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AUSTIN—
The Texas Judicial Council released today statistics on the 1977 activities of the Texas courts The Texas Su-

preme Court delivered a total of 109 opinions and disposed of 717 apphcatlons for writs of error from decisions
“of the courts of civil appeals during 1977. The Court of Criminal Appeals wrote 2,778 opinions, and the fourteen

courts of civil appeals wrote a total of 1,771 opinions during the same period. Some 346,374 cases were disposed
, of by the 284 district, domestic relations and special juvenile courts, an increase of five percent over 1976. In.
3 county courts, 345,098 cases were disposed. In the reporting justice of the peace courts, over one v,_million traffic -
! cases were filed, comprising 67 percent of the total cases filed in those courts. Total revenue collected by the jus-
tice of the peace courts was $32,823,947: The municipal courts in the 214 cities with population of 5,000 or greater
reported over 2,300,000 traffic cases filed during 1977, accountmg for 85 percent of the total number of cases filel'
in those courts. Revenue collected by those courts totalled $53,922,849. ‘

L e T

SUPREME COURT. The Supreme Court of Texas is composed of the Chief Justice and eight associate justices.
It is the highest state court for civil appeals and promulgates the rules of civil procedure for the courts of the s‘tate.

The Court delivered 84 deciding opinions in 1977, compared with 107 in 1976. A total of 109 oplmons wds writ-
ten (including Rule 483 per curiam opinions), an average of 12 per justice. :

The Supreme Court disposed of 717 applications for writs of error from decisions of the courts of civil appeals,

compared to 667 in 1976. Fourteen percent of these were granted. Of the granted writs, the courts of civil appeals
were reversed in' 66 percent of the cases for an effective reversal rate by thé Supreme Court of six percent

COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS. The Court of rlmlnal Appeals is the hlghest state court for criminal ap-
p peals and is composed of a Presiding Judge and eight judges. .

Two thousand seven hundred seventy-eight opinions (including dissents and concurrences) were written in
1977, 28 percent more than the 1976 total of 2,177. Twenty-four percent of these were authored opinions.

i ‘ The Court of Criminal Appeals affirmed the tnal court’s decision in 74 percent of the cases reviewed and dls-
missed or abated the appeal in an additional ten percent.

. :
COURTS OF CIVIL APPEALS The 14 courts of civil appeais exercise 1ntermed1afe appellate Jumsdlctlon in
. civil cases. Each court has geographic jurisdiction in a Supreme Judicial Dlstmct Eafeh of the courts has three

s

Justlces, for a, total of 42 lntermedlate appellate justices in (j’he state. ‘ = ,
A =

In 1977 a total of 1,771 opinions were written by the courts of civil appeals compared to 1,562 in 1976.
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The average number of written ¢pinions per ]udge‘for all courts of civil appeals was 42.

DISTRICT COURTS. The 284 district courts expemenced a five percent increase in cases filed — to 356, 042 cases - :
from 338,382 in 1976. ‘ .

In 1977, four percent more civil cases were docketed in the.district courts tham in 1976 New crlrnmdl cases in-
creased from 67, 269 in. 1976 to 71,839 — an increase of six percent : . ‘

W s e T s o

Civil cases accounted for 77 percent of the new cases filed in 1977. Almost half (45 percent) of the c1v11 cases filed
were divorce or annulment Actions. Personal i 1n]ury cases comprlsed nme percent 4and tax cases seven percent of
the civil cases filed, v o :

&

Criminal cases accounted for 20 percent of the total new casevs filed in 1977. Of the crxininal cases, 21 percent .
involved a charge of burglary, 21 percent theft, six percent each robbery and felony DWI and 18" percent drug of-

fenses, including marijuana.
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-An éverage of 1,219 cases per judge was disposed’of in ‘19774,\ down 43 cases per judge from 1976.

Texas courts granted five percent more divorces in 1977 than 1976. In 1977, 117,539 divorce cases were disposed

of — 34 percent of all the cases handled by district courts. -

COUNTY COURTS. In terms of numbers of cases, criminal cases constituted 66 percent of the 405,273 new
cases filed or cases appealed from lower courts. Civil cases accounted for 20 percent and probate 14 percent, New
juvenile cases filed were less than 1/2 percent.of the total. :

Concerning the criminal cases only, 31 percent (81;441) of those filed or appealed to the county courts from lower
courts were for driving while intoxicated. Thirteen percent (34,221) were for worthless checks and nine percent

. (25,303) for violations of laws concerning marijuana possession or delivery,

“Looking at all cases (except probate) the county courts disposed of 345,098 cases, which is 98 percent of the
352,992 cases filed or appealed.

JUSTICES OF THE PEACE. In terms of numbers of cases, traffic cases comprised 67 percent of the cases filed -

in the reporting courts. Over one million traffic cases were filed in these courts during 1977. Non-traffic criminal
cases and civil cases (including “small-claims” cases) provided 21 and 12 percent of the new cases filed, respec-
tively.

Justices of the peace reported the disposition of cases in three cétegories: prior to trial, at trial and dismissed.
Seventy-three percent of all cases were disposed of before trial, 16 percent at trial and 11 percent were dismissed.

Looking at traffic cases only, 83 percent were disposed of prior to trial practically all by payment of fine. Of the
13 percent that went to trial, 98 percent of the cases were tried before a judge alone and the remaining two per-
cent were tried before a jury. When traffic cases went to trial, the defendant was found gullty in95 percent of the
cases before the judge alone and in 78 percent of the cases tried before a jury.

MUNICIPAL COURTS. The municipal courts in the 214 cities with population of 5,000 or greater were asked

to submit a one-page monthly report to the Council on activity in their courts. Traffic cases comprised 85 percent
of the cases filed in the reporting courts. Over 2,300,000 traffic cases were filed in these courts durmg 1977, Non-

traffic criminal cases provided the other 15 percent of the new cases filed.

Seventy-one percent of all cases were disposed of before trial, 15 percent at trial and 14 percent were dismissed.

Looking at traffic cases only, 72 percent were disposed of prior to trial, 86 percent of those by payment of fine
and 14 percent by bond forfeiture. Of the 14 percent that went fo trial, 99 percent of the cases were tried before the

" judge alone and the other one percent before a jury. When traffic cases went to trial the defendant was found

guilty in 80 percent of the cases tried before the judge alone and 62 percent of the cases tried before a jury. ®

The above statistics are included in the 49th Annual Report of the Texas Judicial Council. For the past 49 years;
the Texas Judicial Council has been collecting information concerning caseloads. for the district and appeliate
courts, Beginning in 1973, the Council expanded its data collection activities by gathermg and publishing statls-
tics on case loads of county, municipal and justice of the peace courts.
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TTMDMM%WHD On behalf of the Texas Judicial Council, I hereby trans-—
usiin . 3 .
mit to you the 49th Annual Report of the Council as required
JC cnamici by Article 2328a, V.A.C.S. Also included is the first An-
cun nual Report of the Office of Court Administration of the Texas
{CHAEL CURRY . . . o
GorE R CHARL Judicial System as required by Article 2328b, V.A.C.S. '
P This Report on court activities and statistics collected
cnawoos O the state judicial system for the calendar year 1977 con-
ST oMM GA tains special studies, charts and explanatory texts which we

trust will provide illumination to the statistics.
CHARLES R GRIGGS

Sweetwater

For the first time, this Report contains a section on
L DeW!ITT HALE N

Corpus Chnst the activities of each of the state agencies and organizations
which operate within the judicial branch of government. The
CHAMLESF HERANG jnclusion of these reports will provide a broader view of the °
s Jjudicial branch of government than has been provided in past = %
e O reports and hopefully will lead to a better understandlng of \\

its significance to all of our citizens.
ABNER-V McCALL

Waco:

The establishment of the Office of Court Administration

acpaw R - in June, 1977, provided the judiciary with a vitally needed
~ : administrative staff to meet the ever-increasing demands upon.

FRANKG MOONALD. the court’s by citizens of our state seeking‘adjudication of |
, Iy their individual problems. By providing a unified staff for

:ﬁifp”"s° both this new office and the Texas Judicial Council, consider-

~able savings of taxpayers' money is being realized and coordl—
THOMAS M REAVLEY
Austin nation of the two activities is assured

z
A oaie. SoRART I sincerely hope that the information contalned in this

Forty-Ninth Annual Report will prove helpful to each of you.
"Your suggestions on the improvement of the Report are earnestly
~ solicited. Please call upon the Council or its admlnlstratlve'
'staff whenever we can be of as31btance to you. -

BILL WARD
Wealherord

Respectfully submltted
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President -
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RESOLUTION OF THE
TEXAS JUDICIAL COUNCIL

In Recognition of the Distinguished Service of
THE HONORABLE THOMAS M. REAVLEY

Honorable Thomas Morrow Reavley, Associate Justice of the Supreme Court of Texas since
1968, member of this Council since 1969 by delegation of the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court,
and Council president from 1971 until 1976, retired from the Court on October 5, 1977, thus
terminating one of the most outstanding Council memberships in the Council’s history of almost

"'a half century.

Justice Reavley brought to this Council an abundance of native talent, energy, personality and
devotion, in. addition to an unusually broad and valuable store of scholarship and experience in
the legal profession and otherwise. A native of East Texas, he earned a Bachelor of Arts degree
from the University of Texas, served two years of duty at sea as Lieutenant of the United States

© Navy in World War I and thereafter received a degree of Doctor of Jurisprudence from Harvard

Law School. His later career before his election to the Supreme Court included some twelve years
of successful private law practice in East Texas and Austin, presidency of the State Junior Bar
of Texas, active membership in numerous important professional, civic and religious associations
as well as official public service as Assistant District Attorney of Dallas County, County Attor-
ney of Nacogdoches County, Secretary of State of Texas, District Judge of Travis County and
Visiting Professor of Law at the University of Texas College of Law. During his membership
on the Supreme Court he has been a lecturer at Baylor Law School and McMurry College. He
holds honorary degrees of Doctor of Laws from Austin College and Southwestern University.

As to Justice Reavley’s contributions to this Council, suffice it to say that he had an important
and frequently leading role in every constructive Council action taken during his membership.
Possessed as he is of unusual executive ability, his presidency was outstanding for its achieve-
ments of an executive nature, including beneficial expansion of Council activities, financial re-
sources, staff and relations with bther institutions, official and otherwise.

1t is accordingly RESOLVED that this Texas Judicial Council hereby permanently records its
indebtedness and gratitude and that of its membership and staff to Justice Reavley and his

family for his contributions to the Council, for his devoted expenditure of time and effort in
.# this behalf and for his invariably thoughtful consideration and friendship toward fellow-Council

members and Council staff;

Further RESOLVED that this Couvncil’s great regret at the termination of Justice Reavley’s
membership is tempered with the knowledge that he will always continue his strong interest in
the work of the Council and with the hope that he will find occasion to attend many meetings
of the Council as an ever-welcome guest.
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- OFFICE OF COURT ADMINISTRATION
OF THE TEXAS JUDICIAL SYSTEM

Article 2328b, V.A.T.S.

~ Definitions

Section 1, In this Act, unless the context requires a different defini-
tion:

(1) “Court” means any tribunal forming a part of the judicial branch
of government,

(2) “Trial court” means any tribunal forming a part of the judicial
branch of government with the exception of the supreme court, the
court of eriminal appeals, @nd the courts of civil appeals.

(8) “Office of Court Administration™ means the Office of Court Ad-
ministration of the Texas Judicial System.

Promulgation of rules

Sec. 2. The supreme court shall promulgate rules of administration
for the efficient administration of justice in this state and other rules
necessary for the enforcement of this Act. When promulgating rules of
administration for the efficient administration of criminal justice in
this state, the supreme court will seek the advice of the court of crim-
inal appeals.

Creation of office; direction and supervision;

duties

See. 3. (a) The Office of Court Administration of the Texas Judi-
cial System is hereby created. ‘

(b} The office of court administration shall operate undei the direc-
tion and supervision of the supreme court. It shall perform the duties
provided in this Act and such other duties as may be directed by the su-
preme court and shall provide the necessary staff functions for the
efficient operation of the Texas Judicial Council,

Administrative director
Sec. 4 {a) The supreme court shall appoint the administrative di-
rector of the courts, who shall serve at the will of the court and shall be
subordinate to, and act by authority of and under the direction of, the
chief justice of the supreme court. The adminisirative director shall
direct the operations of the office of court administration and, as an
additional duty of his office, shall serve as executive director of the
Texas Judicial Council. He shall serve in such other capacities as may
be directed by the supreme court or the chief justice.
(b) The administrative. director shall devote full time to his official
duties,

Employment of personnel
Sec, §, The administrative director, with the approval of the chief
justice,; shall employ such personnel as are necessary for the efficient
operation of the office of court administration and of the Texas Judi-
cial Council,

Duties of administrative director
See. 6. Under the direction and supervision of the chief justice, the
administrative director shall implement the provisions of this Act and
the rules of administration and other rules promulgated by the su-

preme court for the efficient administration of justice in this state. He
shall:

(1) assist the justices and judges of the various courts in discharg-
ing their administrative duties; .

(2) consult with and assist the administrative judges in discharg-
ing their duties under provisions of law and rules promuigated by the
supreme court;

(3) make such recommendations to the supreme court as may he ap-
propriate for the implementation of this Act;

(4) examine the administrative and business methods and systems
employed in the offices of the clerks of court and other offices related
to and serving the courts and make recommendations for necessary
improvement and recommend forms and other documents used {o re-
rord the business of the courts;

(5) examine the state of the dockets and practices and procedures
of the courts and make recommendations for the promotion of the or-
derly and efficient administration of justice;

(6) prepare and submit budget estimates of state appropriations nec-
essary for the maintenance and operation of the judicial system, and
study and make recommendations on the expenditure of state funds
appropriated for the maintenance and operation of the judicial sys.
tem;

(7) consult with and assist the clerks of court and other officers and
employees of the courts and of offices related to and serving the courts
to provide for the efficient administration of justice;

(8) consult with and make recommendations to the court adminis-
trators and court coordinators of the courts of the state to provide for
uniform administration and promote the efficient administration ‘of
justice in all courts of the state;

(9). perform such additional duties as may be assigned by the su-
preme court and by the chief justice; and

{10) prepare an annual report of the activities of his office to be pub-
lished in the annual report of the Texas Judicial Council.

Clerical personnel
Sec. 7. The authority of the courts to appoint clerical personnel is
not limited by any provision. of this Act.

Judge acting without potential jurisdiction
Sec. 8, Neither this Act nor any rule adopted under this Act may be
construed to authorize a judge to act in a case of which his own court
would not have potential jurisdiction under the constitution and laws
of this state.

Judicial discretion
See. 9. Neither this Act nor any rules adopted under its authority
shall be construed to authorize any infringement upon the judicial dis-
cretion of any judge of the state in the. trying of a case properly be-
fore his court.
Acts 1977, 65th Leg., p. 98, ch. 45, eff. April 5, 1977.

OFFICE OF COURT ADMINISTRATION
C. Raymond Judice, Administrative Director
P. O. Box 12066

K:\\:‘j Austin, Texas 78711
' 512/475-2421
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REPCRT OF THE |
OFFICE OF COURT ADMINISTRATION

Senate Bill 192 of the 65th Legislature (Article
2328b, V.A.T.S.) was signed by Governor Dolph Bris-
coe April 5, 1977, and became effective immediately,
creating the state Office of Court Administration. On
June 1, 1977, the Supreme Court of Texas imple-
mented the provisions of this statute and appointed
the first Administrative Director of the Courts. Under
terms of Article 2328b, the staff of the Office of Court
Administration also serves as the staff of the Texas
Judicial Council. Thus many of the activities of the
Office of Court Administration are conducted in the
name of the Texas Judicial Council. The paramount
example is the collection of statistical data on the
caseloads of the courts and the publication of this
Annual Report.

During 1977, the staff served the Texas Judicial
Council alone until June 1 and both the Judicial Coun-
cil and as the Office of Court Administration for the
latter half of the year.

1. Forty-eighth Annual Report. The Annual Report
of the Texas Judicial Council was published in the
spring. Containing 660 pages, the report contains cfa-
tistical data on court activity at all levels in the State
of Texas for calendar year 1976. Also included are

statistical analyses and articles on recent Attorney

General’s Opinions and variances in subject matter
jurisdiction of Texas trial courts. The reports on two
new studies are included — one on the financing of
the judicial branch of government at all levels and
the second a revised and reworked .look at data col-
lected on cases in the criminal appellate system over
the past several years. The Annual Report was sent
to all judges and clerks, state agencies, criminal jus-
tice planning units, local officials and libraries. A
total of 4,000. copies were distributed.

2. Texas Juvenile Probation Réport. Published and
distributed this year was the first annual report on
juvenile probation in Texas. Entitled Texas Juvenile
Probation Report, this publication contains statistics
and explanatory text coricerning juvenile probation
and juvenile courts in the state.

3. 65th Legislature. The 65th Legislature occupied
much of the staff’s time early in the year. Over 100
requests for statistical information by members of
the Legislature were filled. 1976 caseload data on af-

fected counties was prov1ded both committees consid-
\\

5,
R

ering the creation of new courts as it became avail-
able. The Council’s data on capital murder cases was
also of great interest to several members of the Legis-
lature. At the request of the Attorney General, the
staff continued to collect data on the application of
the capital murder statutes. As in past sessions, the
Council staff offered its services to the members, com-
mittees and staff of the 65th Legislature. Assistarnce
was provided in legal research, drafting of bills and
answering inquiries on the operation of the court sys-
tem. In particular, the staff was consulted on numer-
ous occasions for assistance in preparing the fiscal
notes for a wide range of bills affecting the judiciary
and court system of the state. The staff also pre-
pared a daily memo on bills introduced and/or pend-
ing which affected the judicial branch of government.

At the conclusion of the leg'islatiVé session, the staff
prepared a summary of legislation afj@ecting the courts
which was sent to all judges in the state.

}

4. Texas Adult Probation Commission. Legislation
of the 65th Legislature resulted in the creation of
several new agencies or groups which involved the
staff’ Because the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court
was .given some duties in initially organizing the
Texas Adult Probation Commission, the staff assisted
that.group in beginning its operations, in terms of
handling correspondence, posting notice ovf' meetings,
recording meetings and preparing necessary forms
for the Commission to hire an Executive Director and
generally serving as the secretanat to the Commis-
sion.

5. Speedy Trial Act Task Force..Passage of S.B.
1043, the “Speedy Trial Act,” resulted in the Gov-

ernor appointing a Task Force to identify potential

problem areas associated with the Act’s implemen-
tation, and develop recommendations to make the
transition as smooth as possible. The Administrative
Director is a member. An initial meeting of the Task
Force was held on September 23rd. As one of its
first needs, the Task Force identified certain statis-
tical information on the state of the dockets in courts
to be affected by the Speedy Trial Act. In cooperation
with the County and District Attorneys Association,
the Office of Court Administration deSIgned question-

naires to.elicit the necessary information from dis-

trict and county level courts. For the”lower courts,

- . i
e ; i
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.the office developed a questionnaire which was sent
to a sample of courts across the state.

6. Continuing Legal Education  of Municipal Court
Judges. S.B. 387 of the 65th Legislature, concerning
continuing legal education for municipal court judges,
gave the Texas Judicial Council the duty-of admin-
istering the Act. This includes acerediting the courses
which municipal judges may take to satisfy the re-
guirements of the law, encouraging that proper
courses be offered, receiving and making reports on
who has and has not satisfied the purposes of the
Act, The staff prepared a set of proposed rules and
forms. for consideration by the Council at its October
meeting for the accreditation of courses and certifi-
cation of attendance. A letter, copy of the law and
information form was sent to every incorporated city,
town and village in the state for two purposes: (1)
to inform them of the new law and (2) to provide a
mailing list from which the Council’s record-keeping
for the Act can be started. The staff has also re-
sponded to numerous inquiries about the law from
municipal judges and parties interested in offering
courses of instruction. - o

7. Study of Court Reporting. Earlier studies pointed
to substantial delays in the criminal and appellate
processes due to delays in preparation «f transcripts.
Work in this area over the past several years inten-
sified early this year on three related fronts: (1) draft-
ing, in consultation with the court reporters’ associa-
tion, a group of bills for the legislative session; (2)
drafting a set of proposed rules of civil procedure
which were submitted:to the Supreme Court's Ad-
visory Committee on March 11; and (3) conducting a
gsurvey of fees charged by, items furnished to and
salaries received by official court reporters across the
state. 5,B. 586, enacted into law, requires court re-
porters to be certified by the Supreme Court; and
establishes a Court Reporters Committee to. admin-

“1()

ister tests on the qualifications set out in the'Act,
collect fees, certify applicants to the Supreme Court,
and revoke certificates for unprofessional conduct (ap-
pealable to the district court). Disciplinary rules are
to be promulgated by the Supreme Court. A “grand-
father” clause is included and official court report-
ers continued to be appointed by the individual judges.

8. Rules of Civil Procedure Study. At the request
of Chief Justice Greenhill and Justice Pope, a major
study was undertaken of the Texas Rules of Civil
Procedurs with particular attention to the appellate
process. The thrust of the study was to identify pos-
sible future changes in the Rules for consideration
by the Supreme Court’s Advisory Committee on the
Rules. The results of the study were embodied in two
memorandums: 75 Justice Pope listing 17 topics for
his consideration for future study.

9. Citizen Pamphlets. Three pamphlets were pre-
pared and supplied to courts for distribution to the
public. Entitled “Your Rights in Municipal Court,”
“Your Rights in Traffic Cases in the Justice of the
Peace Courts” and “Small Claims Court,” these small
pamphlets were written to give the layman an over-
view of three court processes with which the general

public most often comes in contact.

10. State Appropriations Budget Estimates. One of
the most significant duties placed in the Office of
Court Administration by S.B. 192 is the direction to
“prepare and submit budget estimates of state appro-
priations necessary for the maintenance and opera-
tion of the judicial system.” In preparation for ful-
filling this responsibility for the 66th Legislature in
1979, the Office of Court Administration has met with
the staffs of the Legislative Budget Board and the
Governor's Budget Office to coordinate the roles of
the three agencies in preparing the budget estimates.
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P. O. Box 12248
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203 Wilson Building
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Judge, 219th Judicial District

County Courthouse

McKinney 75069

RICHARD M. MOREHEAD, . 1977
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Sewell, Junell & Riggs
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'Appomted effective October 6, 1977 to vacancy created by the resignation of Thomas M. Reavley.
2Formerly an appointive member who was appointed effective January 30, 1978 to vacancy on the ex officio membershlp created by the appomtment of ’I‘ G, Chadlck

to the Supreme Court.
3Appointed effective January 30, 1978 to replace Louis T. Holland.

4Appointed effective January 30, 1978 to vécancy created by the resignation of W. St. John Garwood,
sAppointed effective January 30, 1978 to vacancy created by the remgnatlon of Hugh M. Patterson

*One lawyer-member position currently vacant,
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TEXASJ UDICIAL COUNCIL
Article 2328a V.AT.S. .

Creation; purposes
Secticn 1. There is hereby created the Texas Judicial Council for the continuous study
of and report upon the organization, rules, procedure and practice of the judicial system of
the State of Texns, the work dccomplished and the results produced by that system and its
various parts, and methods for its improvement.

Classes of members
Sec. 2. "The Gouncil shall be composed of two classes of members, one designated as ex-
officio, and the other as appointive,

Ex officio members

Set. 3, The ex officio members af the Council shall consist of the following: (1) the Chief
Justice of the Supreme Court of Texas, who shall remain & member as lang as he holds the
position of Chief Justice; (2) twa Justices af the Courts of Civil Appeals, to be.designated
by the Governor for overlapping four-year terms, one to be designated in January, 1971,
for a four-year term and one to be designated in January, 1973, for a fyur-year term with
the replacement in each case to be designated by the Governor in Jajiuary of odd-num-
bered years; (3) two presiding judges of the ‘administrative judicial districts, to be desig-
nated by the Governor for four-year terms, one to be designated in January, 1971, for a
four-yéar term and one to be designated in January, 1973, fora four-"year term, with the
replacement in each ¢ase to be designated by the Governor'in January of odd-numbered
yedrs; (4) the Chairman and the immediate past Chairman of the Senate Jurisprudence
Committee; and (5) the Chairman and the immediate past Chairman of the House Judici-
ary Committee, The Chief Justice of the Supreme Court may from time to time designate
some other Justice of that Court to act in his stead, and at his pleasure, as member of the
Council. The foregoing references to justices and judges, other than the Chief Justice of the
Supreme Court, include respretively such retired justices and judges of the same grade as
are legally eligible for assignment to part-time judicial duties. In the event the Chairman
of the Senate Jurisprudence Committee or the Chairman of the House Judiciary Commit-
tee is reappointed to such position, his immediate predecessor shall continue to serve on
the Council ag immediate past Chairman, it being the intent of the Legislature that two
members of the Senate and two members of the House be at all times members of the
Council; provided, however, that in the case of legislative members, cessation of member-
ship in the Legislature shall not terminate their membership on the Cauncil, but they shall
continue ta serve for their full term notwithstanding their cessation of membership in the
Legislature, In the event of a vacancy in a legislative membership, such vacancy shall be
filled for the unexpired term only by the presiding officer of the appropriate house of the
Legislature, and vacancies in other official memberships shall be filled in the same man-
ner a8 the original appointiient and for the unexpired term only, Ex officio members of
the Council shall be entitled to all the privileges of full membership thereon and shall be
regarded and treated in every respect as full members thereon.

Appointive members; tenure; quorum

Sec. 4. 'The appointive members of the Council shall consist of nine resident eitizens of
the State of Texas, seven of whom shall be members of the State Bar of Texas and two of*
whom shall be persons not licensed to practice law, including at least one who is by profes.
sion a journalist, The Governor of Texas shall select the appointive members of the Goun-
cil for six-year overlapping terms, three to be appointed to serve until July 1, 1975, three to
serve until July 1, 1977, and three to serve until July 1, 1979, and thereafter their suc-
cessors shall be appointed for terms of six years; provided that appeintive members of the
Council holding office on the effective date of this Act shall contine in office for the bal
ance of the term to which they were appointed, and their successors shall be selécted in the
manner and for the term herein pravided. Vacancies in the appointive membership of the
Council shall be filled by appointment of the Governor for the unexpired term only.

