trial 1976 1977 
to tri a 1. 

12. Set up format of notice to be Feb. Mar. Court Administrator 
served at time of pre-trial hearings. 1977 1977 

13. Establish rule to control contin- Jan. Mar. Judges 
uances. 1977 1977 

14. Set up format to receive disposition Feb. Feb. County Clerk, Court 
and close case files. 1977 1977 Administrator 

15. Establish local rules with Dec. Feb. Court Administrator 
commi ttee based on new calendar system. 1976 1977 and Committee 

16. Approve local rules. Mar. Mar. Committee 

17. Publish local rules. 

18. Monitor calendar procedures 
court-by-court 

1977 1977 

April May Court Administrator 
1977 1977 

Mar. On-going Court Administrator 
1977 
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Task Des cri pt i on_ 

19. Establish procedures to hear 
contested probate and civil commit-
ment cases in County Courts-at-Law . 

20. Prepare schedule of trials to 
jury with call of jurors. 

21- Implement new, efficient method 
of calling jurors for trials. 

Schedule 
Start-Complete 

Dec. Mar. 
1976 1977 

Mar. June 
1977 1977 

June June 
1977 1977 

Responsibilitles 

Court Administrator 

Court Administrator 

Court Administrator 

C. Plan 113: To Establish the Office of Court Administrator for County Courts­
at-Law ~ 

1. Problems 

a. At present there is no central administration for the judiciary. 

b. Currently, administrative functions and responsibilities of the 

judges are performed by other agencies. 

c. Inventories of cases for each court are unknown. 

d. Changes in the current systenl cannot take place because 

no one administrator has the authority to plan and monitor 

c~anges. 

2. Overall Objectives (General Statement) 

To establish the office of court administrator for the County Courts­

at-Law in order to effectively perform the administrative functions and 

responsibilities of the judges. 

3. Implementatibn Tasks 

___ Tas k Descri pti on" _____ _ 

1. Apply for a court coordination 
grant for Travis County Courts-at-Law. 

Q Personnel would include 
a COUI~t administrator, a 
secretary, and an input 
coordinator. 

I Other expenses would include funds 
for office supplies, desks, and 
necessary equipment to set up the 
off; ce. 

Schedule 
Start-Complete 

Aug. Sept. 
1976 1976 

-24-
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Board of Judges, Ad­
mini strati ve Judge an" 
Criminal Justice Divi­
sion 
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Schedule 
_____ Task Description ____ Start Complete 

~ Objectives, procedures and 
tasks for office of court 
administrator should be 
speci fi ed. 

6 . Include tasks specified in 
Plans #1 and 2, above, where 
the responsibility belongs to 
the Court Administrator. 

o The cost of such a project is 
estimated to be in the neigh­
borhood of $52,500. 

2. Interview applicants for job of Court Sept. Oct. 
Administrator. 1976 1976 

3. Select candidate to be Court 
Administrator. 

4. Contract with Criminal Justice 
Dicision for pre-cost agreements on 
grant. 

5. Hire Court Administrator. 

6. Set up Court Administrator's office 
and explain tasks and grant to new 
Court Adminisfirator. 

7. Send Court Administrator to Court 
Coordinator's seminars during October 
and November. 

8. Monitor Court Administrator's 
handling of job. 

9. Hire staff to complete court 
administration staff. 

10. Orient staff on court operation 
and responsibilities. 

11. Begin calendar process on misde­
meanors and civil cases. 

12. Monitor court operation and report 
~onthly to judges and Court Judicial 
Division. 

13. Plan and budget for the overall 
needs of the County Courts-at-Law. 

14. Set up tasks of Plan #1 for imple­
mentation. 

Oct. 
1976 

Oct. 
1976 

Oct. 
1976 
Oct. 
1976 

Oct. 
1976 

Oct. 
1976 

Nov. 
1976 

Nov. 
1976 

Nov. 
1976 

Oct. 
1976 

Oct. 
1976 

Oct. 
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Oct. 
1976 

Oct. 
1976 

Oct. 
1976 
Nov. 
1976 

Nov. 
1976 

On-going 

Dec. 
1976 

Dec. 
1976 

Mar. 
1977 

On-going 

On-going 

On-going 

Responsibilities 

Board of Judges 

Board of Judges 

County Judge and 
Administrative Judges 

Board of Judges. 

Court Administrator 

Administrative Judge 

Administrative Judge 

Court Administrator 

Court Administrator 

Court Administrator 

Court Administrator 

Court Administrator 

Court Administrator 

... ~ ---
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Schedul e ~. 
____ Task Oescri pti on, ____ ----.,;Start-Compl ete 

, 

15. Set up tasks of Plan #2 for im­
plementation 

16. Coordinate courts' operations 
with other agencies of the county 

17. Explain court rules to Travis 
County attorneys 

18. Provide administrative support 
for the County Court-at-Law judges 

19. Reduce case backlog by effective 
and efficient scheduling of cases 
for date certain . 

Oct. On-goi ng 
1976 

Oct. On-going 
1976 

Mar. On-going 
1977 

Oct. On-going 
1976 

Mar. On-going 
1977 
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Court Administrator 

Court Administrator 

Court Administrator 

Court Administrator 

Court Administrator 
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IV. SUMMARY 

This report studied the County Courts-at-Law as a system for pro-
. 

cessing cases from the point of origin to final disposition. 

The system was defined through interviews in order to chart the four 

types of cases to be studied. Appropriate statistics were used to support 

basic conclusions regarding filings and dispositions. 

Once the system was defined and the flow charts produced, the con­

sultant presented his findings to the four judges involved in the study. 

These findings were discussed and recommendations for change in the current 

system were made in the form of three plans. These plans contain tasks 

by which the judge can control the calendars and establish an office of 

court administration. 

This report did not discuss all the problems faced by the Travis 

County Courts-at-Law, but the three plans represent an effort to meet some 

of the system's immediate needs. A court administrator can begin to correct 

the additional problems and provide administrative needs to the judges . 
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