All members of the Council shall continué to serve until their successors have been ap-
pointed and qualified,

Five rilembers of the Council shll constitute a quorum for the transaction of any busi-
ness of the Council,

Duties of council

Sec, 5 It shall be the duty of the Council:

1, To,maks 5 continuous study of the arganization of the courts; the rules and methods
of procedure and the practice of the judicial system of the State; of the work accomplished,
the results attained and the uniformity of the discretionary powers of the courts, to the end
that procedure may be simplified, business expedited, and justice better administesed,

2, To recgivé and nqpyider suggestions from judges, public afficers, members of the bar,
and citizens, touching remedies for faults in the administration of justice.

3, To formulate methods for simplifying judicial pracedure, expediting the transaction
of judicial business, and correcting faults in the administration of justice,

4, To gather judicial statiatics and other pertinent data from the several judges and
athier court officials of the State,

6. 'To make a complete detailed report, on or before December 1st of each year, ta the |
Governor.and to the Supreme Court, of all its proceedings, siiggestions and recommenda-

tions, and such supplemental reports from time to time e the Council may deem advise-
blé: All such réports shill be considered public reports and may be given to the press as
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soon as filed.

6. To make investigations and reports upon such matters, touching the administration
of justice as may be referred to the Councit by the Supreme Court or the Legislature,

7. 'To hold one meeting in each calendar year, and such other meetings as may be ar-
dered by the Council or under its authority, and at such time and place as may be desig-
nated by it or under its authority.

Powers of council
Sec, 6. The Council shall have power:

1. To hold public meetings or hearings, by and through committees of three or more of
its members, require the production of books and dacuments, require reparis from the
several courts of this State, including courts not of record, as may be deemed necessary, to
administer oaths and take testimony.

Forthe purposes of any hearing, any Council officer, in advance of such hearing, or any
Council member or officer sitting at such hearing, may issue under his official signature
and cause to be served by registered or certified mail or by any adujt persop upon any
prospective witness, a subpoena or like appropriate order. Upon the failure of a witness to
testify, or upon his failure to appear or to produce books and documeénts as so ordered, any
district judge of the county of residence of such witness shall, on written mation by, or on
behalf of, the Council or Committee conducting said hearing, compel said witness to
testify or, as the case may be, to appear and testify, by the same means, including attach-
ment and penalties, whereby said judge may compel the testimony and appearance of wit-
nesses in the trial of a cause pending in his own court,

2. 'To elect from its membership a president.and such other officers as it may deem ad.
visable; provided the secretary need not be.a member of the Council; and provided further
that the president of the Council may appoint, for and during his term as president, such
committees as he may deem necessary for the proper organization of the Council,

3. To make such rules and regulations as it may deem expediant for its government
and that of its officers and committees; and to prescribe the duties of its officers and com-
mittees.

4, To appoint cornmittees from its membership, and charge such committees with such
of its duties and delegate to such committees such of its powers as it may deem proper,

5. To require the supplying of statistical data and other information pertaining to the
amount and character of the civil and criminal business transacted by the courts of this
State and other information perftaining to their conduct and operation; and to prescribe
procedures and forms for the supplying of such statistical data and other information.

It shall be an official duty of every justice, judge, clerk or other officer of every court of
this State to comply with the reasonable requirements of the Council for the supplying of
statistical data appertaining to the amount and character of the business transacted by his
court and of such other information concerning said court or the office of the clerk thereof
s may be within the scope of the functions of the Council, Failure to supply such data or
information within a reasonable timu after request therefor shall be presumptively
deemed a willful refusal to supply the same.”

Due performance of the duty to supply data and information as aforesaid shall be en-
forceable by writ of mandamus, the corresponding actions for which shall be brought, and
the corresponding courts shall have jurisdiction of the same, as follows: if against a-dis-
trict clerk or a clerk, judge or other officer of a trial court other than a district court, in a
district tourt of the county of residence of the respopdent; if against a district judge or
clerk of a court of civil appeals, in the Court of Civil Appeals for the Supreme Judicial Dis-
trict in which the respondent resides; in all other cases, in the Supreme Court of Texas.
The Attorney General of Texas shell file and prosecute the foregoing actions on behalf of
the Council upon its written request, which shall be presumptively taken as the action of
the Council if signed by its president or by as many as five of its members; but no such ac-
tion shall be filed if the attorney general shall in writing certify his opinion that the same
is without merit.

Compensation limited to traveling and necessary
expenses
Sec. 7. No member of the Council shall receive apy compensation for his services as
such. member, but shall be paid for actua) traveling and other necessary expenses incurred
in the discharge of his duties as such member, to be paid upon verified, itemized gecount
approved by the President of the Council or by a Vice President thereof when sa

- authorized in writing by the President. The necessary clerical expenses of the Council and

its officers and committees shall be paid in like manher.

Partial invalidity
Sec. 8. If any section or portion of any section of this Act shall for any reason be
declared invalid, such invalidity shall not affect any other section or portion of section of

this Act,

Acts 1929, 418t Leg., 16t C.8., p. 51, ch. 19. Amended by Acts 1953, 53rd Leg., p. 12, ¢h, 6, §
1; Actd 1969, 61st Leg., p. 2425, ch, 812, §§ 1.5, off, Sept. 1, 1969; Act. 1975, 64th Leg,, p,
150, ch. 64, § 1,5, eff. April 24, 1975, . o
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REPORT ON COUNCIL ACTIVITIES

Four meetings of the Texas Judicial Council were
held during 1977 — on January 14, June 24, October
7 and December 2 — in Austin. ‘

Officers elected for the year beginning July 1, 1977
are: President, Chief Justice Martin Dies, Jr., of the
Ninth Court of Civil Appeals, in Beaumont; Vice-Pres-
ident, Hon. Ben Z. Grant of Marshall, Chairman of
the House Judiciary Committee; and Secretary, Mr.
Richard Morehead of the Dallas Morning News Aus-
tin Bureau.

A variety of jurisprudential matters were consid-
ered during 1977. Those resulting in recommendations
by the Council to the Legislature and Supreme Court
include the following:

1. Granting Criminal Jurisdiction to the Courts of
Civil Appeals. At its January meeting, early in the
legislative session, the Council endorsed a joint reso-
lution; later introduced by Representative Grant, to
grant jurisdiction to the existing fourteen courts of
civil appeals to hear intermediate appeals in crim-
inal cases. Discussion centered on this proposal being
the best approach to solving the problems of delay
in the criminal appellate process and the heavy case-
load of the Court of Criminal Appeals.

2. Full-time Prosecutors and Prosecutors Coordinat-
ing Council. After discussion of the results of an in-
terim. study of district attorneys’ offices by Repre-
sentative Grant’s committee, the Council endorsed. the
requirement that prosecutors devote full-time to their
duties of office and the establishment of a council
to provide a grievance ' procedure for complaints
against prosecutors and a continuing legal education
program. (The Texas Prosecutors Coordinating Coun-
cil was created by ch. 345, p. 917, Acts of the 65th
Legislature.)

3. Pre-Oral Argument Settlement Conferences. Co-
incidentally with, a Council committee’s study of ap-
pellate procedure, the Legislative Budget Board had
proposed tc the Legislature an appropriation to three

courts of civil appeals for a pilot program of using
-retired justices to conduct pre-oral argument confer-

ences in the courts to discuss the case, the issues,
possibilities of settlement and to dispose of the case
if possible. The Council voted to support this pro-
gram (which did become a part of the Appropriations
Bill) and to appoint a committee not-limited to Coun-
cil mémbers to monitor the program and make recom-

mendations to the Council on details for its continiled

use.

4. Central Staffs for Appellate Courts. The Council

approved the recommendation  of its Appellate Pro-

cedure Study Committee, chaired by Justice Thomas

M. Reavley, that the Legislature provide funds for

central professional staffs for each of the appellate
7~

courts in the State. (Such an appropriation was made -
to‘the Supreme Court.) V J
5. Revision of Article V. After a lengthy discussion

at its January meeting of various joint resolutions -

which had been introduced in the Legislature to
amend Article V of the Texas Constitution and the -
variance of those resolutions from the prmmples em-

bodied in the earlier recommendations of the Chief . -

Justice’s Task Force for Court Improvement, the Con-

“stitutional Convention and other bodies, the Council

recommended rejection of those joint resolutions un-
der discussion. It further recommended that the Leg-
islature seriously consider the submission to the vot-
ers of a new Article V containing the principles of
an efficient court system, as submitted to the voters
in 1975. In the zlternative, the Council recommended
that the Legislature establish a broad-based commis-
sion composed of legislators, judges from all levels
of courts and representatives of groups of interested
citizens to report to the next session of the Legis-
lature with recommendations for improvement of the
court system of Texas. The Council noted that this
approach would allow such a commission, to utilize ’
the past studies of the Chief Justice’s Task Force
for Court Improvement, the Constitutional Conven-
tion, the 64th Legislature, the American Bar Stan-
dards, and other authoritative studies in this area,
in their deliberations as well as considering develop-
ments since the submission to the voters of the pro--
posed Article V in 1975.

6. Court Reporting. The report of the Court Report-
ers’ Study Committee, chaired by Mr. Charles
R. Griggs, was adopted by the Council. The report
recommended changes to both statutory law and the
Rules of Civil Procedure t& insure the availability
of efficient and professionsl court reporting services
to the courts of the state. (Following closely the rec-

. ommendations of the Council, the 65th Legislature

created the Court Reporters Committee to establish
qualifications for and certify to the Supreme Court
court reporters for licensing. The Supreme Court
amended several rules of civil procedure to better de-
fine the duties of court reporters, to strengthen the
supervision of court reporters by trial judges, and to
standardize the form of statements of fact.)

7. Commission -on’ Judicial Conduct: By the tlme
of the October meeting of the Council, the 65th Legls-
lature had adopted a joint resolution to change ‘the
name of the Judicial Qualifications  Commission to
Commission on Judicial Conduct, restructure it some:’
what and provide the agency more flexibility in its -
operations. The Council endorsed the - resolution
(which was adopted by the voters in November, 1977). -

8. Increased Jury Feé. An amendment to Rule 216,
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T.R.C.P., was recommended to the Supreme Court to
raise the jury fee in civil cases from $5.00 to $50.00
to ameliorate demands for juries being used as a dila-
tory tactic and to more nearly compensate the coun-
ties for the expenses of providing juries.

While not resulting in final recommendations during
1977, several other matters received the attention of
the Judicial Council, among them:

1. Possible development of suggested criteria for the
creation of new courts; ‘

2. Limiting the excessive time taken for voir dire
examination of jurorsin trials;

3. Limiting the amount of recovery of exemplary
damages in civil actions for damages; and

4, The 'consequences of Attorney: General Opinion
H-1076 requiring the use of 12 person juries in some

14

cases in county courts at law.

In the exercise of two specific statutory duties, the
Council:

1. Pursuant to Art. 200a, sec. 11(a), V.A.T.S., set
the annual salaries of the Presiding Judges of the
Administrative Judicial Districts for September 1,
1977 through August 31, 1979 at three thousand dol-
lars ($3,000) per year except where otherwise provided
by law; and ,

2. Pursuant to Art. 1200e, V.A.T.S., adopted Rules
for the Continuing ILegal Education of Municipal
Court Judges, authorized a committee to act for the
Council in accrediting courses for such education and
authorized the staff to develop the necessary forms
for accreditation and attendance at courses of instrue-
tion. :



STATE COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT

Chairman..............ooiiiiiiiiniiiiniinn, JUDGE DARRELL B. HESTER

Vice-Chairman ........oireiviiniin i cneaanansn MR. O. J. WEBER, JR.
Secretary ............ccouen... e MR. E. CARL DILLARD
JUDICIAL MEMBERS'
(Appointed by the Supreme Court)
Honorable Edward D. Coulson Honorable R. C. Vaughan
Associate Justice Judge, 15th Judicial District
14th Court of Civil Appeals Sherman
Houston
Honorable Wayne LeCroy

Honorable Darrell B. Hester , Justice of the Peace
Judge, 197th Judicial District Precinct 6
Harlingen Lubbock

LAWYER MEMBERS

(Appointed by the State Bar of Texas)

Mr. O. J. Weber, Jr. , Mr. W, Truett Smith

Beaumont San Angelo
(Appointed by the Governor) |

Mr. Crawford Godfrey ‘ Mr. E. Carl Dillard

- Jacksonville : Pearsall

Mr. Mike Maros
Fabens

STATE COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT
Maurice S. Pipkin, Executive Director
P. O, Box 12265
Austin, Texas 78711
512/475-4201

*One judicial position and one lay position currently vacant.
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(FORMERLY THE STATE JUDICIAL
QUALIFICATIONS COMMISSION)

The State Judicial Qualifications Commission was
created by Constitutional Amendment adopted by the
electorate Nov. 2, 1965, and covered justices and
judges of the district, criminal district, and appellate
courts. An amendment to the Constitution adopted in
the general election of 1970 increased the jurisdiction
of the Commission to include all justices and judges
of the state and added the sanction of censure, after
a hearing, or private reprimand. An amendment
adopted in the general election on Nov. 8, 1977,
changed the name of the Commission to the State
Commission on Judicial Conduct, added two new
members (one lay member and one justice of the peace)
provided for the suspension from office with or with-
put pay by the Commission immediately upon an in-
dictment by a State or Federal Grand Jury for a fel-
ony offense, or by the Supreme Court under certain
circumstances. Suspension from office is with or with-
out pay, pending final disposition of the charge. It
gives to the master the same powers of a district judge
relative to contempt for failure to appear as a witness
or to produce documents; allows for a private or public
reprimand; grants to the Supreme Court the power to
prohibit a judge who has been removed from office
from holding judicial office in the future; allows the
Commission to issue a public statement when sources
other than the Commission cause notoriety concern-
ing a judge or the Commission, and upon a recom-
mendation of the Commission for the suspension, cen-
sure, retirement, or removal of a Justice of the Su-
preme Court, seven Court of Civil Appeals Jusiices,
selected by lot, shall serve in place of the Supreme
Court.

The Constitution empowers the Commission to con-
sider complaints against any justice or judge concern-
ing acts or conduct which are clearly inconsistent
with the proper performance of his duties or which
cast public discredit upon the judiciary or administra-
tion of justice. The Commission may, if it deems nec-
essary, initiate removal proceedings or take actions-
for the involuntary retirement of justices-or judges
who are disabled to the extent that they are unable
to perform their duties, or when their disability is
likely to become permanent in nature.

Members of the Commission consist of two appel-
late justices, two district judges, one justice of the
peace, two attorneys, and four lay members. The ju-
dicial‘members are appointed by the Supreme Court
of Texas, the attorneys by the Board of Directors of
the State Bar of Texas, and the lay members by the
Governor of Texas, all with the advice and consent
of the Senate. No two members may serve from the
same Supreme Judicial District, with the exception of
the justice of the peace who is selected from a list of
five names submitted by the Executive Committee of
the Justice of the Peace and Constables Association
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of Texas to the Supreme Court and serves at large.

The Commission operates under Rules for the Re-
moval or Retirement of Judges, Adopted and Promul-
gated by the Supreme Court of Texas, and provides
staff, confidentiality, and a hearing agency to receive,
screen, and investigate complaints. The Commission
is authorized to hold adversary hearings which are
confidential. This provides a calm atmosphere for fact-
finding and the procedural protections necessary to
insure the respondent justice or judge a fair hearing.
As an alternative to the recommendation for removal
or involuntary retirement, the Commission may
choose the less harsh remedy of either public repri-
mand or censure.

It is the policy of the Commission to work with
members of the judiciary to improve their image and
service to the people of Texas, and a recornmendation
of removal is resorted to only as a last measure when
the problem cannot be resolved in a more constructive
way.

In addition to the duties set forth in the Constitu-
tion, the Commission serves as a repository for the
financial records required by Canon 6, Section C, of
the Code of Judicial Conduct which became effective
September 1, 1974.

Although most cases are ultimately dismissed, this
does not mean that they were without merit. Action
was taken at the Commission level to remedy all mat-
ters where there appeared to be a breach of judicial
ethics on the part of a judge.

Many complainants are not familiar with the legal
procedure or how the courts operate, the jurisdiction
of the judge, their right of appeal, and other aspects
of the judicial system. They do know that they are
unhappy with the system and want someone to hear
their complaint. Usually, by letting them have all the
time they need, and then explaining to them why the
judge acted or ruled as he did, they are mollified some-
what. The tremendous caseload of the courts and the
demand on the time of a4 judge does not permit him to
give to these people the time they feel they deserve.
To the individual, his case is the only one — to the
judge it is one among hundreds of a similar nature.

STATE COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT

By serving as an intermediary, taking remedial ac-

tion when necessary, the Commission feels that it
negates much of the animosity toward the judicial

.systetn and provides the lay person a better under-

standing of the judiciary. Prior to the establishment
of this Commission, there was no forum to hear com-
plaints against members of the judiciary.

When it appears that a justice or judge is guilty of
misconduct which is willful and persistent, or when it
appears he cannot perform his duties because of a

disability, the Commission acts promptly, adhering

strictly to the Rules for the Removal or Retirement
of Judges.
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COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT
ACTION BY THE COMMISSION
January 1, 1977 to December 31, 1977
Complaints New Complaints Judges Judges Judges Complaints
Pending Complaints Dismissed Reprimanded - Resigned Removed by Pending
1/1/77 Filed or Retired Supreme Court  12/31/77
Apbellate Judges 1 1 0 0 RN 0 1
District Judges 7 % . 20 3 Ty 1 7
Domestic Relations Judges 11 15 - 23 0 0 0 3
County Judges 6 6 6 2 2 0 2
Justices of the Peace 11 27 26 4 p ‘ 1 » 0 7
Municipal Judges 0 4 3 o o 0 1
Total 36 - 79 8 9 6 1 21
Recép: Old and new complaints 115
' Complaints Disposed of 94
Pending 12/31/77 . 21

NOTE: Judge Garth Bates, 174th District Court, was removed by the Supreme Court of Texas on July 11, 1977.
Associate Justice Don Yarbrough, Supreme Court of Texas, resigned while charges were pending, July 15, 1977.




THE JUDICIAL PLANNING COMMITTEE

- Mr. David A. Anderson
Professor of Law
The University of Texas
Austin

Honorable Charles W. Barrow
The Supreme Court
Austin

Mr. Jim D. Bowmer
Attorney at Law
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Honorable John T. Boyd
64th District Court
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Honorable M. Ted Butler
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Honorable James G. Denton
The Supreme Court
. Austin

Honorable Joe L. Draughn
Municipal Judge
Houston

Honorable Ronald D. Earle
District: Attorney
Austin
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Attorney at Law
Lubbock

Honorable Ben Z. Grant
State Representative
Marshall

Honorable Joe R. Greenhill
The Supreme Court
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MEMBERSHIP

(Appointed by The Supreme Court)

Honorable Clarence A. Guittard
Fifth Court of Civil Appeals
Dallas

Honorable Darrell B. Hester
197th District Court
Brownsville

Honorable Billie Nance Hill
District Clerk, Potfer County
Amarillo

Ms. Gabrielle McDonald
Attorney at Law
Houston

Honorable Wendell Odom
Court of Criminal Appeals °
Austin

Honorable Paul Peurifoy
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Dallas
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Court of Criminal Appeals
Austin
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Honorable Robert L. Smith
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Houston
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Austin

THE JUDICIAL PLANNING COMMITTEE
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THE JUDICIAL PLANNING COMMITTEE

AUTHORIZATION

The 1976 amendments to the Omnibus Crime Con-
trol Aci of 1968 (Public Law 94-503) gave the court
of last resort of each state the option of establishing
a Judicial Planning Committee. The purposes of such
a committe2 are 1) to provide a planning capability
for the courts of the state and 2) to ensure that the
state courts receive an adequate share of Law En-
forcement Assistance Agency funds (in Texas, Crim-
inal Justice funds).

The Supreme Court of Texas, by court order, created

a Judicial Planning Committee in May of 1977. The ..

Committee is chaired by the Honorable Joe R. Green-
hill, Chief Justice of the Supreme Court; and super-
vised by the Honorable Charles W. Barrow, Justice,
Supreme Court of Texas. It has twenty-one members
representing trial and appellate judges, criminal, civil,
and juvenile judges, prosecutors and defenders, legis-
lators, general practitioners, and law professors.
RESPONSIBILITIES

The Committee is organized around its two purposes
of 1) planning for the courts and 2) working with the
Criminal Justice Division in the administration of
LEAA funds. The Program Review Subcommittee,
chaired by Mr. Jim Bowmer of Temple, is responsible
for most of the work related to court grants. The sub-
committee is déveloping a one-year plan for the courts,
a budget for court projects for fiscal year 1979, and
will review grant applications for court projects. The
Judicial Planning Committee works in close coopera-
tion with the Criminal Justice Division, Office of the
Governor in this role.

The long range planning effort is conducted through
several task forces. The criminal, civil and juvénile
task forces have designated several planning issues
for special study, including 1) planning for financial

~ *and staff resources for the courts; 2) planning for the

development of court administration in Texas; 3) plan-
ning for the creation of new courts; 4) de*ermmmg the
feasibility of declassifying class C mlsdemeanors, 5)
examining the need for a juvenile probation commis-
sion, and 6) proposing legisiative, court or adminis-
trative rulings to promote the use of arbitration in
Texas.

" In the past six months of its operation, the Judlclal

Planning Committee has undertaken the following

projects:
Court Grants o O :
1) completed the draft of the plan for the use of
Criminal Justice funds for court projects;
2) started the preparation of the budget for court . .
projects for fiscal year 1979;
Planning
3) identified long range and short range plan-
ning issues for study to improve the court sys-
tem of Texas;
4) established task forces to study thesix spe01a1 ‘
court planning issues listed above.
ADMINISTRATION

The Judicial Planning Committee is funded by a

federal grant and employs a staff of one planner, one
secretary and a part-time research assistant, The of-

~ fice is located in the Texas Law Center, Suite 650,

1414 Colorado Street, Austin. o
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' TEXAS ADULT PROBATION COMMISSION -

Chairman.........cooiiiiiiiiiniiiiiineinns HONORABLE FRED M. HOOEY
Vice-Chairman ........vveiiiiinensseiinnin. HONORABLE TERRY L. JACKS
MEMBERSHIP
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: 52nd District Court
Honorable J. Neil Daniel 1981 Gatesville
104th District Court
Abilene Honorable John C. Vance
194th District Court
Honorable Fred M. Hooey 1983 Dallzs
180th District Court

Houston

TEXAS ADULT PROBATION COMMISSION
Don R. Stiles, Executive Director
812 San Antonio Street, Suite 400
Austin, Texas 78701
512/475-1374
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TEXAS ADULT PROBATION COMMISSION

The 65th Legislature created the Texas Adult Pro-
bationn Commission with the passage of Senate Bill 39
in 1977. Senate Bill 39 amended Article 42.12 and
created Article 42.121 of the Code of Criminal Pro-
cedure. This legislation created the Texas Adult Pro-
bation Commission consisting of three judges of the
district courts of Texas and two citizens of Texas who
are not employed in the Criminal Justice system to be
appointed by the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court
of Texas and three judges of the district courts of
Texas and one citizen of Texas not employed in the
Criminal Justice system to be appointed by the pre-
siding judge of the Texas Court of Criminal Appeals.
The members of the Commission serve without com-
pensation and the initial members appointed shall
serve terms of two, four and six years respectively.
Thereafter each member shall serve for six years.

The Commission was given the purposes:

“To make probation services available throughout
the State, toimprove the effectiveness of probation
services, to provide alternatives to incarceration
by providing financial aid to judicial districts for
the establishment and improvement of probation
services and community-based correctional pro-
grams and facilities other than jails or prisons,
and to establish uniform probation administra-
tion standards.” (Article 42.121, sec. 1.01. Code
of Criminal Procedure)

The Commission was: instructed to establish mini-
mum standards for caseloads, programs, facilities,
equipment and other aspects of the operation of a pro-
bation office necessary for the provision of adequate
and effeétive probation services, and to establish a
code of ethics for ‘probation officers and provide for
the enforcement thereof. The Commission is also em-
powered to require each probation office in Texas to
keep such financial and statistical records as the Com-
mission deems necessary.

In order to accomplish the purposes set forth above,
the Commission was provided with $761,000 in fiscal
year 1978, and $19 million in fiscal year 1979. The
Commission is further empowered to provide financial
assistance to judicial districts to achieve the purposes
previously stated. S

In the spring of 1978, the Commission adopted the
first state-wide standards for adult probation services.
Included were standards for administration, probation
officer eligibility and training, supervision, caseloads,
programs, facilities, equipmentzand fiscal manage-
ment. The Commission also adopted a funding policy
for fiscal year 1879 which will allow the distribution
of approximately $18.3 million to judicial districts for
probation departments and community-corrections.

gy




BOARD OF LAW EXAMINERS
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BOARD OF LAW EXAMINERS

The Board of Law Examiners, pursuant to Art. 304,
Acts, 65th Legislature (1977), effective May 13, 1977,
Art. 305, 305a, 306, 306a (Sec. 2 amended by Acts,
63rd Legislature (1973), effective August 27, 1973),
307A, 307A-1, 307A-2, 307B, 308, 309, 310 as amended
by Acts, 65th Legislature (1977), effective May 183,
1977, 311 and 3923, acting under the supervision of
the Supreme Court of Texas and in accordance with
Rules promulgated by the Supreme Court of Texas
governing admission to the Bar of Texas, has five
(6) primary functions:

First, to approve all applicants for license as to
good moral character and fitness;

Second, to approve the requisite pre-law study and
law study of all applicants for license;

Third, to prepare and administer bar examinations
designed to establish a minimum degree of compe-
tency for all persons recommended to the Supreme
Court of Texas as being eligible to be licensed to
practice law in the State of Texas;

Fourth, to hear appeals by applicants from any of
seventeen (17) statewide district admissions commit-
tees from a decision refusing to grant to an appli-
cant a certificate of good moral character and fitness,
the hearings being conducted with due process, with
a transcript of the testimony being made by a court
reporter; and )

Fifth, to interview personally and to approve immi-
grant attorneys from sister states, the District of Co-
lumbia, and territories of the United States and cer-
tain resident aliens.

In addition, the staff, consisting of an executive
secretary and four assistants, maintains a suite of of-
fices on the fifth floor of the Texas Law Center where
the records of the Board’s activities are maintained.
This office is the filing depository for all Declara-
tions of Intention to Study Law, Applications to take
the bar examinations and Applications from immi-

- grant attorneys. All necessary forms relating to Dec-

larations of Intention to Study Law and Applications
are furnished and processed by this office. Further,
this office answers all irquiries from declarants, ap-
plicants and immigrant attorneys. Finally, this office
records the grades on the bar examinations and re-
leases such grades to the applicants.

At all swearing-in ceremonies of successful candi-
dates by the Supreme Court of Texas, a member of the
Board is present for the purpose of certifying the class
to the Supreme Court, ‘

The Board holds four (4) regularly scheduled meet-
ings and one or more special called meetings as fol:
lows: -

The Board holds bi-annual meetings in connec-
tion with the two bar examination dates (Winter.

and Summer) to conduct hearings on good moral

character and fitness and to pass on other mat-
ters of eligibility questions relating to Texas resi-
dency, citizenship, pre-law study and law study.

The examination is given on the last Wednes-
day and Thursday of the months of February
and July in six Texas cities: Austin, Dallas,
Houston, Lubbock, San Antonio and Waco.

The bar examinations (February and July) con-
sist of two sets of examinations covering four-
teen (14) subjects, including Legal Ethics. The
first is a one day, six-hour multistate (multiple
choice type) examination covering six subjects
and consisting of 200 questions prepared. by na-
tion-wide committees and coordinated by the Na-
tional Conference of Bar Examiners with the as-
sistance of the Educational Testing Service of

Princeton; New Jersey. The second portion of the

examination is a one day, seven-hour essay type

examination covering eight subjects, the ques- .

tions for which are divided into four sections and
are prepared by eight of the Board members
working in teams of two.

Additionally, the Board meets in the Spring; usu-
ally during the month of April, to confer with
the Deans of the eight (8} Texas law schools and
the Justices of the Supreme Court as well as in
the Fall in early Octoher to meet with the Jus-
tices of the Supreme Court. In conjunction with
the Board’s Spring and Fall meetings, the Board
interviews immigrant attorney applicants from

sister states, the District of Columbia, and ter-

ritories of the United States.

Furthermore, the Board cénducts one or more
special meetings at the site of the State Bar Con-
vention and in Austin to consider special mat-
ters relating to the conduct of the Board’s busi-
ness including the processing of complaints and
inquiries from legislators and law school deans.

The predominate aim and purpose of the Board is
to insure to the Supreme Court of Texas that the
persons recommended to be licensed by the Court to
practice law in the State of Texas have been found
to be of good moral character and fitness (fitness
being defined as requisite mental and emotional ‘sta-
bility); that they possess the necessary educational
attainments; and that they have passed a bar exami-
nation designed to establish a minimum degree of
competency to the end that the consumer public is
protected against a person who might be licensed and

- who might'be failing in any of these requiréments,
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BAR EXAMINATION RESULTS

For the Period of January 1 to December 31, 1977

Number

taking

Feb. 22-23, 1977 711
July 26-27, 1977 1300
Dec. 1-2, 1977 485
Total for year 2446

BAR ADMISSION STATISTICS
Admission by Examination
2111

COMPARATIVE STATISTICS

Number First timers

First timers

passing taking pas;sing
613 656 596
1121 1229 1099
877 331 816
2111 2222 2011

Admission on Motion

72

Total admissions in the calendar vear 1972:
(1440 admissions by examination)

Total admissions in the calendar year 1967:
{920 admissions by examination)

Repeaters

taking

55
71
98

224

Repeaters
passing
N
LT
22
61

100

Total

2183

1486

952
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TEXAS COURT REPORTERS COMMITTEE
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..........................

...... HONORABLE FRANK ABRAHAM
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1980

1582

Court Reporter
99th District Court
Lubbock

Mzy. E. C. Steinman, Jr.
Court Reporter

80th District Court
Houston

Mr. Walter Waldie
Dallas

Mr. Maurice D. West
Court Reporter - .
144th District Court -
San Antonio

TEXAS COURT REPORTERS COMMITTEE
Richard A. Wells, Executive Director
P. O. Box 12487
Austin, Texas 78711
512/475-3404
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TEXAS COURT REPORTERS COMMITTEE

The Texas Court Reporters Committee was estab-
lished by Article 2324b, V.A'T.S. (Senate Bill 586 of
the 65th Legislature). The Committee is composed of
one active district judge who serves as chairman, two
active members of the State Bar (with at least five
years standing), three active official court reporters,
and three active freelance court reporters, each of
whom is appoinfed by the Supreme Court to serve for
a six-year term.

This article requires each court reporter to be cer-
tified by the Supreme Court and provides that the
Committee shall perform the necessary executive func-
tions to effectuate the purpose of this Act, and admin-
ister tests on the qualifications set out in the law, col-
lect fees, certify applicants to the Supreme Court, and
revoke certificates for unprofessional conduct (appeal-
able to the district court):

Powers and duties of committee

“Sec. 12, (a) The commitiee shall have the powers and duties
enumerated in Subsections (b) through (e) of this section,

(b} The committee shall administer tests to determine the
qualifications of. persons applying for ceriificates under this
Act. Each test shall be given in two parts to be designated
Part A and Part B. Part A shall be composed of five minutes of
two-voice dictation of questions and answers given at 225 words
per minute, five minutes of dictation of jury charge given at 200
words per minute, and five minutes of dictation of selected
literary material given at 180 words per minute, Each appli-
cant shall personally take down the test, either in his own
writing or his own voice, and shall reduce to writing the take-
down on either a manual or electrie typewriter. The minimum
passing grade on each section of Part A of the test shall be 95
percent accuracy, An error shall be charged for each wrong
word, {or ¢ach omitted word, for each added word not dictated,
for each contraction where read as two words, for two words
where read as a contraction, for each misplaced word, for each
misplaced period thai would materially aller the sense of a
group of words or a sentence, for each misspelled word, for
each plural or singular where the opposite was dictated, and
for each wrong number, The use of a dictionary will be per-
mitted during Part A of the test. Applicants will be allowed
three hours to complete the transcription of Part A of the test.
If time permits, the applicant may review his transcript but
shall use only his original takedown from which his transcript
was prepared to review the transcript. Part B of the test shall
consist of objective questions touching on elementary aspects
of court reporting, spelling, and grammar. The use of a diction-
ary will not be permitted during Part B of the test. The mini-
mum passging grade on Part B will be 75 percent, Anyone dis-

covered cheating on the tests is disqualified and will not be
eligible for retesting for a period of two years.

(¢c) The committee shall charge and collect from all applicants
for certificates and renewal of certificates the fees provided in
this Act.

(d) The committee shall determine the qualifications and
pass on the eligibility of all persons applying for certificates
under this Act.

(e) The committee shall certify to the supreme court the appli-
cants that are determined on examination by the committee to
be qualified in professional shorthand reporting.

(f) Rules not inconsistent with this section may be promul-
gated by the supreme court.” (art, 2324b, V.A,T.S.)

The Supreme Court is granted the authority to pro-
mulgate rules for the operation of the Committee and
for the disciplinary functions of the Committee. Such
rules were promulgated and became effective on Nov,
23, 1977.

The law further provides that any applicant who is
an official court reporter of any court of record in this
state as of the effective date of the Act (August 29,
1977), shall be issued a certificate by the Supreme
Court and that any court reporter who can verify that
prior to the effective date of the Act that he had been
actively engaged in the practice of shorthand reporting
for use in litigation in the courts of this state shall be
issued a certificate by the Supreme Court upon the ap-
proval by the Committee.

The Committee may revoke any certificate issued
under the provisions of this Act . . . “for unprofes-
sional conduct or other sufficient cause after notice
and opportunity of a hearing . ..” (Sec. 13, art. 2324b,
V.ATS)

The law became effective August 29, 1977, and or-
ganizational matters occupied most of the Commit-
tee’s time during the rest of the year. As of April 15,
1978, the Committee had received 1,041 applications
for certification and certified 824 of the applicants
based upon their prior experience and service as a
court reporter. ‘

On April 1, 1978 the first test under the provisions
of the new law was administered to 61 applicants.
Based upon this test, 14 applicants were certified as
court reporters in the State of Texas. Presently 156
applications are pending before the Committee. The
next test is scheduled for June 24, 1978.
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STATE BAR OF TEXAS

The State Bar of Texas was created in 1939 pursuant
to Article 320 a-1 R.C.S. as “an Administrative Agency
of the Supreme Court of Texas .. .” The State Bar
operates under the Rules Governing the State Bar of

‘Texas promulgated by the Supreme Court of Texas
and serves the 29,000 lawyers of Texas.

The various departments of the Bar provide a va
riety of services including one of the most extensive
continuing legal education programs in the United
States. The Professional Development Depariment,
other Committees and Sections assist in the educa-
tional program. This program in addition to continu-
ing the education of all lawyers, attempts to educate
the younger practitioners through Skills Courses to
understand the more fundamental aspects of the ‘“prac-
tice of law.” Seminars and institutes are held over the
entire state to help lawyers in specific areas of the law
and to keep them abreast of new developments.
Through the use of videotape equipment and facilities
of the Law Center these educational programs are
taken to the lawyers and public in general all over
the state. The Baxr also prepares and distributes man-
uals and books dealing wif’. . arious fields of practice.

In addition, the Professional Development Depart-
ment produces cassette audio tapes concerning bank-
ruptcy, the Tax Reform Act of 1976, commercial prac-
tice, managing the lawyer's life, school law, personal
injury, products liability, natural resources law, real
estate investments, salvation for the solo practitioner,
criminal law, municipal judges conference and com-
mercial law,

A digest is prepared at the Law Center and distrib-
uted to all lawyers weekly. This publication gives the
lawyers and judges a summary of significant decisions
of the Texas Supreme Court, the Texas Court of Crim-
inal Appeals and the Texas Courts of Civil Appeals,
Federal Court decisions, Attorney General opinions
and the Comptroller’s Administrative decisions.

The Texas Bar Journal published by the State Bar
staff is distributed monthly, except August, to the at-
torneys of the state and to students attending all of
the eight law schools in Texas. Informative articles
dealing with specific areas of law, results of disci-
plinary actions over the state, proceedings of the Board
“of Directors and other topics of interest to lawyers and
judges are published. ,

The legislative program of the State Bar coordinates
the legislative efforts of the Bar’s committees and
sections. This effort helps insure an effective voice
in the Capitol for the legislative needs of Texas’ law-
yers.

The General Counsel’s office of the State Bar bears
the responsibility of enforcing the Rules of discipline
and to suppress the unauthorized practice of law. It
gerves as a clearing house for the Ethics Committee
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by providing ethics opinions and making avaiiable
formal Ethics Opinions thereby aiding lawyers in
avoiding unintentional grievances. ~

Other programs and services of the State Bar are
listed below.

LAWYER REFERRAL SERVICE

This office receives 1,100 calls per month from per-
sons seeking a lawyer. The service greatly increases
public awareness of the need and availability of legal
services ‘as well a: putting paying clients in touch
with lawyers who can handle their specific legal prob-
lems. '

PREPAID LEGAL SERVICES

This Bar sponsored program has the potential of
reaching 8% million Texans who represent 70% of the
population which falls in the “middle income” range.
Currently the program is providing coverage for 750
policyholders representing 19 different groups.

INSURANCE TRUST

The Insurance Trust sponsors insurance coverages
for the lawyers of Texas such as: group life, major
medical, accidental death and dismemberment, excess
major medical and professional Hability.

The Trust is sponsoring the formation of an insux-
ance carrier to write professional liability insurance.
When it is determined that this effort will be able to
offer competitive rates and coverages, the Trust will
proceed with its ereation.

MEMBERSHIP RECORDS

The Membership department serves as a clearing
house for all address changes for members, process-
ing some 10,000 changes annually. From this central-
ized, up-to-date file, local bars, Sections, committees,
and other bar groups can request maijling lists of law-
yers broken down geographically and by special inter-
est area.

COMMITTEES AND SECTIONS

Some of the State Bars’ most progressive achieve-
ments have been initiated through the committees
structure. There are 43 active committees and 25 sec-
tions. The staff assists the committees and sections by
maintaining records, scheduling meetings, providing
meeting rooms and coordinating committee activities.

TEXAS BAR FOUNDATION

Established in 1965, the Texas Bar Foundation fi-
nances programs in continuing legal education and re-
search on legal matters of mutual significance to the
Bar and the public. Grants awarded by the Founda-
tion funded such projects as revision of the Penal



Code, State Bar Practice Skills Courses and the State
Bar’s continuing legal education video-tape project.

TEX-LEX

The Tex-Lex office edits for computerization 150-175
opinions per month for the-Supreme Court, the Court
of Criminal Appeals and the 14 Courts of Civil Ap-
peals. There are at present 22,519 cases in the Texas
bank of the computer system. Through this program
the State Bar makes computerized legal research avail-
able to-its members and did so at no cost to the law-
yers.

TEXAS YOUNG LAWYERS ASSOCIATION

All Texas lawyers under the age of 35 are members
of this organization which has 42 active committees.
The President and President-Elect are voting mem-
bers of the State Bar Board of Directors and the Presi-
dent is a member of the Executive Committee.

Activities include the sponsoring of booklets and
brochures. Texas Young Lawyers Association also in-
corporated the Texas Lawyers Credit Union, conducts
a National Mock Trial Competition and is conducting
a pilot program whereby young lawyers provide legal
support for non-profit artistic projects.

This organization has won the ABA Award of
Achievement nine out of the last ten years.

SPECIALIZATION

Specialization is a pilot program authorized by the
Supreme Court which provides a mechanism for certi-
fying special competence in selected fields of law. The
program began in 1975, with three fields: Criminal
Law, Family Law and Labor Law. The fields of Estate
Planning and Probate, Civil Trial Law and Personal
Injury Trial Law are recent additions to this program.

STANDARDS OF ADMISSION

This department conducts a background investiga-
tion of each person who files a Declaration of Inten-
tion to Study Law or an Application for Admission to
the Bar of Texas thereby assisting the Board of Law
Examiners in assuring that only those persons of good
moral character and fithess are admitted to the Bar.

COMMUNICATIONS

This department issues approximately 8,000 news
releases to newspapers, radio, and television each year
on the activities of the Bar. In addition, two films
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(“Our Uncommon Law” and “Liberty and Justice for
All”) are distributed to high schools and civic groups
under the direction of the Communications depart-
ment.

CONVENTION AND SPECIAL EVENTS

The State Bar staff provides long-range planning
and suppori for the 165 separate functions within a
four day period during the convention involving ar-
rangements for Section and Committee meetings, pre-,
convention institutes, exhibits, entertainment, etc.
Also, this department coordinates Board of Director
meetings, new lawyer swearing-in ceremonies, judicial
swearing-in ceremonies and other special events.

LEGAL SERVICES TO OLDER AMERICANS
The Governor’s Committee on Aging has asked the
State Bar to administér its grant on legal services

for Older Americans. This program has provided more,

than 5,800 man hours of training to 320 individuals
who work with the elderly across the state.in how to
recognize legal problems of the elderly and how to get
legal help for these problems.

In addition, this program also works with the 24
Area Agencies on éging in Texas to utilize funds from
the Older Americans Act in providing direct legal ser-
vices to older Texans.

TEXAS CENTER FOR CORRECTIONAL
SERVICES—a three-part program

VOLUNTEERS IN PAROLE:

The Volunteers in Parole Project recruits and
trains attorney-volunteers to serve as one-to-one coun-
selors with parolees in a general non-legal capacity to
assist the parolees in reintegrating into society.

COUNSEL FOR INDIGENT PAROLEES:

The Counsel for Indigent Parolees Project pro-
vides legal counsel for both adult and juvenile indi-
gent parolees at on-site and final parole revocation
hearings.

INMATE LEGAL SERVICES PROJECT; s
The Inmate Legal Services Project provides repre-
sentation to inmates who complain of violations of
their civil rights by the Texas Department of Cor-
rections. Where necessary, the project appoints law-

yers to represent inmates in federal actions.
‘:

i
i
I
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STATE LAW LIBRARY

STATE LAW LIBRARY BOARD |

Chief Justice Joe R. Greenhill, Supreme Court
Represented by Justice Price Daniel

Presiding Judge John F. Onion, Court of Criminal Appeals
Represented by Judge Wendell Odom

Attorney General John Hill
Represented by Mr: David Kendall

The State Law Library was created in 1971 by merging the collections of the Supreme Court, the Court of Crim-
inal Appeals and the Attorney General. Article 5444b, V.A.T.S., which establishes the State Law Library, pro-
vides in part;

Sec. 3. (a) The library is under the control of, and administered by, the State Law Library Board composed of the chief justice of the
Sunreme Court, the presiding judge of the Court of Criminal Appeals, and the Attorney General. Each member of the board may designate
a personal representative to serve for him.

(b} Members of the board or their designated representatives are not entitled to compensation for service on the board, but each member
or representative is entitled to reimbursement for actual and necessary expenses incurred in attending meetings and performing official
duties, to be paid out of funds appropriated to the board.

Legal reference facility; use

Sec. 4. The library shall maintain a legal reference facility to include the statutes and case reports from the several states and legal jour-
nals and periodicals. The facility shall be maintained for the use and information of the members and staff of the:

(1) Supreme Court;

{2} Court of Criminal Appeals;

(3) Attorney General's Department;

(4) commissions, agencies, and boards of the other branches of State government; and

(5) citizens of the state.

Presently the library collection includes complete case reports from all jurisdictions in the United States, com-
plete statute and regulatory sources on Texas and federal law, and a wide selection of treatises, looseleaf services -
~and periodicals for current information in all areas of law. There is also an extensive collection of sources on the
- ‘historical background of Texas law, including Spanish and Mexican codes as well as early Texas materials.

(RS

T STATE LAW LIBRARY
e Marian Boner, Director
P. O. Box 12367
Austin, Texas 78711
512/475-3807
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CONTINUING LEGAL EDUCATION COMMITTEE
JUDICIAL SECTION, STATE BAR OF TEXAS

Chairman.........coviveiiiiiinineniienannonn, HONORABLE DAVID WALKER

Vice-Chairman . ....ooviverrerenereanienennieeanns HONORABLE MAX M. ROGERS
MEMBERSHIP
Honorable John T. Boyd Honorable Truman Roberts
64th District Court Court of Criminal Appeals
Plainview Austin :
Honorable James G. Denton Honorable Max M. Rogers
Supreme Court of Texas 2nd Administrative Judicial
Austin ~ District
Huntsville
Honorable F. Harold Entz ‘ 5
County Criminal Court No. 2 ) Honorable Thomas J. Stovall, Jr.
Dallas 129th District Court
Houston
Honorable Fred Hooey :
180th District Court Honorable David Walker
Houston 159th District Court
‘ Lufkin
Honorable Noah Kennedy ‘
138th District Court Honorable Robert C. Wright
Corpus Christi 137th District'Court
Lubbock

Honorable Paul W. Nye
Court of Civil Appeals
Corpus Christi

EX OFFICIO MEMBERS

Honorable Charles W. Barrow Honorable Lewis Dickson
Supreme Court of T- ‘as . 126th District Court
Austin e Houston
. Honorable Larry Craddock ‘ . Honorable Willis Whatley
' Criminal Justice Division k - Criminal Justice Division
Governor’s Office o Governor’s Office
Austin - " Austin

Honorable Tom G. Davis
Court of Criminal Appeals
Austin

Y

i

TEXAS CENTER FOR THE JUDICIARY
Jack H. Dillard, Executive Director
P. O. Box 12487
‘ Austin, Texas 78711
i 512/475-7087
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TEXAS CENTER FOR THE JUDICIARY

The Texas Center for the Judiciary is the central
agency in Texas providing continuing legal education
programs for the state judiciary and supportive per-

_sonnel. It also provides staff support for the Judicial

Section of the State Bazr.

Established January 1, 1973, the Center is funded
by a grant from the Criminal Justice Division of the
Governor's Office (LEAA funds) to the State Bar. Op-
erating budget for 1978 is $410,990.

The Judicial Section’s Continuing Legal Education
Committee is the governing body of the Center. The
Center provides staff support for all Judicial Section

- Commiittees, including"’.;'rheCLE, Executive, Judicial

' Ethics, Juvenile Court Judges, Legal Specialization,

and Uniform Punishment in Texas Committees.
Educational opportunities provided by the Center
uritler the guidance of the Section’s CLE Committee
take several forms. In addition to conferences and
seminars, the Center prepares and distributes train-
ing manuals to Texas judges and provides financial
assistance for judges to attend seminars on the na-
tional level, such as the National College of the State
Judiciary in Reno, Nevada. Publications include the
two-volume Benchbook for Texas Trial Judges, Juve-
nile Court Judges Manual, County and District Clerk’s
Manual, Texas Adult Probation Manual, and the
Texas College of the Judiciary Notebooks.
Continuing education and training programs spon-
sored by the Center cover the three major areas of
criminal law, juvenile law, and administration of jus-
tice. Among the twelve conferences sponsored by the
Center in 1977, with the number of persons attend-
ing, were: Juvenile Court Judges Seminar (50), Crim-
inal Justice Conference (175), four Court Administra-
tion Seminars (50 average), Mid-Winter South Texas
Judicial Conference (100), and the annual Judicial
Section Conference (375 judges and a total of 650 per-

sons). A conference for briefing attorneys of the Su-

. preme Court of Texas, Court of Criminal Appeals, and

the 14 Courts of Civil Appeals, and a workshop for
clerks of the Tourts of Civil Appeals also were held.
Additionally, the Center during 1978 will sponsor re-
gional judicial conferences covering seven of the nine
administrative judicial districts of Texas with plans to
expand to include all nine districts.

32

In.December, 1974, the Center sponsored the first
Texas College of the Judiciary, an orientation school
for some 55 new judges offering instruction in basic
court procedure. In 1976 the second College was held
with 40 new judges in attendance. The appointment
of some 30 new judges provided by Senate Bill 330
of the 65th Legislature in early 1977 necessitated a
special session of the College, which was held in April.
The fourth Texas College was held in March, 1978, in
Huntsville. During its four-year history, the Texas
College of the Judiciary has trained some 150 judges.

The 65th Legislature also passed the “Speedy Trial
Act,”” Senate Bill 1043. Because this legislation could
pose special problems for civil trial judges who have
not had criminal trial experience, the Center spon-
sored a seminar providifig a basic course in criminal
law and procedure for civil trial judges in January,
1978. ‘

In addition to the criminal procedure seminar and
the Texas College, other 1978 conferences include: the
annual Mid-Winter South: Texas Judicial Conference
in McAllen in February, the first annual Northeast
Texas Judicial Conference in Longview in March, the
first annual West Texas Judicial Conference in Lub-
bock in April, the annual Criminal Justice Conference
in Huntsville in May, the Second Administrative Dis-
trict Judicial Conference in Huntsville in June, and
the annual Judicial Section Conference in Arlington
in - September. Other conferences involving juvenile
court judges, clerks, briefing attorneys, and court co-
ordinators also will be held in 1978.

The Center’s staff is composed of an executive di-
rector, associate director, publications director, an ex-
ecutive secretary, and a receptionist/bookkeeper. The
executive director coordinates overall activities of the
Center, concentrating on the planning of educational
seminars to be sponscred by the Center. He is assisted
by the associate director, who also acts as liaison
with the Governor’s Office and national judicial agen-
cies. The publication of manuals, deskbooks, reports,
and programs is.the responsibility of the publications
director. He also serves as editor of a bimonthly news-
letter published by the Center. Completing the staff
are an executive secretary and a receptionist/book-
keeper. ' ‘



SRPERPEE LS

JUSTICE COURT TRAINING CENTER

Sponsored by

Justices of the Peace and Constables Association of Texas

................

............ HONORABLE JOHN M. FORBES

HONORABLE ALBERT L. LEE

BOARD OF DIRECTORS

Judge John M. Forbes
‘Justice of the Peace
Tarrant County

Mr. Don B. Harrelson
University Advisory
Southwest Texas State University

Judge Wayne LeCroy
Justice of the Peace
Lubbock County

Judge Albert L. Lee
Justice of the Peace
Harris County

Judge Jack Richburg
Justice of the Peace
Dallas County

Judge ClLiff Roberts
Justice of the Peace
Potter County

Judge Billie F. Schumacher
Justice of the Peace
Moore County

Judge V. L. “Bud” West:
Justice of the Peace
Harris County

EX OFFICIO MEMBERS

Mr. Tom W. Bullington
Assistant Attorney General
Chtef, Crime Prevention Division

Constable Homer DeMoss
President
J. P. & Constables Association

JUSTICE COURT TRAINING CENTER
Ronald D. Champion; Executive Director
Southwest Texas State University
San Marcos, Texas 78666

512/245-2349 .
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JUSTICE COURT TRAINING CENTER

The Justice Court Training Center is co-sponsored
by the Justices of the Peace and Constables Associa-
tion -of Texas and Southwest Texas State University.
'Funding of the program is made possible from the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968
and the Criminal Justice Planning Fund established
by the 62nd State Legislature through Senate Bill No.
841.

The goal of the Training Center is to provide train-
ing to the more than 900 Texas Justices of the Peace.
Training is available to lawyer and non-lawyer judges
but particular emphasis is placed upon the non-lawyer
judge. ‘

An intensive forty-hour course is available to newly

" appointed or elected justices of the peace which satis-
fies the training requirement for new J.P.’s as estab-
lished in House Bill No. 168, passed by the 62nd State

- Legislature. Continuing yearly in-service legal educa-
tion which is required under the provisions of House
Bill No. 81, as passed by the 63rd Legislature is pro-

vided utilizing ten twenty-hour regional schools held

throughout Texas.

_The forty hour training curriculum includes instrue-
tion on: Judicial Ethics, Rules of Evidence, Bond Set-
ting, Inquests, Truancy Laws, Complaints, Search

Warrants, Examining Trials, Arrest With and With-
out Warrant, Peace Bonds, Administrative Practices
as well as other duties and responsibilities of the jus-
tice court.

During 1977, the twenty hour curriculum was di-
rected at increasing the judge’s ability to-apply cer-
tain skills in the procedural and administrative areas
of his jurisdiction. Emphasis was placed in the follow-
ing areas: Theft and Fraud cases, duties of the Office
of  Constable, Administrative Hearings, New Laws,
Attorney General’s Opinions, Civil and Small Claims
Courts, discussions with Department of Public Safety
personnel, Bond Forfeitures, Contempt and Texas Ju-
dicial Council reports.

The administrative offices for the training program
are located at Southwest Texas State University in
San Marcos, Texas. The Training Center’s staff is
composed of an executive director, a deputy director,
an office manager and an administrative assistant.

The Board of Directors is responsible for setting the
operational policy of the Training Center. In addition
to the staff and directors, numerous individuals from
throughout the Criminal Justice System are involved

. in curriculum development and program implementa-

tion.

40 Hour

JUSTICES OF THE PEACE PARTICIPATING
IN THE JUSTICE COURT TRAINING PROGRAM

Academic 20 Hour

_ Year School - School Total
1971-1972 479 not offered | 479
1972-1973 93 9257 350
19731974 56 535 591
1974-1975 225 613 838
1975-1976 . 50 630 680
1976-1977 86 621 ‘ 707
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THE JUDICIAL

SYSTEM OF TEXAS
JANUARY 1, 1978

LIMITED TO PROBATE MATTERS
7 COURTS
(IN §COUNTIES)

138 BISTRICT COURTS ARE REQUIRED.BY STATUTE T0 GIVE PREFERENCE TO CRIMINAL CASES, 44 TO CIVIL CASES,
YESTABLISHED IN 4 COUNTIES T0 RELIEVE CONSTITUTIONAL COUNTY COURTS. APPEALS ON THE RECORD-TO COURT OF CIVIL APPEALS.

’)ESTABLISHED IN JDCOUNTIES TO RELIEVE CONSTITUTIONAL COUNTY COURTS. (GENERALLY, JURISDICTION FROM $200-T0 $1,000; $5,000 OR $10,000) SFECIFIC JURISDICTION OF
INDIVIDUAL COURTS ESTABLISHED BY STATUTE: 68 COUNTY.COURTS AT LAW; 11 CQUNTY CRIMINAL COURTS;'S COUNTY CRIMINAL COURTS AT LAW, J#COUNTY CIVIL COURTS AT

LAW! 1 COUNTY CRIMINAL COURT OF APPEALS; 2'COUNTY COURTS"), } ** PROBATE. AND COUNTY COURT",

4CIVIL APPEALS [OVER $20) AND ALL URIMINAL APPEALS FROM JUSTICE. OF THE PEACE AND MUNICIPAL COURTS ARE TRIAY, DE NOVO; APPEALS FROM SOME JUSTICE OF ‘THE

PEACE AND MUNICIPAL COURTS ARE TO THE DISTRICT COURT IN LIEY OF THE COUNTY COURT:
# FODR MUNICIPAL COURTS (HOUSTON, MIDLAND, SWEETWATER WICHITA FALLS) ARE COURTS OF RECORD AND APPEALS THEREFROM ARE ON THE RECORD IN LIEU OF TRIAL DE NOVO,
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(SMALL CLAIMS COURTS) TURISDIGTION
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THE JUDICIAL SYSTEM OF TEXAS

JANUARY 1,1978

Descriptive Outline

"The present court system of Texas, established by
the ¢onstitutional amendment of 1891, provides for a
Supreme Court which is the highest state appellate
court in civil matters and a Court of Criminal Appeals
which is the highest state appellate court in criminal
matters. It has fourteen intermediate courts of civil
appeals. There is no intermediate court for criminal
appeals from trial courts, such appeals going directly
from the trial courts to the Court of Cnmmal Appeals
in Austin.

The state trial courts of general jurisdiction are the

district courts, which in some metropolitan areas have:

" been established as courts having primarily civil,
criminal, domestic relations, or juvenile jurisdiction.
It should be noted that the geographical jurisdiction
of each individual district court is established by the
specific statute creating that court, and such jurisdic-
tion does not necessarily correspond to any previously
established court. Each court has one judge.

In addition to the above state courts, the Texas
Constitution provides for a county court in each county
presided over by the county judge. To relieve the cal-
endar congestion of the single constitutional county
courts the legislature has established probate courts,
and county courts at law in certain counties having
large populations. ‘

The Texas Constitution also provides for justice of
the peace courts in each county. Since 1953, these
justice courts also serve as small claims courts.

The legislature has created by statute municipal
courts in each incorporated city. These courts have
concurrent criminal jurisdiction with the justice of the
peace courts limited to the geographic conﬁnes of the
municipality.

. Trial in the justice of the peace courts and most mu-
nicipal courts is not of record; and appeals therefrom
~ are on trial de novo, to the county court except in those
counties having statutory county courts at law or
where by statute the dlstnc‘\b court has assumed por-
tions of the county court’s jurisdiction.

State, county and miinicipal governments all con-

tribute to: the financing of the judicial system in

Texas. The State finances the appellate courts and

pays a base salary to all courts of civil appeals justices
and district judges. Counties pay the costs of “con-
stitutional” county courts, county courts at law jus-

tices of the peace, and operating costs of disgrict courts

except the ]udge s basic salary. The cities finance the
municipal courts.
S.B: 510 of the 65th Legislature, ‘the general ap-

,‘propnatlons bill, approptiated $20,724,408 in general

revenue funds for the operation -of the judiciary in
fiscal year 1978 This represents less than one percent
of the $2,902,272,000 total general revenue funds ap-
propriated.

I. ~ COURTS
A. Supreme Court (1) R
1. Jurisdiction: The Supreme Court of
Texas has state-wide final appellate =
jurisdiction-in civil and juvenile cases.
The Court has original jurisdiction to
issue writs and to conduct proceedings .
for involuntary retirement or removal of o
judges. The court is empowered to make
and. enforce all necessary rules of civil.
practice and procedure  for use 'in all
courts, and to promulgate riles ¥y pro-
vide for the efficient adxmmstrauon of
Justice in the state. L
. 2. Seat: Austin
3. Membership: :
a.. Number: One Chlef Justice and 8 as- -
sociate justices. ) i
b. Selection: - Partisan, state- w1de elec-
tion.  Vacancies between - elections
filled by gubkrnatorial appointment
with advice and consent of ‘the Sen-
ate. :
¢. Qualifications:, Citizen of the United
States and of Texas; age 35; a prac
ticing lawyer, or lawyer and judge of -
a court of record together for at least
ten years. '
d. Salaries: - :
Chief Justice: -
eff. 9-1-77 $50,300
eff. 9-1-78 - 51,900
“Associate Justices; -
eff. 9-1.77 $49,800
eff. 9-1.78 51,400
e, Term: Six year, over]applng terms
B. Court of Criminal Appeals (1) o
1. Junsdlctlon The Court of Cnmmal Ap

peals  has “state-wide final - appellate .

Junsdlctlon in crmunal cases only and .
power to issue writs, - : k
2. ‘Seat: Austin -
-3 Membershlp . : : -
~a. Number: One Presxdlng Judge and 8§
“other judges; also commissioners -
, servmg on a temporalydbasm
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b. Selection:

(1) Presiding Judge and judges are
elected in partisan state-wide
elections. Vacancies between elec-
tions are filled by gubernatorial
appointment with advice and
consent of the Senate.

(2) The court has authority to ap-

: point commissioners.

¢. Qualifications: Judges and commis-
sioners must be citizens of the United
States and of Texas; age 35; a prac-
ticing lawyer, or lawyer and judge of
a court of record together for at least
ten years.

d. Salaries:
Presiding Judge:
eff. 8-1-77 $50,300
eff. 9-1-78 51,900
Judges and
Commissioners:
eff, 9-1-77 $49,800
eff. 9-1-78 51,400
e. Term: Judges - Six year, overlapping
terms.

C. Courts of Civil Appeals (14)

38

2. Seats:

1. Jurisdiction: Intermediate appellate ju-

rigdiction in civil cases only from trial
courts in each respective geographic dis-

‘trict, called “Supreme Judicial Districts.”

Limited original writ jurisdiction.
1st District, Houston
2nd District, Fort Worth
3rd District, Austin
4th District; San Antonio
5th District, Dallas
6th District, Texarkana
T7th District, Amarillo
8th District, El Paso
9th District, Beaumont
10th District, Waco
11th District, Eastland
12th District, Tyler
13th District, Corpus Christi
" 14th District, Houston

3 Membership:

a, Number: One Chief Justice and two
associate justices per court, a total of
42 justices state-wide.

b. Selection; Partisan elections from su-

_‘preme judicial districts. Vacancies be-

~tween elections filled by gubernato-
~rial appointment with advice and
congent of the Senate.

c. Qualifications: Citizen of the United
States and of Texas; age 35; a prac-
ticing lawyer, or lawyer and judge of
a court of record together for at least

ten years.

_d. Salaries paid by the State:

Chief Justices:
eff. 9-1-77 $44,400
eff. 9-1-78 45,900
Associate Justices:
eff, 9-1-77 $43,900
eff. 9-1-78 45,400
Supplements may be paid by the
counties in the districts, not to exceed
$8,000 per year and total salary must
be $1,000 less than received by Su-
preme Court associate justices ($500
~in the case of chief justices).
e. Term: Six years,

D. District Courts (305)
1. Jurisdiction: There are 305 separate dis-

trict courts, identified by separate num-
bers, each having its own judge and
geographical jurisdiction. In a number of
areas, the geographical jurisdiction of
‘two or more district courts. is overlap-
ping.

District courts are trial courts of general
jurisdiction, having original jurisdiction’
in all criminal cases of the grade of fel-
ony, cases of divorce, title to land, con-
tested elections, and all civil matters
wherein the amount in controversy is
$5,000 or more and concurrent jurisdie-
tion with statutory county courts at law
in cases of at least $500 and not to. ex-
ceed $5,000. (In the counties which have
no statutory county courts at law, district
courts have exclusive original jurisdic-
tion in civil cases wherein the amount in
cdntroversy is $1,000 or more and concur-
rent jurisdiction with the county court in
cases of at least $500 and mot to exceed
$1,000.)

The district courts have original and ap-
pellate jurisdiction in probate matters
and general - supervisory control over
commissioners court. In addition, these
courts have general original jurisdiction
over all causes of action whatever for
which a remedy or jurisdiction is not, pro-
vided by law or by the Constitution, and
have the power to issue writs of habeas
corpus, mandamus, injunction, certiorari,
sequestratlon attachments, garmshment
and all writs necessary to enfotce their
JunsdJctlon

Most: district courts exercise both crimyj:
nal and civil jurisdiction, but in the met-
ropolitan areas there is a tendency for
the courts to specialize in either civil or
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criminai cases. In some cases, the courts
which have criminal jurisdiction exclu-
sively are deé;ifgnated criminal district
courts,

A limited number of district courts also
exercise the subject-matter jurisdiction
normally exercised by county courts.

Appeals from judgments of thz district
courts are to the Court of Criminal Ap-
peals in criminal cases and to the Courts
of Civil Appeals in civil cases.

. Seats: At the county seat of each county

included in each respective geographical
district.

. Membership:

a. Number: One judge per court.

b. Selection: Partisan district-wide elec-
tions. Vacancies between elections
filled by gubernatorial appointment
with advice and consent of Senate,

c. Qualifications: Citizen of the United
States and of Texas; resident of the

district for two years; age 25; licensed

to practice law in Texas and a prac-
ticing lawyer or judge for four years.
d. Salaries paid by the State:
eff. 9-1-77 $34,500
eff. 9-1-78 - 35,700
Supplements authorized by statute
may be paid by counties, ranging
from $600 to $17,000 per year. Total
salary must be $1,000 less than re-
ceived by associate. justices of the
Court of Civil Appeals of the Su-
preme Judicial District.
e.. Term: Four years.

“Constitutional” County Courts (254)
1. Jurisdiction: The Texas Constitution pro-
© vides that there shall be a county court

in each-county, but not all 254 courts per-
form judicial functions. The county court
has civil, criminal, original and appellate
jurisdiction. It has exclusive legal au-
thority in civil cases when the contested
amount -is $200-$500, and it has con-
current civil jurisdiction with the district
court in cases when the amount exceeds
$500 but is less than $1 000. The county
court also usually is given general con-
trol over probate cases. In criminal cases,

. the county court has' exclusive original

jurisdiction over all nusdemeanors when

the fine to. be imposed exceeds $200 or
when a Jall sentence may be imposed. ;

Unless expressly prov1ded ‘by law, the
county - court does not have criminal ju-

£

risdiction in any county where a criminal

~district court exists, Decisions fromthe -

municipal* and justice courts may be ap-
pealed to the county court, and the appeal
takes the form. of a completely new trial
(trial de novo). Original and appellate
judgments of the county court may be ap-
pealed to the Court of Civil Appeals in
civil cases and to the Court of Criminal
Appeals in criminal cases. :

Geographical jurisdiction: County-wide.

2. Seats: County seat of county of jurisdic-

tion.

. Membership:

a. Number: One ]udge per court. ,
b. Selection: County-wide partisan elec-

tion with vacancies between electlons .

filled by county commissioners,

¢. Qualifications:  “Shall - be welldn-
formed in the law of the State.” (Law
license unnecessary.) :

d. Salaries: Paid entirely by the county.
Highly variable.

e. Term: Four years.

- The commissioners court is not a judicial

entity; rather it is the governing body of
the county. It is presided over by the con-
stitutional county judge and is composed
of four elected commissioners. Although
it performs no judicial duties, the com- ‘
missioners  court can issue writs and con-
tempt citations.

F. County Courts at Law (96)

el . ;/v\ ;
/

1. Jurisdiction: The Legislature has the au-

thority to create special county courts.
Ninety-six. of these statutory courts have
been created in forty counties, primarily
in metropolitan areas, to relieve the con- :
stitutional county judge of all or part of
his judicial duties. The legal jurisdiction
of the special county courts varies con-
siderably. according to the stdatute under
which they are created. As the varied
names suggest, some of these courts are

._intended to exercise in practxce subject-

matter jurisdiction in only limited fields,

“such as civil, criminal, probate or appel-

late {from justice courts or mumclpal .
courts); but the names do not always dis-
close their complete functions. In gen-

" eral, the concurrent civil Junsdlctlon of

these ‘statutory courts-with the district
court is higher than constltutxonal county ,
courts : :

Geographlcal J unsdlctlon County-\mde

) Angelma @ County Gourt at Law

Bell @) <" County Court at LawNo, 1™~ .
oo County Court at Law No. 2 -

89
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Bexar (6]

Brazoria {(2)

Brazos (1)
Cameron (1)
Collin (1)
Comal (1)

. Dallas (15)

Denton (1)

Ector (1)
El Paso (4)

Faort Bend (1}
Galveston (3)
Grayson (2)

Guadalupe (1)
Harris {16}

" Harrison (1)

Hays (1)
Henderson (1)
Hidalgo (2)

Houston (1) .,

Hunt (1)
Jefférson (2)

Lubbock (2)

 MecLinnan (1)

Montgomery (1)
Nacogdoches (1)
Nolan (1)
Nueces (3)

Omnge 1
Potter (2)

Reeves (1)

County Court at Law No.
County Court at Law No.
County Court at Law No.
County Court at Law No.
County Court at Law No.
County Court at Law No.
County Court at Law No.
County Court at Law No.

County Court at Law
County Court at Law
County Court at Law
County Court at Law

County Court at Law No.
Couinty Court at Law No,
County Court at Law No.
County Court at Law No.

County Criminal Court

D = oA N

1
2
3
4

County Criminal Court No, 2
County Criminal Court No, 3
County Critinal Court No, 4
County Criminal Court No. 5
County Criminal Court No. 6
County Criminal Court No, 7
County Criminal Court of Appeals
Probate Court of Dallas County

Probate Court No. 2 of Dallas County
Probate Court No. 3 of Dallas County.

County Court at Law
County Court at Law

County Court at Law No.
County Court at Law No.
County-Court at Law No.
County Court at Law No.

County Court at Law
County Court No. 1
County Court No. 2
Probate Court
County Court at Law

*County Court at Law No.

County Court at Law

O R

2

County Civil Court at Law No, 1
County Civil Court at Law No. 2
County Civil Court at Law No. 3
County Civil Court at Law No. 4

County Criminal Court at Law No.
County Criminal Court at Law No.
County Criminal Court at Law No.
County Criminal Court at Law No.
County Criminal Court at Law No.
County Criminal Court at Law No.
County Criminal Court at Law No:
County Criminal Coirt at Law No.
County Criminal Court at Law No.

.
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Probate Court No. 1 of Harris County
Probate Court No. 2 of Harris County
Probate Conrt No. 3 of Harris County

*County Court at Law
County Court at Law
*County Court at Law
.County Court at Law

County Court at Law No.
Cowity Court at Law

County Court at Law
County Court at Law

2

County Court of Jefferson County at

Law No, 2

County Court at Law No.
County Court at Law No.

County Gourt. at Law

County Court at Law No,

Cournty Court at Law
“County Court at Law

County Court at Law No.
County Court at Law No.
County Court at Law No.

Gounty Court. at Law
County Court at Law

County Court at Law No.

County Court at Law

-

—

1
2
3

Smith (2} County Cotrt at Law

County Court at Law No, 2

Tarrant (8) County Court at Law
Tatrant County Criminal Court No. 1
Tarrant County Criminal Court No, 2
Tarrant County Criminal Court No. 3
Tarrant County Criminal Court No. 4
Probate Court of Tarrant County
Taylor (1) County Court at Law
Travis (3) County Court at Law No. 1
: County Court at Law No. 2
County Court at Law No. 3
Vietoria (1) County Court at Law
Walker (1) County Court at Law
“Webb (1) County Court at Law

*authprized but not active as of 1-1.78

Seats: County seat of county of jurisdic-
tion.
Membership:

- a. Number: One judge per court.

b. Selection: Usually by county-wide
partisan election with vacancies be-
tween elections filled by county com-
missioners, '

¢. Qualifications: Vary according to
couri-creation: statute, some include
two to- five years experience as prac-
ticing attorney and requirement of
residence in county.

d. Salaries: Paid entirely by the county.
Highly variable.

e. Term: Four years.

G. Justice of the Peace Courts (approx. 900)

1.

Jurisdiction: The Texas Constitution pro-
vides that each county is to be divided
into at least 4, and not over 8, justice pre-
cincts, in each of which shall be elected
one justice of the peace, provided that if
the precinct includes a city of 8,000 or
more inhdbitants, one additional justice
of the peace shall be elected from such
precinct.

Justice of the peace courts have original
jurisdiction in both civil and criminal
cases when the amount in controversy or
the fine does not exceed $200. A justice of
the peace may issue warrants of search
and arrest, conduct preliminary hearings,
serve as ex officio notary public, perform
marriages, and serve as coroner in coun-
ties where there is no provision for a
medical examiner. The justice court also
functions as a small claims court in dis-
putes over unpaid wages and salaries
when the contested amount does not ex-
ceed $200 and in controversies over un-
collected bills when the amount does not
exceed $150.

Seats:  Determined by county commis-
sioners. '
Membership: ’

a. - Number: One judge per court.
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b. Selection: Partisan election by voters
of respective precincts.
c. Qualifications: None.
d. ‘Salaries: Paid entirely by the county
Highly variable.
e. Term: Four years
H. Municipal Courts (dpprox.: 1,000}

1. Jurisdiction: Authorized by statute, mu-
nicipal courts are established in cities
and towns. Metropolitan cities usually
have more than one municipal court.
These courts have neither civil nor appel-
late jurisdiction, but they have original
and exclusive jurisdiction over violations
of city ordinances (predominately traffic

offenses). The municipal courts also have ',

" concurrent jurisdiction with justice courts
in misdemeanor cases resulting from vio-
lations of state laws within the city lim-
its when punishment is limited to fines

only of $200 or less. Municipal judges .-

also serve as magistrates of the state.

Trials in all but four municipal courts
are not of record with appeals therefrom
going to the county court, the county
court at law or the district court upon
trial de novo. The municipal courts of
Houston, Midland, Sweetwater and Wich-
ita Falls are courts of record with ap-
peals on the record perfected in the mu-
niclpal court.

Seats: Determined by the city or town.
3. Membership:

a. Number: Generall\lly, limited by stat-
ute to one court per municipality and
one judge per court. Other statutes
allow some urban city governing
bodies to establish more than one
court and/or more than one judge per
court.

b. Selection: Elected or appointed by the
governing body of the city or town as
provided by city charter ot ordinance.

¢. Qualifications: Determined by the
governing body of the ¢ity or town.

d. Salaries: Faid entirely by the city or
town. Highly variable.

e. Term: Varies from one year to an
indefinite term. Often at the will of
the - governing body of the city or
town. S

OFFICE OF COURT ADMINISTRATION

N

The Office of Court Administration of the Texas

Judicial System, created, by the 65th Legislature
(1977) (Art. 2328b, V.A.C.S.), assists the Supreme
Court and the Chief Justice in the administra-
tion of the judicial system. Under the provisions
of this article, the Supreme Court is authorized

&

to promulgate ,‘ru‘les of administratien for the

" judicial system of the State. The Administrative

I

oy

v
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Director of the Courts, appoihted by the Supreme
Court, also serves as the Executive Director of
the Texas Judicial Council. The Office of Court

Administration is to a1d judges, clerks and court

administrators in dlschargmg their administra-
tive duties, make recommendations for the or-
derly and efficient administration of justice and
prepare and submit budget estimates for state
appropriations for the judicial system. -

TEXAS JUDICIAL COUNCIL

The Texas dJudicial Council is charged with
making a continuous study of the organization
and operation of the courts. The Council reviews

and considers proposals on ways to improve the

administration of justice and formulates meth-
ods for simplifying judicial procedures.. The

Council gathers judicial statistics from civil and

criminal courts and makes a detailed annual re-

port to the Governor and to the Supreme Court. - ‘

ADMINISTRATIVE DISTRICTS

For the administration of district courts, the
state is divided into nine administrative judicial
districts, each headed by a presiding judge. Such
administrative judicial districts have limited ad-
ministrative powers over the district courts lo-
cated within the district relating to assignment

of jiid_ges and transfer of cases to relieve con-

4.

gested court dockets.

COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT

The State Commission on Judicial Conduct is
empowered to act upon cases of misconduct or
disability ofjudges. The Commission is respon-

-sible for 1nvest1gat1ng such cases and; after in-

vestigation, may issue a pnvate repnmand or an
order of public censure. The Commission may

“also recommend to the Supreme Court the re-

moval or retirement of the judge in questlon

RETIREMENT AND REMOVAL
A. Appellate and District Judges
1. Voluntary Retirement: Basic provision

permits retirement at half -pay (of then
salary) after ten -years service, either

upon 1ncapac1ty or attalmng age 65; gub-

ject to 10% increasz -under conditions.

desxgned to encourage retirement at age

70, Judges in active - service contribute

6% per annum of their salaries (to State.

General Fund) Retired judges who have

elected to continue as judicial ofﬁcers

‘may be assigned to special dutles at ac- .

tive-duty pay rates. i

2. I.lvoluntary Retn'ement and Removal for_

“

‘Cause . : T
. a. Automatlc retlrement at age. 7o

b.‘ ‘Involuntary retirement for_dlsabil‘iirzy_‘

o




= and removal for cause by Supreme
Court upon recommendation of State
Commission on Judicial Conduct. -

¢. Removal for cause also by impeach-
ment, address or (in case. of District
Judges only) by Sujpreme Court upon
complaint of 10 or more lawyers, etc.

B. Other Judges

42 N

. Retirement only as may be provided by

counties.

Removal for Cause:
a. By Supreme Court upon recommen-
" dation of Commission on Judicial
Conduct.
b. By District. Court proceeding, with
some exceptions.
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SUBJECT- MATTER JURISDIC'DION
OF TEXAS COURTS
JANUARY 1, 1978

INTRODUCTION

The present court system of Texas, established by
the constitutional amendment of 1891, provides for a
Supreme Court which is the highest state appellate
court for civil matters and a Court of Criminal Ap-
peals which makes the final determination in erimi-
nal matters. The state has fourteen intermediate

courts of civil appeals. There are no intermediate ap--

pellate courts for criminal matters, such appeals going
directly from the trial courts to the Court of Cnmmal
Appeals in Austin.

The state trial courts of general jurisdiction are the
district courts, of which there are 305. (Ten of these
courts are named “Criminal District Courts,” but as
will be noted later, only three are strictly limited only
to criminal cases on the district level.)

The geographical jurisdiction of each individual dis-
trict court is established by the specific statute cre-
ating that court, and that jurisdiction does not neces-
sarily correspond to the jurisdiction of any previously
established court. Each court has one judge. The state
pays the judge’s salary and some expenses.

In addition to the above state courts, the Texas Con-
stitution provides for a county court in each county

presided over by the county judge, who also serves as

head of the county commissioners court, the govern-
ing body . of the county. To relieve the calendar con-
gestion of the single “constitutional” county court in

‘each county, the legislature has established statutory'
county courts ‘at law in certain metropolitan counties. -

As of January 1, 1978, there are seven probate courts
and 87 county courts at law. (Two other courts are
authorized, but not implemented by the counties in
which they are located as of January 1, 1978.)

The Texas Constitution also prov1des for a minimum
of four justice of the peace courts in cach county.
Today there are approximately 900 of the justice of
the peace courts statewide. Since 1953, these justice
courts have also served as small claims courts.

The  legislature has . created by statute municipal
courts in each mcorpordted city in the state. These
courts have original Junsdlctlon over purported viola-
tions of municipal ordinances and concurrent criminal

jitrisdiction over state statutes with the justlce of the
peace courts, limited to the geographlcal conﬁnes of .

the municipality.

Trial in the justice of the peace and mumc1pa1 courts
~(with four exceptions) is not 6f record, and. appeals
therefrom are on trial de novo to the county court

except in certain counties: noted later, where the ap- .

peal is- to a county court at, law or to a district court.
s

]
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Jurisdiction of the various levels of.,?courts‘ is estab-.

lished both by constitutional provisioi and by statute.

Statutory jurisdiction of the courts is established by -

general statutes providing jurisdiction for all courts
on a particular level, as well as by the statute estab4
lishing the individual courts. Thus to determine the
jurisdiction of any one particular court, recourse must
be had first to the constitution, second to the general
statutes establishing Junsdwtwn for that level of
court, third to the specific statute authorizing the es-
tabllshment of the particular court in question and
fourth to statutes dealing with specific subject mat-
ters, such as the Family Code; which requires a.law-
yerjudge to hear appeals from actions by non-lawyer
judges in juvenile cases. :

APPELLATE COURTS

As previously indicated, the Supreme Court is the

court of last resort in the state in civil matters. It
also has original jurisdiction to issue writs and con-
duct proceedings for the involuntary retitement or
removal of any judge in the/state. It is empowered

to make rules for the administration of justice, rules -

of civil practice and procedure for use in all courts
having civil jurisdiction and rules governing the -

. censing of members of the bar of the state. The Ccurt

of Criminal Appeals has final state appellate Juns-

-diction in criminal cases and may issue writs to en-

force its judgments. The courts of civil appeals are

the intermediate appellate courts of the state limited -

however to civil matters.

v

DISTRICT-LEVEL COURTS .

While the juriédjetion of the appellate courts is quite']{_’" '

uniform for each level, that of the various trial court
levels is not. To meet. the diversified charactenstlcs
of the state, the legislature has estabhshed varying:
jurisdiction for the same level of courts dependlng
on the locatlon or local needs. .

Broadly, the district courts are the general tnalo K
courts for the state, having original jurisdictipn in'all . -

criminal cases of the grade of felony, cases of divorce,

title to land, contested elections and all civil matters e i
- wherein the amount i in controversy 15.$1,000 or more, .

The district court has concurrent civil Junsdlctlon with
the, constltutlonal” county court in cases of ‘at least

$500. In those counties having statiitory county courts

at-law, the district courts by general 1aw have ex-

Cl\lSIVG ]ll!'lSdlCtlon i ClVll cases whereln the amount

i
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'44th (Dallas) - art. 1926-11

: 67th (Tarrant) ‘arts. 199(17), 199(153)

¢

in controversy is $5,000 or more and copcurrent juris-
diction with the statutory county courts at law in
cases of at least $500 and not to exceed $5,000.%

In 1971, all “constitutional” county courts were di-
vested of eminent domadin jurisdiction {(art. 3266a),
which was ‘placed in the district court and county

" court at law. The statute did not transfer any eminent

domain ¢ases pending in the “constitutional” county
court on the effective date of the act, therefore, some

" county courts are'continuing to dispose of eminent.

domain matters filed before 1971. This article lists
several instances where eminent domain jurisdiction
wag transferred from theé county court by “special”
law pertaining to only one county. In some instances,

_this transfer was prior to 1971 and in others pending

eminent domain cases were transferred. These situa-
tions are to be gontrasted with the 1971 general stat-

. “ute which transferred jurisdiction of “new” eminent

domain cases. .
The Supreme Court has repeatedly held that the
legislature cannot reduce the jurisdiction of a consti-

tutional district court. Lord v. Clayton, 163 Tex. 62,

352 S.W. 2d 718 (1961); Zamora v. State, 508 S.W. 2d
819 (Tex. Crim. App. 1974). Ex Parte Richards, 137
Tex. 520, 155 S.W. 2d 597 (1941); Reasonover v. Rea-
sonover, 122 Tex. 512, 58 S.W. 2d 817 (1933); St. Louis
S.W. Ry, v. Hall, 98 Tex. 480, 85 S.W. 786 (1905).
See also Castro v. State, 124 Tex. Crim. 13, 60 S.W.
2d 211 (1933) and dissenting opinion in Ex Parte
Bazemore, 430 S.W. 2d 205 (Tex. Crim. App. 1968).
In Lord v. Clayton, the Supreme Court held that al-
though the statute creating the 136th District Court
of Jefferson County expressly limited its jurisdiction
to civil cases and other legislation purported to give
exclusive jurisdiction in criminal cases to the criminal
district court of Jefferson County, the 136th Court
was nevertheless a constitutional district court with
full power to impanel a grand jury, receive an indict-
ment, and try the accused.

Presently the state statutes purport to limit the ju-
rigdiction of 18 district courts to civil matters only.
They are;

14th (Dallas) - art. 1926-11 ]

17th (Tarrant) - arts. 199(17), 199(153) ‘

48th (Tarrant) - arts. 199(17), 199(153) 1
58th (Jefferson) - arts. 199(58), 199(136)

680th (Jefferson) - arts. 199(58), 199(136)

*The concurrent c1v11 ]unsdlctmn of eight county '

courts at law has by special statute been increased
to $10000 oo
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vCriminal District Court No. 2 of Dallas ‘

68th (Dallas) - art. 1926-11

95th (Dallas) - art. 1926-11

96th (Tarrant) - arts. 199(17), 199(153)
101st (Dallas) - art. 1926-11

116th (Dallas) - art. 1926-11

134th (Dallas) ~ art. 1926-11 . 1

135th (Calhoun, Goliad, Jackson, Refu-
gio, Victoria) - art. 199(135)

136th (Jefferson) - arts. 199(58), 199(136)
153rd (Tarrant) - arts. 199(17), 199(153) .

156th (Aransas, Bee, Live Oak, McMul-
len, San Patricio) - art. 199(156)

160th (Dallas) - art. 1926-11 ]

The constitutional power to establish “other courts”
(Tex. Const. art. V, sec. 1) apparently does authorize
the legislature to establish special district courts with
criminal jurisdiction only. Ex Parte Richards, 137 Tex.
520, 1565 S.W. 2d 597 ({1941). A statute limiting the
jurisdiction of a district court to criminal matters was
recently recognized by a court of civil appeals: Cook v.

Nelius, 498 S.W. 24 455 (Tex, Civ. App.—Houston 1st -

1973, no writ). In a similar situation, the Court of
Criminal Appeals did not comment on the question.
Pittman v. State, 434 S.W. 2d 352 (Tex. Crim. App.
1968),

Several district courts with their jurisdiction so lim-
ited have been created,' but at this time, only three
courts-are limited to exclusively criminal district-level
jurisdiction:

Criminal District Court No. 1 of Tarrant

County (arts. 1926-41, 1926-42a)

Criminal District Court No. 2 of Tarrant . o
County (art. 1926-43) ¢

Criminal District Court No. 3 of Tarrant
County (art. 1926-44) .

Four others are limited to criminal, divorce, depen-
dent and neglected children, adoption and c1V11 habeas
corpus proceedings:

Criminal District Court of Dallas County
. (arts. 1926-11, 1926-22)

County (arts. 1926-13, 1826-22)



Criminel District‘ Court No. 3 of Dallas
County (arts. 1926-14, 1926-16, 1926-
22)

Criminal District. Court of dJefferson
County (arts. 1926-61, 1926-52)

As will be noted later, other *Criminal District

Courts” cannot be categorized as having district-level -

criminal jurisdiction only because they also have con-
current jurisdiction with county-level courts in certain
matters.

While the courts have ruled the legislature may not
limit the jurisdiction of regular district courts, the
statutes in various ways express the intention of the
legislature that certain district courts give their pri-
mary attention to only a portion of those matters over
which they have jurisdiction. Three courts are in-
structed to “give preference” to criminal cases and the
statutes further provide that only cmmnal cases are
to be filed in those courts:

144th (Bexar) - art. 199(37)
| 175th (Bexar) - art. 199(37) 4
187th (Bexar) - art. 199a, sec. 3.014

In the same manner, seven ’district courts are to
give preference to civil cases and civil cases only are
to be filed in those courts:
37th (Eexar) - art. 199(37)
45th (Bexar) - art. 199(37)
57th (Bexar) - art. 199(37)
73rd (Bexar) - art. 199(37) 5
131st (Bexar) - art. 199(37) |
150th (Bexar) - arts. 199(37), 199(150)

166th (Bexar) - art. 199(37)

Perhaps less stringent is the simple statutory in-
struction that certain courts are to “give preference”
to certain matters, with no further restrictions. Thlrty
courts are thusly 1nstructed to give preference to cnm—
inal cases' '

'105th (Nueces) art. 199(105)
'107th (Cameron, Willacy) - art. 199(107)

138th (Cameron, Wlllacy) art. 199(138)

” 147th (Travm) art. 199(147)
GR f

194th (Dallas) - art. 199a, sec. 3.021

262nd (Harris) - art. 199';1, sec. 3/088 E

" 265th (Dallas) - art. 199a, sec.

182nd (Harris) - art. 199a, sec. 3.010 -
183rd (Harris) - art. 199a, sec. 3.011 .
184th (Harris) = art. 199a, sec. 3.012

185th (Harris) - art. 199a, sec. 3.013

195th (Dallas) - art., 199a, sec. 3.022

197th (Cameron, Willacy) - art. 199a, sec.
3.024

202nd (Bowie) - art. 199a, sec. 3.033(b)
203rd (Dallas) - art. 199a, sec. 3.030
204th ‘(Dallas) - art. 199a, sec. 3.031

205th (Culberson, El Paso, Hudspeth) -
art. 199a, see¢. 3.032

207th (Caldwell, Comal, Hays) - art. 199a,
sec. 3.035(b) ‘

208th (Harris) - art. 199a, sec. 3.036 -

209th (Harris) - art. 199a, sec. 3.037 o

214th (Nueces) - art, 199a, sec. 3.042

Criminal District Court No. ~<11 of Tarrant.
County (art. 1926-45)

226th (Bexar) art. 199a, sec. 3 053
227th (Bexar) art. 199a, sec. 3‘ 054
228th (Harrls) art. 199a, sec. 3' 055
230th (Harrls) art. 199a, sec. 3\\056

it
i

232nd (Harris) - art. 199a, sec.y3\05‘8

e

248th (Harris) - art. 199a, sec. 3.073

252nd (Jefferson) - art. 199a, sed, 3.078 |

263rd (Harris) - art. 199a, sec. 3.089 (eff. |
9/1/78) SR

3.001 (eff. |

1/1/79) R °

Four courts are sm‘ularly mstructetf to give pref-
erence to civil cages: - .




' 103rd (Cameron, Willacy) - art. 199(107)

- 224th (Bexar) - art. 199a, sec. 3.051

215th (Harris) - art. 199a, sec. 3.043

225th (Bexar) - art. 199a, sec. 3.052 ]

Nine district courts are to give preference to family

. law matters:

<3

231st (Tarrant) - art. 199a, sec. 3.057

- 246th ‘f(Harris) - art. 199a, sec. 3.071

148th (Nueces) - art. 199a, sec. 3.001

% 300th (Brazoria) - art. 1926a, sec. 2.01 _-l

303rd (Dallas) - art. 1926a, sec. 2.04

304th (Dallas) - art. 1926z, sec. 2.05

233rd (Tarrant) - art. 199a, sec. 3.059

245&'1 (Harris) < art. 199a, sec. 3.070

247th (Harns) art. 199a, sec. 3.072 8
25/41;11 (Dallas) - art. 199a, sec. 3.080
255’@11 {Dallas) - art. 199a, sec. 3.081

256th (Dallas) - art. 199a, sec. 3.082 (eff.
1/1/79)

257th (Harris) - art. 199a, sec. 3.083

One district court is to give preference to juvenile
and family law matters:
_]e

"One court is directed by statute to give first bref-
erence to family law cases and second preference to

criminal cases:
"o

The 65th Legislature (1977) converted all function-

241st (Smith) - art. 199a, sec. 3.066

, ,_mg domestic relations and special juvenile courts to
" district courts of general jurisdiction. However, these

31 courts are to “have primary responsibility for cases
involving family law matters:”

301st (Dallas) - art: 1926a, sec. 2.02

302nd (Dallas) - art. 1926a, sec. 2.03
11

305th (Dallas) - art. 19264, sec. 2.06
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*815th (Harris) - art. 1926a, sec. 2.16

"324th (Tarrant)

, 330th/(Dallas) art. 1926a, sec. 2.31

11th (Harris) - art. 199(11)

306th (Galveston) - art. 1926a, sec. 2.07
307th (Gregg) - art. 1926a, sec. 2.08
308th (Harris) - art. 1926a, sec. 2.09
309th (Harris) - art. 1926a, sec. 2.10
310th (Harris) - art. 1926a, sec. 2.11
311th (Harris) - art. 1926a, sec. 2.12
312th (Harris) - art. 1926a, sec. 2.13
313th (Harris) - art. 1926a, sec. 2.14

314th (Harris) - art. 1926a, sec. 2.15

316th (Hutchinson) - art. 1926a, sec. 2.17 11
317th (Jefferson) - art. 1926a, sec. 2.18
318th (Midland) - art. 19264, sec. 2.19
319th (Nueces) -~ art. 1926a, sec. 2.20
320th (Petter) - arkt. 1926a, sec, 2;21
321st (Smith) - art. 1926a, sec. 2.22
322nd (Tarrant) - art. 1926a, sec. 2.23
323rd (Tarrant) - art. 1926a, sec. 2.24

- art. 1926a, sec; 2.25
325th (Tarrant) - art. 1926a, sec. 2.26
326th (Taylor) - art. 1926a, sec. 2.27
327th (El Paso) - art. 1926a, sec. 2.28
328th (Fort Bend) - art. 1926a, sec. 2.29

329th (Wharton) - art. 19264, sec. 2.30

—
'I‘he other statutory provision observed above——that
of limiting the types of cases which can b\ filed im a
particular court—is used alone in several instances.
Such a restriction is probably not mandatory on the
clerk of the court. Lord v. Clayton, 663 Tex. 62, 352
S.W. 2d 718 (1961). The statutes provide that in four-
teen courts, civil cases only are tb be filed:
T2

L



55th (Harris) - art. 199(11)

61st (Harris) - art. 199(11)

?Oth (Harris) = art. 199(11)

113th (Harris) - art. 199(11)
125th (Harris) - art. 199(11)
127th (Harris) - art. 199(11)
129th (Harris) - art. 199(11) 12
133rd (Harris) - art. 199(11)
151st (Harris) - art. 199(11)
152nd (Harris) - art. 199(11)

157th (Harris) - art. 199(11)

164th (Harris) - art. 199(11)

165th (Harris) - art. 199(11) ]

In six courts, only criminal cases are to be filed:
174th (Harris) ‘- arts. 199(11), 199(174) ]
176th (Harris) - arts. 199(11), 199(176)
177th (Harris) - arts. 199(11), 199(177) 13
178th (Harris) - arts. 199(11), 199(178)

179th (Harris) - arts. 199(11), 199(179)

180th (Harris) - arts. 199(11), 199(180) ]
Finally, for one court, the legislature has speciﬁed
that eriminal and tax cases only shall be filed:

14

As noted above, some 93 statutory county courts
at law and 7 probate courts have been created, largely
in metropolitan areas. While the jurisdiction of these
courts is- generally carved out of that given to the
“constitutional” county courts, the statutes specify in
a few instances that certain jurisdiction normally in
the district court is to be exercised by the county
court at law concurrently with the district court. Four
county courts at law are given concurrent civil juris-
diction with the dlstnct courts in spe01ﬁed domestic
relations matters ' . ,

49th (Webb) - art. 199(111)

County Court at Law No. 1 of Lubbock “'1 5
- County (art. 1970-340) "

- County Court at Law of, ‘Midland County '

L

County Court at Law No. 2 of Lubbock
County (art. 1970-340.1)

County Court at Law of. Orange County
(art. 1970-349A)-

¥
County Court at Law of Webb CO\,IS‘L‘?’_Y
(art. 1970-360)

Three county courts at law have, concurrent juris-
diction with the di#ifiet court in specified family law
matters, eminent domain cases and civil cases when
the matter in controversy does not exceed $10,000:

County Court at Law of Randall County_]‘
(art. 1970-371) (eff. 1/1/80, or earlier
as determined by the county commis-
sioners) ~

County Court at Law of Reeves County 16,
(art. 1970-373)

County Court at Law of Walker County
(art. 1970-367)

—

Nine county courts at law have, by speciél statute, -

concurrent jurisdiction with the district courts in eml-

nent domain matters:

County Court at Law of Victoria County
(art. 1970-356)

County Court at Law No. 2 of McLennan:
County (art. 1970-298d) (eff. 1/1/79, or
earlier as determmed by the county
commlssmners)

County Court of Dallas Lounty at Law
. No. 1 {art. 1970-31.2)

County Court of Dallas‘County at Lawv ‘
No. 2 (art. 1970-31.2) ' .

County Court of Dallas County at Law °

No. 3 (art. 1970-31.2) {17

County Court of Dallas County at Law
No. 4(art 1970 31. 2)

County Court of Dallas County Lt Law :
No. 5 (artJ97O 31 2) (eff. 1/1/79)

County Court at Law No. 2 of Hldalgo B
County (art. 1970- 341a)

(art. 1970-370) (eff. 1/1/80, or earlier “
as determmed by the county commis= | .
smners)
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Five county courts at law have concurrent jurisdic-

. tion ‘with the district court in eminent domain cases

and civil cases when the matter in controversy does
not exceed $10,000:

County Court at Law of Angelina County
(art., 1970-3’55)

County Court No. 1 of Galveston County
(art. 1970-342a)

\\(\lounty Court No. 2 of Galveston County
(art. 1970-342b) 18

Probate and County Court of Galveston
County (art. 1970-342)

County Court at Law of Tom Green
County (art. 1970-369) (eff. 1/1/80, or
earlier as determined by the county
commissioners)

Finally, the statute creating one criminal district
court provides that it shall have concurrent jurisdic-
tion with the county courts at law in the county in
matters of county court criminal jurisdiction:

Criminal District Court of Jeffe’rson 19
County (art. 1926-61)

A wide variety of statutory changes have been made
blurring the line between district-level jurisdiction and
county court-level jurisdiction. In nine counties, all

. civil and criminal jurisdiction of the county court,

except probz;,te, has been transferred to the district

_-court:

Bowie (5th, 102nd, 202nd District Courts)
- art. 1970-306

Cass (5th District Court) - Acts 1879, ch.
25, p. 21; Acts 1971, ch. 273, p. 1198

‘Falls (82nd District Court) - Acts 1917,
_ch. 89, p. 243; Acts 1975, ch. 39, p. 84

Jones (259th District Court) - art. 199a,
sec..3.085(b)

20

Real (38th Dlstrlct Court) - Acts 1917, ch.
53 p. 92 :

Robertéon (20th District Court) - Acts
1917, ch 96,p 256

Shackelford (259th Dlstnct Court) - art,
199a, sec. 3.085(b)

48

Stephens . (90th: District Court) - art.
1970-321 |
: 20
Webb (49th, 111th District Courts) - Acts
1893, ch. 9, p. 5

In two counties, all civil and criminal jurisdiction
of the county court, except probate and eminent do-
main, has been transferred to the district court (by
general statute enacted in 1971 (art. 3266a), all “con-
stitutional” county courts were divested of emment
domain jurisdiction):

Comal (22nd District Court) - Acts 1883,
ch, 35, p. 24 .
21
Mason (33rd District Court) - Acts 1887,
ch. 73, p. 54

All civil and criminal junsdiction of the county
court, except probate, eminent domain and jurisdic-
tion to receive guilty pleas in misdemeanor cases has
been transferred to the district court in one county:

Eastland (91st District Court) - art. 1970~ 5o
141a

In a third county, all county civil and criminal
jurisdiction of the county court, except probate and
eminent domain, has been transferred to the district
court, and the two levels of courts have concurrent
jurisdiction to receive guilty pleas in misdemeanor
cases:

Marion (76th, 115th District Courts) - |
Acts 1887, ch. 36, p. 38; art, 1970-322a |23

In another county, all county court civil and crim-
inal cases appealed from justice of the peace courts,
except probate and eminent domain, have been trans-
ferred to the district court, and the two levels of courts
have concurrent jurisdiction in juvenile delinquency
cases and in cases where the county court would have
had original criminal jurisdiction:

Red River (102nd District Court) - art. 24
1970-314a :

All civil jurisdiction of the county court, except pro-

bate and eminent domain, has been transferred to the
district court in four counties:

Mills (35th District Court) - Acts 1887,
ch. 97, p. 109; Acts 1907, ch. 101, p. 199

Sabine (14t District Court) - Acts 1959,
2nd C.S,, ch. 7, p. 90

25



San Augustine (1st District Court) - Acts
1959, 2nd C.S., ch. 7, p. 90
25
- Wichita (89th District Court) - art. 1970-
166b

In one county all civil jurisdiction of the county
coulft, except probate, has been transferred to the dis-
ttict court:

Glasscock (118th District Court) - art. 5
1970-320 and Acts 1957, ch. 196, p. 399 |26

In another county, all civil and eminent domain
jurisdiction of the county court has been transferred
to the district court:

Navarro (13th District Court) - art. 1970-] 27

326

Finally, in six counties, the general jurisdiction in
eminent domain cases alone has been transferred from
the county to.the district courts by special statutes.
In 1971, all “constitutional” county courts were di-
vested of eminent domain jurisdiction (art. 3266a):

Camp (76th District Court) - Acts 1971,
ch. 592, p. 1952

Fannin (6th District Court) - Acts 1971,
ch. 89, p. 820

Gonzales (25th, 2nd 25th District Courts)
- Acts 1957, ch. 383, p. 867

28

Hopkins (8th, 62nd District Courts) - Acts '
1967, ch. 44, p. 84

Morris (76th District Court) - Acts 1967,
ch. 378, p. 872; Acts 1969, ch. 246, p. 707

Tarrant - art. 1970-62.1 -

Rather than transfer jurisdiction absolutely from
the county court to the district court, the legislature
has in séveral instances given both the distri¢t and
county courts concurrent jurisdiction in certain mat-
ters. Seven district courts have concurrent criminal

jurisdiction with the county court in matters normally

in the county court:

207th (Caldwell) - art. 199a, sec. 3.035(b)

“Criminal District Court of Da'ﬂas, County
- art. 1926-21 - ‘

29

Criminal Dlstrlct Court No. 2 of Dallas
County - art. 1926-21 :

 Hill (66th District Court) - arts. 1970-

County Court at Law of Houston County

Criminal District Court No. 1 of Tarrant
County - art. 1926-41

Criminal District Court No. 2 of Tarrant
County - art. 1926-43 ‘ ‘

Criminal District Court No. 3 of Tarrant
County - art. 1926-44 ‘

Criminal District Court No. 4 of Tarrant
County - art. 1926-45

In two counties, the district and county court have
concurrent jurisdiction in all matters normally in the

county court and the district court assigns cases to the
county court: ’

R~}
L]

333; 1970-33a o

: 130

Johnson (18th District Court) - art. 1970-.
335

' COUNTY-LEVEL COURTS

Generally speaking, “constitutional” county courts

have exclusive jurisdiction in civil cases wherein the -
amount in controversy is $200 or more and less than"
$500, general jurisdiction over probate cases and ex--
clusive original jurisdiction over all misdemeanors

whose punishment for the offense upon conviction

is by fine exceeding $200 or where a jail sentence

not to exceed two years may be imposed. However,
the county courts do not have criminal jurisdiction
where a criminal district court exists unless expressly
authorized by statute (Tex. Const. art. V, seéc. 16).
County courts generally have appellate jurisdiction

over cases tried originally in the justice of the peace ;

and municipal courts upon trial de novo. - ,
In general, county courts at lJaw have concurrent

_jurisdiction with district courts in civil matters where

the amount in controversy is at least $500 and not
more than $5,000. Other jurisdiction of a county court
at law is, broadly speaking, either carved out of the

“constitutional’ county court’s regular Junsdlctlon or
shared with it (concurrent)

The jurisdiction of county coufts at law and thelr '

relation to the * “constitutional” county courts ’takes
many forms. In the creation of threé county. courts

- at law, all civil, criminal and probate jurisdiction of
the county court was transfen-ed to the county court ;
at law o

County Court at Law of Nacogdoches
County (art. 1970-361)

]

s

[
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County Court at Law of Reeves County
(art 1970-373) A

In the creation of fifteen county courts at law, all
“civil and criminal jurisdiction of the county court was
transferred to the county court at law and it was
provided that the courts would have concurrent juris-

_diction in probate matters:

County Court at Law No. 4 of Bexar
Cournty (art. 1970-301e.1)

- County Court at Law No. 6 of Bexar
County (art. 1970-301f)

County Court at Law of Brazos County
(art. 1970-359)

County Court at Law of Cameron Coﬁlnty
(art. 1970-305) ‘

County Court at Law of Collin County
(art. 1970-362)

County Court at Law No. 1 of El Paso
County (arts. 1970-128, 1970-141.1)

Cdunty Court at Law No. 2 of El Paso
County (art. 1970-141.2)

32
County Court at Law No. 4 of El Paso
County (art. 1970-141.3)
Counfy Court at Law No. 2 of Grayson
" County (art. 1970-332a) (mactlve as of
1-1-78)
County Court at Law of Hidalgo County
: (att. 1970-341)
County. Court at. Law No. 2 of Hidalgo
County (art. 1970-3413)
County Court at Law No. 1 of Lubbock
County (art. 1970-340)
Co’w\mty Court at Law No. 2 of Lubbock
County (art. 1970-340.1)
_COunty Court at Law of Walker County
(art. 1970-36'7)
County Court at Law of Webb County
(art. 1970-360)

One county court at law was created to exercise
concurrent jurisdiction with the .district court in all
civil and criminal matters, which had earlier been
" transferred from the county court to the district court.

50

The county court at law and county court have con-
current probate jurisdiction:

County Court at Law of Comal County 33
(art. 1970-368)

The legislature provided, in the creation of three
county courts at law, that all civil and criminal ju-
risdiction  of the county court, except probate, was
transferred to the county court at law, and that the
judge of the county court at law could “act for” the
constitutional county judge in probate matters:

County Court at Law No. 3 of Bexar ]
County (art. 1979»301d)
3//

County Court of Jefferson County at 34
Law (arts. 1970-112, 1970-113) :

County Court of Jeffeison County at
Law No. 2 (art, 1970-126a)

—

For four county courts at law, all civil and crim-
inal jurisdiction of the county court, except probate,
was transferred to the county court at law:
County Court at Law No. 1 of Bexar

County (arts. 1970-64, 1970-301)

County Court at Law No. 2 of Bexar
County (art. 1970-301)

35

County Court at Law No. 5 of Bexar
County (art. 1970-301e.1)

County Court at Law of Grayson County
(art. 1970-332)

In one county, all civil, criminal and juvenile juris-
diction of the county court, except probate, was trans-
ferred to the county court at law, and it was provided
that the courts were to have concurrent jurisdiction in
eminent-domain cases;

County Court at Law of Taylor County 36
{art. 1970-343)

Four county courts at law were created with the
provision that all civil and criminal jurisdiction of
the county court was transferred to the county court
at law and that the courts would have concurrent
jurisdiction in both probate and eminent domain
cases:

County Court at Law No. 3 of Nueces
County (arts. 1970-339B, 1970-338C)
. ' ; 37
Coiinty Court at Law No. 1 of Travis
County (arts. 1970-324, 1970-324d)

@



County: Court ‘at JLaw No. 2 of Travis
County (arts. 1970-324a, 1970-324d)
‘ o 37
County Court at Law No. 3 of Travis
County (arts. 1970-324a.1, 1970-324d)

In one instance, all civil and criminal jurisdiction
of the county court was transferred to the county
court at law, the courts have concurrent jurisdiction
in probate and eminent domain and the county court
at law is instructed to give preference to original ju-
risdiction criminal cases:

County Court at Law No. 1 of Nueces
County (arts. 1970-339, 1970-339A, |38
1970-339C) ‘ :

Similarly, to another county court at law.in the
same county was transferred all civil and ériminal
jurisdiction of the county court, the courts have con-
current jurisdiction in probate and eminent domain
and the county court at law is instructed to give
preference to civil cases and criminal cases appealed
from courts of inferior jurisdiction:

County Court at Law No. 2 of Nueces
County (arts.. 1970-339A, 1970-339C) 39

~When the four Harris County civil courts at law
were created, it was provided that all civil and emi-
nent domain jurisdiction of the county court, except
probate, was transferred to them:

County Civil Court at Law No. 1 of Har-
ris County (art. 1970-79)

County Civil Court at Law No. 2 of Har-
ris County (art. 1970-110d)

40

County Civil Court at Law No. 3 of Har-
-ris County (art. 1970-110e) ‘

County Civil Court at Law No. 4 of Har-
ris County (art. 1970-110f)

' ——
For one county court at law, all civil jurisdiction
of the county court, except probate, ‘was. transferred

to it, and it was provided that the courts would have

concurrent criminal jurisdiction: .

kCounty Court at Law No, 1 of Tarrant‘ 41
County (arts. 1970-33, 1970-34) '

For another in the same county, all civil jurisdie-
tion of the county court was transferred to the county
court at law and it was provided that the courts would
have concurrent probate jurisdiction: o

‘County Court at Law No. 2 of Tarrant 42
"County (art. 1970-62. 2)‘(eff 1/1/79)

B

Eminent domain jurisdiction was transferred to tWwo

county courts at law, and in all other matters the

county court at law and ¢ consntutlonal” county court.

have concurrent jurisdiction:

County Court at Law of McLennan
County (art. 1970-298b)

County Court at Law No. 2 of McLennan {43
County (art. 1970-2984d) (eff. 1/1/79, or
earlier as determined by the county
commissioners)

IfSnineteen instances, the “constitutional” county
court and the county court(s) at law have concurrent
jurisdiction in all matters

County Court at Law of Angehna County
(art. 1970-355)

County Court at Law No. 1 of Bell County
(art 1970-350)

County Court at Law N 0.2 of Bell County‘
(art. 1970- 3504)

County Court at Law No. 1 of Brazoria.
County (art. 1970-357) ‘

County Court at Law No. 2 of Brazoria
- County (art. 1970-357)

County Court at Law of Denton County
(art. 1970-352)

County Court at Law of Ector County
(art. 1970-346) 1
o 44
County Court at Law of Fort Bend
County (art. 1970-364) - '

County Court at Law of Harnson County‘ :
(art. 1970-223a) (inactive) ’

County Court at Law of Hunt County
(art. 1970-354)

County Court at Law No. 1 of Montgom-
ery County (art 1970-3€3) :

County Court a‘t'Law of Mldland County
(art. 1970-370) (eff. 1/1/80, or earlier
- as determxned by the county commis-
sxoners) : =

County Court at Law of Orange County
(arts. 1970-349, 1970-349A)

County Court at Law’ No. 2 of Potter B ER
County (art. 1970-311b) R : S

i




| County Court at Law of Smith County v

- County Court at Law of Nolan County

" County Court at Law of Potter County

. County Court of Dallas County at Law

"~ County Court of Dallas County at Law

“County Court of Dallas County at Law

“County

County Court at Law of Randall County
(art. 1970-371) (eff. 1/1/80 or earlier
as may be determined by the county
commissioners)

(art. 1970-348)

County Court at Law No. 2 of _Smith

o County (art. 1970-348a) 44
‘County Court at Law of Tom Green
County (art. 1970-369) (eff. 1/1/80, or
‘earlier as determined by the county
"~ commissioners)
County Court at Law of Victoria County
(art. 1970-356)

In two counties, concurrent jurisdiction may be ex-
ercised by the “constitutional” county court and the
county court at law in all matters except probate
and eminent domain, of which the county court re-
tains exclusive jurisdiction (eminent domain jurisdic-
tion was transferred out of all “constitutional” county
courts by general law in 1971):

(art. 1970-347) (inactive) 45

(art. 1970-311a)

Six of the county courts at law have concurrent
jurisdiction with the ‘“constitutional” county court in

_all matters except probate:

No. 1 (art. 1970-3)

No. 2 (art. 1970-16)

County Court of Dallas County at Law

l'jTo. 3 (art. 1970-31.1) 46

County Court of Dallas County at Law
No. 4 (art, 1970-31.1)

No. 5 (art. 1970-31.2) (eff. 1/1/79)

‘Court at Law of Henderson
County (art.. 1970-366) (mactlve as of
1/1/18) '

In two counties, the county court and 'the county
_court at law have concurrent jurisdiction in all mat—

- tets except eminent domain:

B2

County Court at Law of Guadalupe

County (art. 1970-351) 47

County Court at Law of Hays County

(art. 1970-358)

Two county courts at law were created with the
proviso that they and the county court were to have
concurrent jurisdiction in ali matters, but that no pro-
bate cases were to be filed in the county court at law:

County Court No. 1 of Galveston County
(art. 1970-342a)
48
County Court No. 2 of Galveston County
(art. 1970-342b)

In four counties, the probate jurisdiction of the
county court has been vested in specialized probate
courts. Under the provisions of a constitutional
amendment adopted in 1973, proceedings in these spe-
cialized probate courts are on the record and appeals
therefrom are to appropriate court of civil appeals
rather than to the district court on trial de novo as
is the requirement for probate cases tried in the ‘“con-
stitutional” county courts. The statutes creating six
of these probate courts provide that they are to have
concurrent probate jurisdiction only with the “consti-
tutional” county court:

Probate Court of Dallas County (art. 1
1970-31a)

Probate Court No. 2 of Dallas County
(arts. 1970-31a, 1970-31b)

Probate Court No. 3 of Dallas County
(art. 1970-31c) ;

, 49

Probate Court No. 1 of Harris County
(art. 1970-110a)

Probate Court No. 2 of Harris County
(art. 1970-110a.2)

Probate Court of Tarrant County (art.
1970-345) \ |

One probate court has concurrent jurisdiction only

with the “constitutional” county court and is to have

“primary” responsibility at all tlmes for all mental
illness proceedings:

Probate Court No. 3 of Harris County

~(art. 1970-110a.3) %0

Another specialized probate court, however, has con-

~current jurisdiction with the ‘“constitutional” county

court in all matters, but only probate cases are to be
filed in the probate court:



Probate and County Court of Galveston 51
County (art. 1970-342)

Some county courts at law have been created pri-

marily to handle criminal cases. Most of these (18)
are limited to criminal cases, concurrent with the “con-
stitutional” county court:

: r——
County Criminal Court of Dallas County
(art. 1970-31.10)

County Criminal Court No. 2 of Dallas
County (art. 1970-31.11)

County Criminal Court No. 3 of Dallas
County (art. 1970-31.12)

Couﬁty Criminal Court No. 4 of Dallas
County (art. 1970-31.13)

County Criminal Court No. 5 of Dallas
County (ari. 1970-31.14) ‘

County Criminal Court No. 6 of Dallas
County (art. 1970-31.15)

County Criminal Court No. 7 of Dallas
County (art. 1970-31.15)

County Criminal Court at Law No. 1 of
Harris County (art. 1970-96)

County Criminal Court at Law No. 2 of
Harris County (art. 1970-31.11) 52

County Criminal Court at Law No. 3 of
Harris County (art. 1970-110c)

County Criminal Court at Law Ne. 4 of
Harris County (art. 1970-110c.1)

County Criminal Court at Law No. 5 of
Harris County (art. 1970-110c.2)

County Criminal Court at Law No. 6 of
Harris County (art. 1970-110c¢.2)

County Criminal Court at Law No. 7 of
Harris County (art. 1970-110c.2)

County Criminal Court at Law No. 8 of
Harris County (art. 1970-110¢.3)

County Criminal Court at Law Nb. 9 of
Harris County (art. 1970-110c.3)

. County Criminal Court No. 1 of Tarrant
County (art. 1970-62a)

‘Bailey (Acts 1911, ch. 93, p. 171)

‘ Daﬂwson (Acts 1915, ch. 88, p. k141) ‘

' 'Flsher (art. 1970 317)

County Criminal Court at Law No. 2 of |_
Tarrant County,(art.’19'?0-62b)v 152

Three county courts at law have coticurrent' juris-

diction with the *‘constitutional” courity court in crim-

inal matters, and further have sole jurisdiction of
appeals from justice of the peace and municipal courts; -
County Criminal Court of Appeals of .

Dallas County (art. 1970-31.20)

County Criminal Court No. 3 of Tarrant 53

County (art. 1970-62c)

County Criminal Court No. 4 of Tarrant
County (art. 19706-62d)

——

JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURTS

Justice of the peace courts have original jurisdiction

in civil cases wherein the amount in controversy does
‘not exceed $200 and ir criminal misdemeanors where

punishment is by fine only not to exceed $200. The
justice of the peace courts also function as small
claims courts in disputes over unpaid wages and sal-
aries where the contested amount does not exceed
$200 and in controversies over uncollected bills where
the amount does not exceed $150. Trials in justice of
the.peace courts are not of record. Appeals from these
courts are upon trial de novo in the county court, the
county court at Jaw, or the dlstnct court. ~
In 32 counties, the county court has been given
concurrent civil jurisdiction with justice of the peace
courts in that county:
—
Armstrong (art. 1970-190)

Atascosa (Acts 1915, ch. 88, p. 141)‘

Burleson (art. 1970-242)

Cochran (arts. 1970-205, 1970-224)
Collingswortﬁ (art. 19;70-31}5)
Colorado (art. 1970-205)

Crosby (art. 1970-317)

Deaf Smith (art. 1‘970-‘209)-

chkens (Acts 1915 ch 59,p 108)
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Gaines (Acts 1915, ch. 88, p. 141)
Garza (Acts 1915, ch. 88, p. 141)
Goliad (Acts 1895, ch. 45, p. 57)

Gonzales (Acts 1957, ch. 127, sec. 1, p.
278)

Haskell (Acts 1919, ch. 33, p. 55)
Hemphill (Acts 1915, ch. 125, p. 192)
’Hockley (art. 1970-224)

Kent (art. 1970-334)

Lamb (Acts 1911, ch. 93, p. 171)

Lee (art. 1970-242) 54
TLynn (Acts 1915, ch. 88, p. 141)
McMullen (Acts 1915, ch. 38, p. 141)
Mitchell (Acts 1919, ch. 11, p. 15)
Parmer (art. 1970-209)

Randall (art. 1970-209)

Scurry (Acts 1919, 2d C.S., ch. 18, p. 32)
Stonewall (art. 1970-262)

Terry (Acts 1915, ch. 88, p. 141)

Washington (art. 1970-308)

Yoakum (Acts 1915, ch. 88, p. 141)
In two additional counties, the county court at law

has been given concurrent civil jurisdiction witly the

justice of thek peace courts: '

County Court at Law of Nolan County--T
{art. 1970-347) (inactive)

County Court at Law of Potter County
(art. 1970-311a) 55

Gounty Court at Law No. 2 of Potter
County (art. 1970-311b) )

)

el

The county court in eight counties has been given
concurrent jurisdiction with the justice of the peace
" courts in both civil and ¢riminal matters:

156

Blanco (zrt. 1970-337, sec. 4)

54

(%3

Edwards (art. 1970-3304a, sec. 4)
Gillespie (art. 1970-312)

Irion (art. 1970-304)

Kimble (Acts 1931, ch. 320, p. 793) 56
Menard (art. 1970-302)

Schleicher (Acts 1931, ch. 298, p. 754)

Sterling (art. 1970-316)

Eight county courts at law have been given concur-
rent jurisdiction with the justice of the peace courts
in the county in both civil and criminal cases:

County Court at Law of Cameron County-‘
(art. 1970-305)

County Court at Law of Grayson County
(art. 1970-332)

County Court at Law No. 2 of Grayson
County (art. 1970-332a) (inactive as of
1-1-77)

County Court at Law No. 1 of Lubbock
Uaunty (art. 1970-340)

County Court at Law No. 2 of Lubbock 57
County (art. 1970-340.1)

County Court at Law No. 1 of Nueces
County (art. 1970-339)

County Court at Law No. 2 of Nueces
County (art. 1970-339A)

County Court at Law No. 3 of Nueces
County (art. 1970-339C)

Finally, one county court at law has been given
concurrent jurisdiction with the justice of the peace
courts in the county in criminal matters only:
County Court at Law No. 1 of Montgom- 58

ery County (art. 1970-363)

MUNICIPAL COURTS

Municipal courts have original and exclusive juris-
diction over purported violations of city ordinances
and concurrent jurisdiction with justice of the peace
courts over state misdemeanors oceurring within the
jurisdiction of the municipality where punishment
upon conviction is by fine only not to exceed $200.

Trials .in all but four municipal courts are not of



record with appeals therefrom going to the county
court, the county court at law, or the district court
upon trial de novo. The municipal courts of Houston,
Midland, Sweetwater and Wichita Falls, were created

o

] .:; \\“( ) i

by special statutes’as municipal courts of record with

appeals therefrom going to the county court on the -

record perfected in the municipal court.
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INDEX TO SUBJECT-MATTER J URISDICTION
REFERENCE NUMBERS

JUDICIAL DISTRICT REFERENCES |

6L 12

Reference
District: Number
Livieeniioernn 28
Buiiirriearinise 20
B iiieeriaversns 28
o 12
13 i
14 hiuunss

1B ceeiess 80
20 1eeieiiarinnns 20
22 1iiieinnenny. 21

25 ciiviereeanin 28
Md25.,......... 28
B3 vaiiirineseees 21
85 ciiiiveiiaans 28
¥
38 eiveennvene.s 20

44 il
[ N
L} A el

49 oiiieneei 014,20
BB veraririienin, 12
67 viivsvvnisionniB

: .l

Reference
District Number
B2 ieiiriviiians 28

67 ,civieeiiinnnennl
1 RN |
T3 isiiiraiinninnd
6 ovnieerss.-23,28

[RRTPURRRIN |

T O |
101 ceienyiennnand
102 .0ninn0n. 20,24
11 SOOI |
105 ,0ineriisnen. B
107 ceeriirennnend
Ul ,eiiinnin.. 20
1B ,eiiveinnnan. 12
15 ,ievvenrs,... 23

116 .00 cenl
18 . iineiieness 26
125 ....... verens 12
127 oonveniinnen 12
129 ,.0vvvniiinsn 12

Reference
‘District Number
& 3 I -
183 coviiiienns. 12
L R |
135 ..... RPN 1
136 ...... PR §
138 ciirivinnranes B
144 ... PP 4
147 .ooviiiiiiin . B
148 .voiivnenn.. 10
150 ...... PN 1

152,000,000 12

B e, 12
160 covivienessud

164 oooiennlnn 12

Reference
Number

District
182 c.iuse

215 .

Reference
District - Number

Reference
District Number
312 .uiiinusn sees 11
B3 i 11
314 ..., ciese 11
315 ... vhenie, 11

818 (.iivviisnnl 11

320 ........, cees 11
821 ...l eees 11
822 ... 0. 11
262 ....00000000008 328 ,..ievvnnna 11
P 6 324 ......... cene 11
265 ...k 6 325 ....00nn.. 11
300 ..vieiennn e 11 826 ......00 sees I
301 ... 11 327 cvivvniipen 1L
11 328 ...l 1
e 11 329 ...00uue ceee 11
11 830 .. eiennns 11

.11

1

11

e 11

oo 11

e 11

.11

CRIMINAL DISTRICT COURT REFERENCES

Court

Criminal District Court of Dallas County ...
Criminal District Court No. 2 of Dallas County ...

Reference I:amber

seeeenes 3,29

..3,28

Criminal District Court No. 3 of Dallas County...,....3

Court

Reference Number

Criminal District Court No. 1 of Tarrant County ... 2,29
Criminal District Court No. 2 of Tarrant County ... 2,29
Criminal District Court No. 3 of Tarrant County ... 2,29

Cochran ....7. .54
Collin .vp0yi0..82
Collingsworth .64
Colorado..,...,04

Galveston ....,17,18,48,

: 51
Garza .........54
Gillespie .,.....56

Houston ., ......81
Hudspeth .,. -
Hunt ........1
Hutchinson ...

Mills .....000.:25
Mitchell .......54
Montgomery ... 44,68
Morrig ...\ ... 28

Scurry .........54
Shackeiford . ,..20

Criminal District Court of Jefferson County ..... ... 319 Criminal District Court No. 4 of Tarrant County ... 6,29
COUNTY REFERENCES
Reference Reference Reference Reference Reference Reference
County Number County Number County Number  County Number  County Number County Number
Angelina ,.,...18,44 Comal ..,......6,21,33 Glasscock.,....26 Irion.......... .56 Nacogdoches ..31 Stephens ...... 20
Arangas ..,,.::1 Crosby ........54 Goliad ,......,.1,54 Jackson .......1 Navarro ..,,...27 Sterling........56
Armstrong...,.b4 Culberson ..,..6 Gonzales .. ,...2854 Jefferson ...,..1,3,611, Nolan ...... ... 45,88 Stonewsall.. ... 54
Atascoss ...:..D4 Dalias ..,......1,3,6,811, - Grayson ....,..32,35,57 19,34 Nucces ..... ...6,10,11,37, Tarrant........1,2,6,811,
Bailey ... ...... 54 17,29,46, . Gregg :........ 11 Johnson ...,...30 38,39,57 ‘ 28,41,42,
Bee,.v.oiivies.l 49,62,53°  Guadalupe...,,47 Jones,......,..20 Orangeé .,......15,44 49,52,563
Bell...ivvvnnindd Dawson: .,..,..54 Harris .........6,7,811, = Kent,..........54 Parmer .....,..54 Taylor vev.vis.. 11,36
- Bexar...,.....4,567,32, DeafBmith ....54 12,13,40, Kimble ,.......56" Potter ......,..11,44,45,  Terry....,....,54
34,35 Denton ,..,....44 49,50,62 Lamb....... 554 55 Tom Green ....18,44
Blanco....»s .+ .56 Dickens.,..,..54 Harrison...... .44 Lee,.....v.c...B4 Randall..... ...16,44,54 Travis.....,...6,37
Bowie ..i.000..6,20 Eastland ......22 Haslkell ...,....54 Live Oak ......1 Real ..... Voo 20 Victoria .......1,17,44
Brazoria y.... .. 11,44 Eetor ....0v0.0 44 Hays «vovv.er.. 6,47 Lubbock ...,...15,32,67 Red River..,,..24 Walker ..,.,...16,32
Brazos .. .. ..., 82 Edwards ,......56 Hemphill ....,.54 Lynn ..........54 Reeves......,.,16,31 Washington ...54
Buirleson....,..54 El Paso........611,32  Henderson...,.46 Marien ........23 Refugio.....,..1 4 Webb.........,14,15,20,
Caldwell........6.29 Falla \..oi0nr,.20 Hidalgo........17,32 Mason.........2L Robertson .....20° 7 32
Calhoun ,..,...1 Fannin ,.......28 Melennan..,..17,43 Sabine......,.,25 Wharton..... .11
Cameron. ....,.6,7,32567 TFisher.........54 Hill............80 McMzilen....,. 1,54 San Aungustine .25 Wichita,..,....26
Camp.idioe 28 Fort Bend .....11,44 Hockley ...... 54 Menard......,.56 .  San Patricio ,..1 Willacy .ev.ve 06,7
Cassiviyaieer 20 Gaines,..v..,.. b4 Hopking ,..,...28 Midland .......11,17,44 Schleicher .....56 Yoakum ,,.....54

Smith .....,...9,11,44
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FIRST

‘ Austin

Brazoria
Brazos
Burleson
Chambers
Colorado
Fort Bend
Galveston
Grimes
Harris
Trinity
Walker

- Waller

Washington
SECOND

Archer
Clay
Cooke
Denton
Hood
Jack
Montague
Parker
Tarrant
Wichita
Wise
Young

THIRD
Bastrop

Bell
Blanco

- Burnet

Caldwell
Coke
Comal

.Concho

Fayette
Hays
Irion
Lampasas
Lee

Llano
McCulloch
Milam
Mills
Runnels
San Saba
Schleicher
Sterling

Tom Green .

Travis

-Williamson

FOURTH -

Atascosa
Bandera
Bexar
Brooks

58

FOURTH
(contd)
Dimmit
Duival
Edwards
Frio
Gillespie
Guadalupe
Jim Hogg
Jim Wells
Karnes
Kendall
Kerr
Kimble
Kinney
LaSalle
McMullen
Mason
Maverick
Medina
Menard
Real
Starr
Sutton
Uvalde

Val Verde

Webb [
Wilson
Zapata
Zavala

FIFTH

Collin
Dallas
Grayson
Hunt
Kaufman
Rockwall
Van Zandt

SIXTH

Bowie
Camp
Cass
Delta
Fannin
Franklin
Gregg
Harrison
Hopkins

“ Hunt

Lamar
Marion
Morris
Panola
Red River
Rusk
Titus
Upshur
Wood

SEVENTH

Armstrong

SEVENTH
(contd)

Bailey
Briscoe
Caxgon
Celdtro
Childress
Cochran

Collingsworth

Cottle
Crosby
Dallam
Deaf Smith
Dickens
Donley
Floyd
Foard

Garza

Gray

Hale

Hall
Hansford
Hardeman
Hartley
Hemphill
Hockley
Hutchinson
Kent

King
Lamb
Lipscomb

< Lubbock

Lynn
Moore
Motley
Ochiltree
Oldham
Parmer
Potter
Randall
Roberts
Sherman
Swigher
Terry
Wheeler
Wilbarger

; Yoakum

EIGHTH

Andrews
Brewster
Crane

Crockett

Culberson
Ector
El Paso
Gaines
Glasscock
Hudspeth
Jeff Davis
Loving
Martin
Midland
Pecos
Presidio
oo
!

EIGHTH
(corntd)

Reagan
Reeves
Terrell
Upton
Ward
Winkler

NINTH

Angelina
Hardin
Jasper
Jefferson

~ Liberty

Montgomery
Newton
Orange

Polk

San Jacinto
Tyler

TENTH

Bosque
Brazos
Coryell
Ellis

Falls
Freestone
Hamilton
Hill
Johnson
Leon
Limestone
McLennan
Madison
Navarro
Robertson
Somervell

ELEVENTH

Baylor
Borden
Brown .
Callahan
Coleman
Comanche
Dawson
Eastland
Erath
Fisher
Haskell
Howard
Jones
Knox
Mitchell
Nolan
Palo Pinto
Scurry
Shackelford

v Stephens

Stonewall

- SUPREME JUDICIAL DISTRICTS
(COURTS OF CIVIL APPEALS)

ELEVENTH
(contd)

Taylor

Throckmorton

TWELFTH

Anderson
Cherokee
Gregg
Henderson
Hopkins
Houston
Kaufman
Nacogdoches
Panola
Rains

"Rusk

Sabine
Smith

San Augustine

Shelby
Upshur
Van Zandt
Wood

THIRTEENTH

Aransas

" Bee

Cathoun
Cameron
DeWitt
Goliad
Gonzales
Hidalgo
Jackson
Yenedy
Kleberg
Lavaca
Live Oak
Matagorda
Nueces
Refugio
San Patricio
Victoria
Wharton
Willacy

FOURTEENTH

Austin
Brazoria
Brazos.
Burleson
Chambers
Colorado
Fort Bend
Galveston
Grimes
Harris
Trinity
Walker
Waller
Washington



7

U
: SUPREME J UDICIAL DISTRICTS
1 st~ Houston 8 th - El Paso .
2nd - Fort Worth 9th - Beaumont
3rd - Austin 10th - Waco
4 th - San Antonio - 11 th - Eastland
5 th - Dallas Ballerm | Shetmien fHanslord | Ochiltrae | Lipscamb 1 2 th Tyler
6 th - Texarkana oy | o V] bt [emgin 13 th - Corpus Christi
7 th - Amarillo ¢ 14 th - Houston
Oldham Pattar | Corion | Gray. [Wheeter Q7
Y .
Deal Smith- | Randail 1| ;Donley C:l[i'h:‘
Parmer | Coviro | Swivhoe® Bineas | Mty |CHIS- et :
fan E
G
Bailiy | Lamb| Hole | Fioyd | Motlay C“‘"Il}:“' \ . :
1 .| e ) = A4 B oM Rod Kiver ] ’
Cachran Hacttey | tubbock | Crorby | Dictere] Kina. [ Keor '-vlorlmh-r ’ i Bavle e
_ . . | ) E Tilus| & i 3
Yoatum | Terry Lyni | - Garis Xont 1 Haskell Lh;o;& Iy,u, _{-:l Wise Danton i Collin " oplini] & .m EA ‘ aid
. y b \—E - 0 TN 7% o Marien
Gunes l Duvion { Boden [ Seury ) Fber | donn | Shcka- [ Staphan [ae P k| Tuant | B8 Rt A R |
. - - ool ohvan 2Lyt
I Andiows. | Mattin [Howard | Mitchl [ Nolun | Taylor | Coflahan “;ﬁ""‘ R <3 g Hendgredn A
p | Hin M Navareo haroks “ "
: £l Paso o Basaes . Andetion\ T\ Shilby
* Loving | Wiskter ’ Ector | Midland (G St | pumnets Wcatemin mran 2" Frasitons e =
3 e amitton 3 PR
Hudpeth Culbercon wird | e il ’le.-:na"‘ Limestana , e — ér (> )
* Uplon [ Reagan Tom Grean| Gonch 3 c""!‘. Fatfe. Leon . Ageling Y iy
Reevet s o eCalioch Lompaia ' ity iper ; RS
[ . sinsaba 7" i i) 2 A _ X -
)  sctiichtr B pod Burnet Wifam CE it "““ \gm &
Jaft Daviy Pacor Croehet . . Maron I Line ) Williamson ’ | . rimon :dnl-
Sutton " Wimble. _ . 0 \ Hardin .
' Ko Gilleipts [ Blanca A Travls bt B Faingtep 2L e \ W £
P . Torrell o . N Mopr Basitop ké v oflersan
“ - Boomier Val Vards Edeiedi [ K""' b’ A iy’ N Y, e e
Real Bendifa 4
delep N4 G gl
3 Bear enzalis Lovace - .
Kinnty | Uvatde gl Miding * . 7 Wheiton 8 pivsaits
Wion PN/ K\
i Bt oY patagorcNag?
Wikl RN Fila, | Aot Qo Kainin? Vietotie o’
- Golisd | oy
LI
< Dbt F pasat [ @ N efusle
COUNTIES IN MORE THAN ONE - FET oAy, g
SUPREME JUDICIAL DISTRICT Wiah Duvil Nuseir
. Klebarg
Districts . ‘ : ~
1, 14.& 10 m BI‘HZOS Zepala | i Hogg] Broeke Kenody
6&12 V. Gregg, Hopkins;, Panolu, Rusk, Upshur. Wood X
1 Starr \ W.Ilny
5&6 % Hunt s '/ﬂ
5&12 AN Kaufman, Van Zandt : \,-cfmw !

W

* The First and Fourteenth Supreme Judicial Districts are coextensive, - )
The-Corpus Christi Court may sit in any county( seat within the 13th Supreme Judicial District.

&
&




ADMINISTRATIVE JUDICIAL DISTRICTS

Article 200a, V.A.C.S., ‘establishes nine administra-
tive judicial- districts in the State for administrative
purposes. In each such district an. active or retired
district judge or an active or retired appellate judge
with judicial experience on a district court serves as
the Presiding Judge upon appointment by the Gover-
nor.

" The Presiding Judge convenes an annual confer-

ence of the judges in the administrative district to
consult on the state of business in the courts. The
conference is empowered to adopt rules for the admin-
istration of cases in the district. The Presiding Judge
may assign active or retired district judges residing
within the administrative district to any of the dis-
-trict courts within the administrative district. The Pre-

siding Judge of one administrative district may re-
quest the Presiding Judge of another administrative
district to assign district judges of that district to sit
in the district court located in the administrative dis-
trict of the Presiding Judge making the request.

The Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of Texas
convenes an annual conference of the nine Presiding
Judges to determine the need for assignment of judges,
and to ‘promote the uniform administration of the as-
signment of judges. The Chief Justice is empowered
to assign judges of one administrative district for ser-
vice in another whenever such assignments are nec-
essary for the prompt and efficient administration of
justice. '

' PRESIDING JUDGES

FIRST T FOURTH

SEVENTH

Hon. Paul Peurifoy -

County Courthouse
‘Dallas 75202
214/749-8505

- SECOND
Hon. Max M. Rogers
County Courthouse
Huntsville 77340
713/295-3511

THIRD

Hon. Herman Jones
County Courthouse
Austin 78767
512/472-8133

*Deceased April 23, 1978. No successor appointed at time of printing this report.

.60

Hen, Peter Michael Curry

Lounty Courthouse
.-San Antonio 78204

512/220-2501

FIFTH

Hon. Jose R. Alamia
County Courthouse
BEdinburg 78539
512/383-2751

SIXTH

Hon. Ross Doughty
251 W, Maih St.
Uvalde 78801

-~ B512/278-6614

Hon. Perry Pickett
County Courthouse
Midland 79701
915/682-9481

EIGHTH

*Hon. Louis T. Holland

County Courthouse
Montague 76251
817/894-2077

NINTH

Hon. Howard C. Davison
County Courthouse
Lubbock 79408
794/763-5351
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FIRST ADMINISTRATIVE JUDICIAL DI

Paul Peurifoy
Presiding Judge
Dallas, Texas 75202

COUNTIES
. j
Anderson Dallas Harrison
rewée Delta Henderson
P Ellis Hopkins
Cass Fannin Houston
Cherokee Franklin Hunt
Collin Grayson . Kaufman
. Gregg Lamar

‘District Courts with Overlapping Districts

STRICT

Marion
Morris

Nacogdoches

Panola
Rains

Red River
Rockwall

Rusk
Shelby
Smith
Titus
Upshur
Van Zandt
Wood

District Courts with No Overlapping Districts

. Map Counties Map
Symbols Court Included Symbols
. . . 3 Anderson

: 173 Henderson
Houston
ode 5 Bowie
. . Cass
_@_Q@_ 6 Fannin
' *  Lamar
Red River
oog 7 Smith
241
321
JAVAVAY 8 Delta
Franklin
Hopkins
Rains
AAA 62 Delta
Franklin
Hopkins
Lamar
NN 76 Camp
e A . Marion
Morris
Titus
C)C)() 87 Anderson
. Freestone
Leon
Limestone
Qo0 102 Bowie
S Red River
ojalo| 114 Smith
Wood
1 1 115 Marion
Upshur
Wood
L DQ 202 Bowie
62

Court

2

4

14 44

68 95

101 116

134 160

162 191

192 193

194 195

203 204

254 255

256 265

301 302

303 304

305 330

Criminal

1 2 3
4 5

15

59

40

71

86

1283

124

188

307

145

196 .

199

219

Counties
Included

Cherokee
Rusk

Dallas

Grayson

Ellis
Harrison
Kaufman
Rockwall
Van Zandt

Panola
Shelby

Gregg

~ Nacogdoches
Hunt

Collin



JUDICIAL DISTRICTS IN THE
FIRST ADMINISTRATIVE JUDICIAL DISTRICT
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District Courts with Overlapping Districts

SECOND ADMINISTRATIVE JUDICIAL DISTRICT

Max M. Rogers
Presiding Judge
Huntsville, Texas. 77340

COUNTIES
Angelina Freestone Lee Newton
Bastrop Galveston Leon . Orange
‘Brazoria Grimes Liberty Polk
Brazos Hardin Limestone Robertson
Burleson Harris Madison Sabine
Chambers Jasper . Matagorda San Augustine
Fort Bend Jefferson Montgomery San Jacinto

64

Map

' Bymbols

ORORE,

AAA

000
Eew.

0o0

®
®
®

|

|

|

¥

©
®
®

!
|

Court

1

1A

2nd 9

12

23
130

77

87

a8

149
239
300

155

221

240
328

2568

329

District Courts with No

. Trini

Tyler
Walke
Walle
Washi
Whart

ty

r
T
ngton
on

Overlapping Districts

Counties Map
Included Symbols
Jasper

Newton

Sabine

San Augustine

Jasper
Newton
Tyler

Montgomery
Polk

San Jacinto
Waller

Montgomery
Polk

San Jacinto
Trinity

Grimes
Leon
Madison
Trinity
Walker

Brazoria
Fort Bend
Matagorda
Wharton

Freestone
Limestone

Anderson

Freestone

Leon

Limestone v

Hardin
Tyler

Brazoria

Austin
Fayette
Waller

Montgowmery

Fort Bend

Polk
San Jacinto
Trinity

Wharton

10
122
306

11

61
113
127
133
152
164
174
177
179
182
184
189
208
215
230
234
246
248
262
308
310
312
314

58

136
252

Court

56
212

55

80
125
129
151
157
165
176
178
180
183
185
180
209
228
232
245

247

257
263
309
311
313
315

20

21

60
172
317

75
263

85
128
163

260

159
217

Counties
Ineluded

Galveston

Harris

Milam
Robertson

Bastrop
Burleson
Lee-
Washington

Jeffetsoﬁ

Chambers
Liberty
Brazos

Orange

Angelina

pRi=a Sty



- JUDICIAL DISTRICTS INTHE
SECOND ADMINISTRATIVE JUDICIAL DISTRICT
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THIRD ADMINISTRATIVE JUDICIAL DISTRICT

Herman Jones
- Presiding Judge
Austin, Texas 78767

i COUNTIES
Austin Comanche Hill Milam
Bell Coryell Johnson Mills
Blanco Falls Lampasas Navarro
Bosque Fayette Lavaca - San Saba
Burnet Gonzales Llano Somervell
) ) Caldwell Guadalupe McLennan Travis
<;$\\w » Colorado Hamilton Mason Williamson
7?\\\::4§f;' Comal Hays Menard L
District Courts with Overlapping Districts District Courts with No Overlapping Districts
7; Map k . Counties : Map Counties
Symbols Court Ineluded Symbols , Court Ineluded
- 8 % | 27 Bell 13 Navarro
" . Lampasas
O O O ig Johnson
S 33 Blanco 249 Somervell
Burnet
Llano g : 19 McLennan
Mason 54
. Menard 74
@ San Saba 170
ool 146 Bell ‘ 20 Milam
] 169 Robertson
P 264 - 22 Caldwell
ZXZXZX : 207 - Comal
X LN 155 Austin Hays
. Fayette
Wailer 2nd 25 Colorado
Gonzales
“_._____9.. 198 Bandera Guadalupe
. : Concho . Lavaca
Kerr .
Kimble 26 Williamson
McCulloch
‘Menard . 35 Brown
n ) .. Coleman ‘
A R RN . . . . ; MlllS ; .
52 Coryell
53 98 Travis
126 147
167 200
201 250
261
1
66 Hill
82. Falls
, 220 Bosque
o : . . ‘Comanche

Hamilton

66



JUDICIAi DISTRICTS IN THE |
THIRD ADMINISTRATIVE JUDICIAL DISTRICT
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FOURTH ADMINISTRATIVE JUDICIAL DISTRICT

Peter Michael Curry
Presiding Judge
San Antonio, Texas 78204

Bl

COUNTIES

Aransas Frio
Atascosa Goliad
Bee Jackson
Bexar Jim Hogg
, Calhoun Karnes
o ) -DeWitt LaSalle
Dimmit Live Oak

District Courts with Overlapping Districts

Counties

 tap
Ineluded

. Symbols Court
Q.Q_D_ 24 Calhoun
DeWitt
Goliad
Jackson
Refugio
Victoria

O
O
O

49 . Dimmit
. Webb
S ; . " Zapata

111 Webb

Calhoun
Goliad
Jackson
Refugio
Victoria

135

68

McMullen
Refugio

San Patricio
Victoria
Webb

‘Wilson

Zapata

District Courts with No Overlapping Districts

Map
Symbols

37

57
131
150
175
187
225
227

Court

36
156

45
73
144

166 -

186
224
226

81
218

229

Counties
Ineluded’

Aransas

Bee

Live Oak
McMullen

San Patricio

Bexar

Atascosa
Frio
Karnes
LaSalle
Wilson

Duval

Jim Hogg
Starr

o



JUDICIAL DISTRICTS IN THE

FOURTH ADMINISTRATIVE JUDICIAL DISTRICT

LASALLE
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FIFTH ADMINISTRATIVE JUDICIAL DISTRICT

Jose R. Alamia
Presiding Judge
Edinburg, Texas 78539

COUNTIES
Brooks Kenedy
Cameron Kleberg
Duval Nueces
Hidalgo Starr
Jim Wells Willacy

District .Courts with Overlapping Districts

District Courts with No Overlapping Districts

.. Map . Counties Map
Symbols : Court Ineluded Symboals
ogd [ 28 Kenedy
105 - Kleberg
Nueces
_-__!_-; ] 94 Nueces
117
148
319

Court

79

92
93
139
206

103
107
138
197

229

Counties
Ineluded

Brooks
Jim Wells

Hidalgo

Cameron
Willacy

Duval
Jim Hogg
Starr




JUDICTAL DISTRICTS IN THE |
FIFTH ADMINISTRATIVE JUDICIAL DISTRICT
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SIXTH ADMINISTRATIVE JUDICIAL DISTRICT

Ross E. Doughty
Presiding Judge
Uvalde, Texas 78801

COUNTIES
Bandera Kendall Reagan
Brewster Kerr Real
Crockett Kimble wutton
Culberson Kinney Terrell
Edwards Maverick Upton
El1 Paso Medina Uvalde
Gillespie Pecos Val Verde
Hudspeth Presidio Zavala
Jeff Davis
District Courts with Qverlapping Districts District Courts with No Overlapping Districts
Map Counties Map Counties
Symbols Cour% Included Symbols Court Ineluded
!._._._Q 34 Culberson 38 Medina
205 El Paso Real
210 Hudspeth Uvalde
O O O Zavala
41 65 E1 Paso
120 168 3 63 Edwards
171 243 Kinney
327 Maverick
Terrell
EQ.E!_EJ 83 Brewster Val Verde
Jeff Davis
Pecos
Presidio
Reagan
Upton
!_._.. 112 Crockett
Pecos
; Sutton
N Upton
_A..LA_ 198 Bandera
Concho
Kerr
Kimble
McCulloch
Menard
_A__.é__é_ 216 Bandera
Gillespie
Kendall
Kerr
Kimble
Sutton
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JUDICIAL DISTRICTS IN THE
SIXTH ADMINISTRATIVE JUDICIAL DISTRICT
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Andrews
Borden
Brown
‘Callahan
Coke
Coleman
Concho
Crane

SEVENTH ADMINISTRATIVE JUDICIAL DISTRICT

Dawson
Ector

‘Fisher

Gaines
Garza
Glasscock
Haskell"
Howard

Perry D. Pickett
Pregiding Judge
Midland, Texas 79701

COUNTIES

Irion
Jones
Kent
Loving
Lynn
McCulloch
Martin

Midland
Mitchell
Nolan
Reeves
Runnels
Schleicher
Scurry

District Courts with Overlapping Districts

Map
Symbols

000
000

e ———,

HEE

74

Court

42

51

104
326

119

198

Counties
Ineluded

Callahan
Taylor

Coke

Irion
Schleicher
Sterling
Tom Green

Taylor

Concho
Runnels
Tom Green

Bandera
Concho
Xerr
Kimble
McCulloch
Menard

Sterling
Stonewall
Taylor
Throckmorton
Tom Green
Ward
Winkler

District Courts with No Overlapping Districts

Map
Symbolg

Counties
Court Ineluded

32 Fisher
Mitchell
Nolan

35 Brown
Coleman
Mills

39 Haskell
Kent
Stonewall
Throckmorton

70 Ector

161

244

106 Dawson
Gaines
Garza
Lynn

109 Andrews
Crane
Winkler

118 Glasscock
Howard
Martin

132 Borden
Scurry

142 Midland

238

318

143 Loving
Reeves
mWard

259 Jones
Shackelford



JUDICIAL DISTRICTS IN THE

SEVENTH ADMINISTRATIVE 'JUDICIAL DISTRICT

BORDEN SCURRY
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District Courts with Overlapping Districts

EIGHTH ADMINISTRATIVE JUDICIAL DISTRICT

*Louis T. Holland

Presiding Judge

Montague, Texas 76251

Archer
Clay
Cooke
Denton
Eastland
Erath
Hood
Jack
Montague

COUNTIES

Palo Pinto
Parker
Shackelford
Stephens
Tarrant
Wichita
Wise

Young

Map
Symbols

| X X
ONOJO,

—=

010]6)

Counties
Court Ineluded
16 Cooke
Denton
158 Denton
211
235 Cooke
Jack
Wise

¥Deceased April 23, 1978. No successor appointed at time of printing this report.

76

District Courts with No Overlapping Districts

Map
Symbols

17
. 87

141

213
233
322
324

Court

48

96
153
231
236
323
325

Criminal

1 2

4

3

29

30
78
89
43

90

91
97

259

Counties
Included

Tarrant

Erath
Hood
Palo Pinto

Wichita

Parker

Stephens
Young

Eastland
Archer
Clay
Montague

Jones
Shackelford



JUDICIAL DISTRICTS IN THE
EIGHTH ADMINISTRATIVE JUDICIAL DISTRICT
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Armstrong
Bailey
Baylor
Briscoe
Carson
Castro
Childress
Cochran

Collingsworth

NINTH ADMINISTRATIVE JUDICIAL DISTRICT

Howard C. Davison
residing Judge
Lubbock, Texas 79408

Cottle
Crosby
Dgllam
Deaf Smith
Dickens
Donley
Floyd
Foard

Gray

District Courts with Overlapping Districts

Map
Symbols

O

O
U :
|

|

N
b |
E,

®
O]
@®

|

D>
>
D>

|

L 4
L &
! 4

18

Counties
Court Ineluded
31 Gray
Hemphill
Lipscomb
Roberts
Wheeler
47 Armstrong
Potter
Randall
72 Crosby
Lubbock
84 Hansford
Hutchinson
Ochiltree
99 Lubbock
137
140
237
108 Potter
320
181 Potter
251 Randall
223 Gray
316 Hutchinson

COUNTIES

Hale

Hall
Hansford
Hardeman
Hartley
Hemphill
Hockley
Hutchinson
King

Knox

Lamb
Lipscomb
Lubbock
Moore
Motley
QOchiltree
Oldham
Parmer

Potter
Randall
Roberts
Sherman
Swisher
Terry
Wheeler
Wilbarger
Yoakum

District Courts with No Overlapping Districtis

Map
Symbals

Court

46

50

64
242

69

100

110

121

154

222

Counties
Ineluded

Foard
Hardeman
Wilbarger

Baylor
Cottle
King
Knox

Castro
Hale
Swisher

Dallam
Hartley
Moore
Sherman

Carson
Childress
Collingsworth
Donley

Hall

Briscoe
Dickens
Floyd
Motley

Cochran
Hockley
Terry
Yoakum

Bailey
Lamb
Parmer

Deaf Smith
Oldham



JUDICIAL DISTRICTS IN THE
NINTH ADMINISTRATIVE JUDICIAL DISTRICT
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ASSIGNMENTS OF JUDGES

By Presiding Judges of Administraﬁve Judicial Districts

1977 Report
FIRST SECOND THIRD FOURTH FIFTH SIXTH SEVENTH EIGHTH .= NINTH
DIST, DIST. DIST. DIST. DIST. DIST, DIST. DIST. DIST, TOTALS
Assignments within Districts:
(a) Number of assignments
(1) Active Judges 99 57 57 5 11 17 33 15 62 356
(2) Retired Judges 180 131 48 86 31 15 12 99 28 630
() Days served )
(1) Active Judges 227 403 81 18 30 68 56 37 116 1,036

‘(2) Retired Judges 572 918 54 236 133 3 26 387 38 2,367

Assignments to other Districts:
(a) Number of assignments

(1) Active Judges ) 5 7 27 2 2 2 14 28 0 87
(2) Retired Judges 34 2 36 32 9 1 10 21 10 158

Assignments from other Districts:’

(a) Number of assignments

(1) Active Judges 27 69 4 4 2 25 4 6 1 142

(2) Retired Judges 34 211 1 13 -8 16 W] 2 5 290
(b)  Days served v

(1) Active Judges 82 490 11 23 10 11 13 33 6 679

(2)  Retired Judges 137 1,477 1 75 11 46 0 17 14 1,778

Total number of assignments of
both active and retired Judges G

residing within the District: 318 197 - 168 125 .~ 53 35 69 163 100 1,228
Total number. of days served ‘ 9
under assignments. by both '

active and retired Judges . ) .
to courts within the District: 1,018 3,288 147 352 184 128 , 95 474 174 5,860
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RECENT DEVELOPMEN TS

STUDIES AND REPORTS
AFFECTING

THE JUDICIAL BRANCH
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DEVELOPMENTS, STUDIES AND REPORTS



LEGISLATION AFFECTING THE COURTS

Summary of Selected Legislation
Passed by the 65th Legislature

NEW COURTS
DISTRICT COURTS

Three acts of the 65th Legislature created a total
of 79 new district courts. S.B. 330, passed early in
the session and signed into law, created 23 new courts
effective l.pril 1, 1977. S.B. 368, popularly called the
“Omnibus Courts Bill,” created 25 more. S.B. 266 con-
verted the 31 functioning domestic relations and spe-
cial juvenile courts into district courts.

Summary of S.B. 330:

—effective April 1, 1977 (art. 199a)

—creates the following 23 new district courts:

217th Angelina
218th Atascosa, Frio, Karnes, LaSalle, Wilson
219th Collin
220th Hamilton, Comanche, Bosque
221at Montgomery
222nd Deaf Smith, Oldham
223rd Gray
224tH {civil preference) Bexar
225th (civil preference) Bexar
226th (criminal preference) Bexar
227th (eriminal preference) Bexar
228th (criminal preference) Harris
230th (criminal preference) Harris
2318t (family law preference) . Tarrant
232nd (criminal preference) Harris
233rd (family law preference) . Tarrant
234tk Harris
236th Tarrant
237th Lubbock
238th Midland
239th Brazoria
240th Fort Bend
2418t (juvenile, family law
preference) Smith

—makes the following changes:

1. Removes Collin from the 59th, leaving Grayson
only.

2. Removes Hamilton, Comanche and Bosque from
the 52nd, leaving Coryell only.

3. Removes Deaf Smith ard Oldham from the 69th,
leaving Moore, Hartley, Sherman and Dallam.

Summary of S.B. 368:
~~creates the following 25 new district courts (art.

199a)
NUMBER COUNTIES EFF. DATE
1A Jasper, Newton, Tyler 9177
242nd Castro, Hale, Swisher 9-177
243rd El Paso 9177
244th Ector 9-1.77
245th (family Yaw preference) . Harris 9-1.77
246th (family law preference) . Harris 9177
247th (family law preference) Harris 9-177
248th (criminal preference) Harris 9197
2409th Johnson, Somervell 9.1-77
250th Travis 9177
2618t Potter, Randall 9177

82

252nd (criminal preference) Jefferson 9-1.7
253rd Chambers, Liberty 9-1-71
254th (family law preference) Dallas 9-1.77
255th (family law preference) Dallas 9177
256th (family law preferénce)  Dallas 1-1-79
257th (family law preference) Harris 9-1.77
258th Polk, San Jacinto, Trinity 9177
259th (with county ct.

jurisdiction) Jones, Shackelford - 9-1:77
260th Orange 1-1-78
2618t Travis 9-1-77
262nd (criminal preference) Harris 1-1-78
263rd (criminal preference) Harris 9-1-78
264th Bell 1-1.79
265th (criminal preference) Dallas 1179

—creates offices of district attorney for:

258th Polk, San Jacinto, Trinity 9-1.77
259th Jones, Shackelford 9-1-77

—makes the following changes:
1. Removes Brazoria, Fort Bend and Wharton from
the 130th District, leaving Matagorda only. 1-1-81
2. Removes Shackelford from the 90th, leaving Ste-
phens and Young. 9-1.77
3. Removes Jones from the 104th, leaving Taylor only.
9-1-77
4. Removes Jones from the criminal district attorney’s
district leaving Callahan and Taylor.
9-1-77

Summary of S.B. 266:

—effective 9-1-77 (31 courts)

—replaces all functioning domestic relations and
special juvenile courts with district courts of general
jurisdiction to be called family -district courts and
which are to “have primary responsibility for” cases
involving family law matters (art. 1926a):

NUMBER COUNTY COURT REPLACED

300th Brazoria Domestic Relations Court

301st Dallas Domestic Relations Court No. 1
302nd Dallas Domestic Relations Court No. 2
303rd Dallas Domestic Relations Court No. 3
304th Dallas Juvenile Court No. 1

305th Dallas Juvenile Court No, 2

306th Galveston Domestic Relationis Court

307th Gregg Domestic Relations Court

308th Harris Domestic Relations Court No. 1
309th Harris Domestic Relations Court No. 2
310ih Harris Domestic Relations Court No. 3
311th Harris Domestic Relations Court No. 4
312th Harris Domestic Relations Court No, 5
313th Harris Juvenile Gourt No, 1

314th Harris Juvenile Court No, 2

315th Harris Juvenile Court No. 3

316th, Hutchinson Court of Domestic Relations
317th Jefferson Court of Domestic Relations
318th Midland Court of Domestic Relations \
319th Nueces Court of Domestic Relations
320th Potter Court of Domestic Relations
3218t Smith Court of Domestic Relations
322nd Tarrant Court of Domestic Relations No, 1
323rd Tarrant Court of Domestic Relations No. 2
3244h Tarrant Court of Domiestic Relations No. 3
325th Tarrant Court of Domestic Relations No. 4



326th Taylor Court of Domestic Relations

327th El Paso Domestic Relations Court
328th Fort Bend Domestic Relations Court
329th Wharton Court of Domestic Relations
330th Dallas Domestic Relations Court No. 4

The geographic jurisdiction of several district courts
was altered by other bills:

S.B. 1223 adds Hudspeth and Culberson to both the
205th and 210th judicial districts, which formerly in-
cluded El Paso only. EFF. 6-15-77 (art. 199a)

H.B. 1319 removes McCulloch from the 35th Ju-
dicial District and replaces it with Mills, resulting
in the 35th district being composed of Brown, Cole-
man and Mills. Mills is removed from the 27th dis-
trict, leaving Bell and Lampasas. McCulloch remains
in the 198th district, along with Bandera, Concho,
Kerr, Kimble and Menard. EFF. 8-29-77 (art. 199)

COUNTY COURTS AT LAW

Sixteen new county courts at law were created:
COUNTY COURT EFF. DATE  BILL NO.

Harris Probate Court No. 3 (to hear
all mental illness proceedings) 9-1-77 S.B. 522
(art. 1970-110a)
Harris County Civil Court. at Law
No. 4 1-1-78 S.B. 569
(art, 1970-110f)
Galveston County Court No. 2 9-1-77 S.B. 806
(art. 1970-342b)
Hidalgo County Court at Law No, 2 5-10-77 S.B. 920
(art, 1970-341a)
McLennan County Court at Law No. 2 1-1-79, or earlier

as determined
by the Co. Com-
missioners S8.B.1213
(art, 1970-298d)

Comal County Court at Law 7.1577 H.B. 926
(art, 1970-368)
El Paso County Court at Law No. 4 8-29-77 H.B, 1092
(art. 1970-141.3)
- Tarrant County Court at Law No, 2
{civil and probate only) 1-1-79 H.B. 1382
. (art. 197062.2)
Midland County Court at Law 1-1-80, or earlier
as determined
by the Co, Com-
missioners H.B, 1519
(art. 1970-370)
Tom Green County Court at Law 1-1-80, or earlier '

as.determined
by the Co, Com-
missioners H.B. 1733
: (art. 1970-369)

Randall County Court at Law 1-1-80, or earlier
as determined |
by the Co. Com-
missioners H.B, 2134
. (art. 1970-371)
Dallas County Criminal Court No. 6
(criminal only} 9-1-77 H.B, 2141
" (art. 1970-31.16)
Dallas County Criminal Court No. 7
(criminal only) 9-1:77. H.B. 2141
: (art. 1970-31,15)
Dallas County Court of Dallas Co. at
Law No, 5 (civil ‘only) 1-1-79 H.B. 2142

(art, 1970-31.2)

Reeves County Court at Law 1-1-78, or earlier

a8 determined
by the Co. Con-
missioners H.B. 2147
(art. 1970-373)
Walker County Court at Law 9177 H.B. 10
(art. 1970-367)

The names of two existing county courts at law
were changed:

COUNTY FROM TO EFF. BILL NOQ,
Galveston “Probate Court” “Probate &
County Court” 9:1.77 $.B.806
{art. 1970-342b)
Tarrant “County Court at Law” “County Court
at Law No. 1" 1.1-79, H.B. 1382
(art, 1970-622)

APPELLATE COURTS

S.J.R. 18, voted on November 8, 1977, creates a
nine-member Court of Criminal Appeals which may
sit and decide cases in three-judge panels, the desig-
nation thereof to be under rules established by the
Court. The Court must sit en banc for capital punish-
ment cases. The Court is empowered to appoint Corm-
missioners as provided by law. The writ of power
of the Court is increased to include mandamus, pro-
cedendo, prohibition and certiorari for the purpose
of protecting its jurisdiction or enforcing its judg-
ments. The two present permanent commissioners of
the Court become two of the new judges, and the
Governor appoints the other two judges from among
qualified persons on or after January 1, 1978. (art.
V, sec. 1,4,5, Const.)

S.J.R. 45, to be voted on November.7, 1978, would
allow the legislature to increase the membership of
courts of civil appeals and authorize them to sit in
sections. (art. V, sec. 6, Const.)

H.B. 1355 is anticipatory implementing legislation
for S.J.R. 45. Upon adoption of S.J.R. 45 by voters,
the First and the Fourteenth (Houston) and the Fifth
(Dallas) Courts would each consist of one Chief Jus-
tice and five Associate Justices. Effective January 1,
1983, the Second (Fort Worth) Court is similarly in-
creased. The courts may sit in panels of not less
than three. When the courts are in\creased, the new
justices draw lots for terms of office. {art. 1812)

Another section of the bill provides that a justice
of a court of iivil appeals may be ass1gned tempo-
rarily to another court of civil appeals by t ¢ Chief
Justice of the Supreme Court regardless of wheh er
a vacancy exists in the court of civil appeals to wh h\\}
he is assigned. A qualified retired justice may be as-
signed to a court of civil appeals for active service
regardless of w;hether a vacancy exists,

' APPROPRIATIONS

H.B. 510, the General Appropriations Act, containsg
the following judicial salaries:

g 83



18 79

Supreme Court & Ct. Crim. App.

Chief J. & Presid. J. 50,300 51,900

Justices & Judges 49,800 51,400
Courts of Civil Appeals

Chief Justices 44,400 45,900

Justices 43,900 45,400
District Judges 34,500 35,700
District Attorneys 26,100 27,000

Some new items in the bill are:

—a central staff for the Supreme Court, consisting
of an Executive Assistant ($28,500/$29,500) and three
Research Assistants ($20,000/$20,700).

—Amounts were appropriated to three courts of civil
appeals to employ retired judges on a per diem basis:

78 79
First (Houston) $17,840 $18,760
Fifth (Dallas) $35,680 $37,520
Fourteen (Houston) $17,840 $18,760

S.B. 1253 makes a supplemental appropriation of
$4,000 for the year ending August 31, 1977, for travel
expenses of judges of courts of civil appeals when
sitting in other districts. (The amount allowed for
the 78-79 biennium was raised from $5,000 to $11,500
per year.) EFF. 6-15-77

JUDICIAL RETIREMENT

S.B. 12 lowers the service requirement from 24 to
20 years for judicial retirement regardless of age. (Sec-
tion 4 of Axrticle 6228b, V.A.T.S.) EFF. 5-20-77 (art.
6228b)

S.B. 343 allows an additional 10% benefit for judges
who retired at or before age 70 and are serving as
presiding judges of administrative judicial districts.
EFF. 8-29-77 (art. 6228b)

S.B. 949 provides that the compensation a retired
judge receives while on assignment to a court or while
serving as a commissioner to the Court of Criminal
Appeals is retirement allowance and is not to be con-
strued as salary or remuneration for service. EFF,
8-29-77 (art. 6228b)

H.B. 617 provides a system for persons to receive
retirement benefits from more than one statewide re-
tirement system, including the Judicial Retirement
System. EFF. 1-1-78 (art. 6228k)

S.B. 609 permits retired appellate and district judges
to conduct marriage ceremonies. EFF. 8-29-77 (art.
1269m)

JUDICIAL QUALIFICATIONS COMMISSION

S.J.R. 30, voted on November 8, 1977, changes the
name of the Judicial Qualifications Commission  to
the Commission on Judicial Conduct and adds one
citizen (appointed by the Governor) and one justice
of the peace (appointed by the Supreme Court) to

84

its membership. The Commission is empowered to
suspend a judge upon indictment and to recommend
suspension to the Supreme Court in otner instances.
The powers of a master are strengthened. The Com-
mission may issue a public reprimand or censure and
the Supreme Court is empowered to prohibit a removed
judge from holding judicial office in the future. The
resolution empowers the legislature to diminish the
confidentiality of the Commission’s proceedings and
allows the Commission to issue public statements at
any time concerning cases of notoriety. A case against
a justice of the Supreme Court will be heard by a
7-member panel of judges of courts of civil appeals.
(art. V, sec. 1-a, Const.)

S.B. 365 changes the name of the Judicial Quali-
fications Commission to the Commission on Judicial
Conduct and strengthens the power of a master in
compelling testimony. EFF. 8-29-77 (art. 5966a)

COURT ADMINISTRATION

S.B. 192 creates the state Office of Court Admin-
istration to assist the Supreme Court and Chief Jus-
tice in administrative matters. It directs the Supreme
Court to promulgate rules of administration and to
appoint an administrative director of the courts who
shall serve under the direction and supervision of
the Chief Justice and as an additional duty of office,
shall also serve as executive director of the Texas
Judicial Council. As a duty of office the administra-
tive director is directed to consult with various court
administrative officers to encourage a more efficient
operation of the Texas judicial system and to aid
judges, clerks and court coordinators in this regard.
This bill makes no changes in Article 200a which
provides for the administrative judicial districts and
the presiding judges thereof. The bill specifically pro-
hibits any infringement upon the judicial discretion
of any judge, does not limit authority of any court
to appoint clerical personnel, and does not authorize
a judge to act in a case of which his court would
not have potential jurisdiction. EFF. 4-5-77 (art. 2328b)

H.B. 828 directs the Chief Justice of the Supreme
Court to deliver a “state of the judiciary” message
at the commencement of each regular session of the
legislature. EFF. 8-29-77 (art. 5429h) .

S.B. 1164 allows the assignment of a retired dis-
trict or domestic relations judge by the presiding judge
of the administrative district in which he resides to
a court outside that administrative distriet and al-
lows assignment of retired district judges to domes-
tic relations or special juvenile courts. EFF. 8-29-77
(art. 200a)

H.B. 609 allows the assignment under Article 200a
of “former” district judges, who have not been re-
moved from office, who are not more than 70 years of
age and who agree to the prohibition of practice of
law as do retired judges subject to assignment. EFF.,
8-29-77 (art. 200a)



~ 8.B. 65, amending Article 200a, V.AT.S., makes
it the duty of a district judge “to diligently discharge
the administrative responsibilities of office [and] to
rule on a case within three months after that case
has been taken under advisement.” The bill also makes
it a duty to request the presiding judge to assign
an outside judge for election contests, suits to remove
local officials and motiorns to recuse the regular judge.
EFF. 8-29-77 (art. 200a)

S.B. 812 adds Rockwall County to the First Ad-
ministrative Judicial District. It heretofore had not
been included in any administrative district. EFF. 8-
29-77 (art. 200a)

H.B. 782 allows the exchange of benches without
formal order by the judges of the 51st and 119th
judicial districts, including the counties in which the
districts do not overlap. (involves Coke, Concho, Irion,
Runnels, Schleicher, Sterling and Tom Green Coun-
ties). EFF. 5-26-77 (art. 1916a)

S.B. 865 allows domestic relations court judges in
Harris County to appoint masters to hear post-judg-
ment motions. The master’s recommendations are then
referred to the judge for action. EFF. 6-15-77 (art.
2338-1d)

H.B. 1488 provides that, with the approval of the
commissioners court in any county where two or more
county courts at law have criminal jurisdiction, those
courts may establish a court administrator’s system
and appoint and designate by rule the duties of a
court administrator. The commissioners court is re-
quired to provide necessary funding. EFF. 6-15-77 (art.
1934b)

S.B. 517 permits a court manager and coordirnator
system for the Harris County criminal courts at law
to be established and governed by the courts and
requires the commissioners court to provide necessary
funding. EFF. 8-29-77 (art. 1934c¢)

S.B. 519 permits the Harris County criminal courts
at law judges to select a presiding judge who is to
be the chief administrator of court-related services
and may appoint special judges to sit for absent or
disabled judges. The judges are also empowered to
adopt local rules of practice and procedure. EFF. 8-
29-77 (art. 1934d)

S.B., 835 allows the commissioners courts of Harris
and Dallas Counties to authorize locations other than
the courthouse as auxiliary county seats for courts
to hear nonjury proceedings. EFF. 8-29-77 (art. 2370b-
2)

COURT REPOETERS

S.B. 586 requires court reporters to, be certified by
the Supreme Court; establishes a Court Reporters Com-
mittee to administer tests on the qualifications set
out in the Act, -collect fees, certify applicants to the
Supreme Court, and revoke certificates for unprofes-
sional conduct (appealable to the district court). Dis-
ciplinary rules are to be promulgated by the Supreme

Court. A “grandfather” clause is included and official
court reporters continue to be appointed by the indi-
vidual judges. EFF. 8-29-77 (art. 2324b) ~

H.B. 2193 provides that a visiting court reporter
from another judicial district shall receive actual
travel expenses and a per diem of $30. EFF. 6-15-77
(art. 2326a-1)

TRIAL COURT JURISDICTION

H.J.R. 37, to be voted on November 7, 1978, would
extend the civil jurisdiction of justices of the peace
from $200 to $1,000. (art. V, sec. 19, Const.)

S.B. 714 allows a property owner to appeal a de-
cision of a board of equalization on the value of prop-
erty to a district court, with or without a jury, which
is to then fix a value on the property. Rights under
the bill are cumulative and do not preempt other rem-
edies. EFF, 6-16-77 (art. 7345f)

H.B. 459 allows county courts to grant occupational
drivers licenses. EFF. 8-29-77 (art. 6687b)

S.B. 249 deals with the section of the Family Code
requiring a juvenile court judge to be a lawyer. The
former confusing provision allowing some exceptions
to the lawyer-judge rule is replaced with a subsection
requiring that if a non-lawyer judge is designated
the juvenile judge, an alternate juvenile court must
also be designated to which the child has the right
to a trial de novo of any appealable orders of the
non-lawyer judge. EFF. 6-15-77 (Family Code sec.
51.04) :

H.B. 1482 returns regular jurisdiction to the County
Court of Parker, which was diminished in 1973 by
conferring concurrent jurisdiction on the 43rd District
Court. EFF. 5-26-77 (art. 1970-353)

H.B. 1057 grants the county courts at law of Lub-
bock County concurrent probate jurisdiction with the
county court. EFF. 8-29-77 (art. 1970-340)

MUN:CIPAL COURTS

S.B. 387 permits non-lawyer municipal judges to
complete a 24-hour course in the performance of their
duties within one year of assuming officé and at least
8 hours per year thereafter and permits lawyer muni-
cipal judges to complete 8 hours the first year and
8 hours per year thereafter. All courses, programs
and seminars must be approved by the Texas Judicial
Council, which has general supervisory authority over
the administration of the Act. Upon failure of a judge
to attend, the Council is to report that failure to the
governor, the attorney general and the city atiorney.
EFF. 8-29-77 (art. 1200f) .

S.B. 468 allows a.city, town or village to appoint
temporary municipal judges to act when the regular
judge is unable to do ‘so and a city, town or village
incorporated under special charter to.elect or appoint
alternative municipal judges. EFF. 8-29-77 (art. 1199a)

S.B. 1173 allows home rule cities to divide their
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municipal courts into panels or divisions with asso-
ciate judges, by charter or ordinance. It also autho-
rizes the appointment of temporary or relief judges.
EFF. 6-16-77 (art. 1200e)

S.B, 914 allows the city of Sweetwater by ordinance
to create municipal courts of record with the judge
appointed by the governing body of the city. EFF.
8-29-77 (art. 1200dd)

H.B. 2238 allows the city of Fort Worth by ordi-
nance to create municipal courts of record. Some pro-
visions of ‘this bill are: the judges must be elected,
the courfs have civil and small claims jurisdiction

“up to $200, the courts must prepare and distribute
to each defendant a pamphlet describing the basic
proceedings in the court and a report of activity and
revenues and a schedule of fines must be published
in the newspaper every six months. EFF. 8-29-77 (art.
1200ff)

H.B. 2166 allows El Paso to create additional mu-
nicipal courts as needed by ordinance. EFF. 8-29-77
(art. 1200ee)

CIVIL PROCEDURE

S.B. 481 makes the prevention of execution of pro-
cess in a civil case a Class C misdemeanor. EFF.
8-29-77 (Penal Code sec. 38.14)

S.B. 1062 provides that service of citation in suits
against a school district may be served on the presi-
dent of the school board or the superintendent. EFF.
6-15-77 (art. 2028)

H.B. 786 amends the venue statute to provide that
in a suit against an executor, administrator or guard-
lan growing out of a negligent act or omission of
the person whose estate the executor, administrator
or guardian represents, the suit may be brought in
the county where the negligent act or omission of
the person whose estate the executor, administrator
or guardian represents occurred, EFF, 8.29-77 (art.
1995)

S.B. 271 allows venue in workmen's compensation
cases to be in the county of the employee’s or his
beneficiaries’ residence. EFF. 8-29-77 (art. 8307)

S.B. 930 requires venue in justice of the peace courts
in suits by creditors on contracts for consumer goods
or services to be in the precinct where the contract
was signed or the precinct of the defendant’s resi-
dence, regardless of any contrary provision in the
contract. EFF. 6-16-77 (art. 2390)

H.B. 452 allows recovery of attorney’s fees in suits
founded on oral or written contracts. EFF. 8-29-77
(art. 2226)

S.B. 208 provides for recovery of attorney’s. fees
in certain land possession suits. EFF. 8-29-77 (art.
5523b)

H.B. 318 allows recovery of attorney’s fees in suits
based on breach of a vestrictive covenant pertaining
to real property. EFF. 8-29-77 (art. 1293b)

S.B. 699 adds to Chapter V of the Probate Code
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procedures for appointing a limited guardian for the
person or estate of a mentally retarded person without
a finding of incompetency. EFF. 8-29-77 (Probate Code
secs. 130A-1300)

S.B. 700 is the lengthy “Mentally Retarded Persons
Act of 19777 regarding the rights of persons subject
to the Department of Mental Health and Mental Re-
tardation. EFF. 1-1-78 (art. 5547-300)

H.B. 524 provides that if the last day of a hmlta-
tions period under any statute of limitations falls on
a Saturday, Sunday or holiday, the period for filing
suit is extended to the next day that the offices of
the county are open for business. EFF. 8-29-77 (art.
5539d)

H.B. 148 adds some discovery rules to the Admin-
istrative Procedure and Texas Register Act for docu-
ments, entry on land, reports and previous statements.
EFF. 8-29-77 (art. 6252-13a)

H.B. 128 provides for statewide jurisdiction of nota-
ries public. EFF. 8-29-77 (art. 5949)

H.B. 1048 on medical professional insurance and
liability places a $500,000 ceiling on awards due to
physician or hospital negligence (damages other than
actual medical expenses). The legislation also con-
tinues the joint underwriting pool through which doc-
tors in the high risk category can obiain insurance
coverage. It permits physicians to counter-sue lawyers
in “bad faith” actions, gives the Texas Board of Med-
ical Examiners more authority to weed out incompe-
tents and fixes new time limits on filing malprac-
tice lawsuits. EFF. 8-29-77 (art. 4590i)

S.B. 561 repeals a lengthy list of statutes pertain-
ing to particular county law libraries and provides
statewide authority for commissioncrs courts to ap-
propriate up to. $20,000 to establish a library and
tax as costs in civil cases an amount up to $10 for
maintaining such libraries, EFF. 5-11-77 (art. 1702h)

PENAL CODE AND CRIMINAL PROCEDURE

S.B. 1043 is a “speedy trial act” for criminal cases.
A court must grant a motion to set aside an indict-
ment, information or complaint if the state is not
ready for trial within:

(1) 120 days of the commencement of a criminal
action if the defendant is accused of a felony;

{(2) 90 days of the commencement of a criminal ac-
tion if the defendant is accused of a misdemeanor
punishable by a sentence of imprisonment for more
than 180 days;

(3) 60 days of the commencement of a criminal ac-
tion if the defendant is accused of a misdemeanor
punishable by a sentence of imprisonment for 180
days or less; or

(4) 30 days of the commencement of a criminal ac-
tion if the defendant is accused of a misdemeanor

. punishable by a fine only. Periods of time may be

excluded for continuances requested by the defendantg



unapprehension of the defendant and other delays.

A defendant who is detained in jail pending trial
of an accusation against him must be released either
on personal bond or by reducing the amount of bail
required, if the state is not ready for trial of the
criminal action for which he is being detained within:

(1) 90 days from the commencement of his detention
if he is accused of a felony;

(2) 30 days from the commencement of his detention
if he is accused of a misdemeanor punishable by a
sentence of imprisonment in jail for more than 180
days;

(3) 15 days from the commericement of his detention
if he is accused of a misdemeanor punishable by a
sentence of imprisonment for 180 days or less; or

(4) five days from the commencement of his deten-
tion if he is accused of a misdemeanor punishable
by a fine only. EFF. 7-1-78 (C.C.P. art. 32A.02)

S.B. 155 places control of extensions of time for
filing transcripts or briefs with the Court of Criminal
Appeals rather than the trial court. EFF. 5-25-77
(C.C.P. art. 40.09)

S.B. 334 requires permission of the trial court for
a defendant to appeal if he has plea bargained for
an agreed punishment and receives that punishment.
EFF. 8-29-77 (C.C.P. art. 44.02)

S.B. 937 requires a judge, before accepting a plea
of guilty or nolo contendere, to inquire as to whether
a plea bargaining agreement has been made with the
state, and if so, state whether the court will follow
or reject the agreement. If the court rejects the agree-
ment, the defendant may withdraw his plea and any
evidénce received may not be used in subsequent pro-
ceedings. EFF. 8-29-77 (C.C.P. art. 26.13)

S.B. 1070 makes various changes in the handling
of post-conviction writs of habeas corpus, including
time limits on disposing of them. EFF. 8-29-77 (C.C.P.
art. 11.07)

H.B. 951 makes ‘extensive changes in the procedures
involved in the examination and commitment by the
Department of Mental Health and Mental Retarda-
tion of persons alleged incompetent to stand trial or
invoking the insanity defense to criminal prosecution.
EFF. 9-1-77 (C.C.P. art. 46.02)

H.B. 2257 allows a defendant charged with a mis-
demeanor punishable by a fine only to mail to the
court a plea of guilty or nolo contendere and a waiver
of jury trial, or a plea of not guilty. If the plea is
guilty, or nolo contendere, the court is to notify the
defendant of the amount of fine by mail and may
dispose of the case without an appearance by the
defendant. EFF. 6-16-77 (C.C.P. art. 27.14)

S.B..471 sets out a procedure for a person against
whom charges have been dropped to get records and
files on the charge expunged. EFF, 8-29-77 (C.C.P.
arts. 55.01 to 55.05)

S.J.R. 3, voted on November 8, 1977, permits denial
of bail for persons who commit felonies while on bail

for a prior felony or when a deadly weapon is used '

and he has previously been convicted of a felony.
(art. 1, sec. 11a, Const.)

S.B. 52 will allow judges to deny bail pending ap-
peal in cases where the sentence is less than 15 years.
EFF. 8-29-77 (C.C.P. art. 44.04)

H.B. 1214 requires that records be kept of the setting
of bail by the magisirate or other officer who sets
the bail. EFF. 8-29-77 (C.C.P. art. 17.39)

S.B. 39 creates the Texas Adult Probation Commis-
sion to promulgate rules establishing minimum stan-
dards and a code of ethics for probation services.
Three district judges and two citizens are appointed
by the Chief Justice. Three district judges and one
citizen are appointed by the Presiding Judge of the
Court of Criminal Appeals. It is to distribute state
appropriated funds for probation services in qualify-
ing judicial districts. The bill also requires each ju-
dicial district in the state to establish .a probation
office and sets out qualifications for probation offi-
cers. EFF. 6-10-77 (C.C.P. art. 42.121)

S.B. 695 is the so-called “shock probation” bill which
permits a judge to commit a first offender to prison
or jail for 60 to 120 days (prison) or 10 to 60 days
(jail), then place the defendant on probation. Some
conditions are added to probation orders, including
paying a percentage of the probationer’s income to
victims. EFF. 8-29-77 (C.C.P. art. 42.12)

S.B. 32 raises the fee to be paid by a probationer
from $10 to $15 per month but allows a defense of
inability to pay if revocation of probation is sought
for nonpayment of the fee. EFF. 8-29-77 (C.C.P. art.
42,12)

H.B. 61 provides that an order of probation may
require the probationer to reimburse the county for
appointed counsel. EFF. 8-29-77 (C.C.P. art. 42.12)

H.B. 1322 allows the judge to place certain con-
ditions on the sentence of a person allowed to serve
jail time on weekends regarding payment of part of
his wages to the court for support of dependants,
reimbursement to the county for maintenance of the
prisoner in jail and installment payment of restitu-
tion, fines and court costs. EFF. 8-29-77 (C.C.P, art,
42.03) ’

S.B. 620 authorizes the judge of a municipal court
to commit chronic alcohol users to & treatment fa-
cility in lieu of a sentence or fine, EFF. 6-15-77 (art.
5561c)

H.B. 97 allows the defendant to see a pre-sentence
investigation report by a probation officer. EFF. 4-6-
77 (C.C.P. art, 42.12)

S.B. 157 permits the use of oral confessions for
impeachment of ‘a defendant. EFF, 8-29-77 (C.C.P.
arts. 38.21, 38.22) :

S.B. 156 allows search warrants to be issued to
search for and seize specifically named pieces of evi-

- dence of a_crime.  EFF. 5-25-77 (C.C.P. arts, 18.01,
18.02)

~H.B. 1963 provides that venue for rape may be in
the county in which the victim was abducted or any
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county through or into which the victim is transported
in the course of the abduction and rape. EFF. 5-26-
77 (C.C.P. art. 13.15)

H.B. 451 adds a court cost of $1.00 to a conviction
of any criminal offense, to be used by the Commis-
sion on Law Enforcement Officer Standards and Edu-
cation. EFF. 9-1-77 (art. 4413)

H.B. 812 directs the Attorney General, upon request,
to defend a grand jury commissioner or grand juror
in federal court in suits involving his duties as a
grand jury commissioner or grand juror. EFF. 8-29-
77 (axt. 4412)

S.B. 217 creates the offense of sale or purchase
of a child. EFF. 3-30-77 (Penal Code sec. 25.06)

S.B. 311 creates the offense of solicitation of a child.
EFF. 6-15-77 (Penal Code sec. 25.06)

H.B. 1269 creates the offense of commercial obscen-
ity with materials involving a person under 17. EFF.
6-10-77 (Penal Code sec. 43.25)

. S.B. 489 makes theft of rental services an offense.
EFF. 8-29-77 (Penal Code sec. 31.04)

S.B. 151 defines organized crime as a separate fel-
ony and containg a list of offenses which if involve
five or more persons becomes organized criminal ac-
tivity. EFF. 6-10-77 (Penal Code sec. 71.01-71.05)

H.B. 678 raises the offense of prostitution from a
Class C to a Class B misdemeanor (Class B to Class
A for second offense). EFF. 5-27-77 (Penal Code sec.
43.02)

H.B. 679 broadens the definition of promotion of
prostitution to include not only receiving money pur-
suant to an agreement, but also soliciting a person
to engage in sexual conduct with a prostitute or pro-
curing a prostitute for another. EFF. 5-27-77 (Penal
Code sec. 43.03)

PROSECUTING ATTORNEYS

8.B. 113 creates the Texas Prosecutors Coordinating

Council which is to, among other duties, establish .

minimum standards for prosecutor’s offices and in-
vestigate complaints of prosecuting attorney incom-
petency and misconduct. A disciplinary procedure is
set out, similar to that of the Commission on Judicial
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Conduct (with rules promulgated by the Supreme
Court) but with the final action being the filing of
a petition for removal with the distiict court. EFF.
8-29-77 (art. 332d)

H.B. 372 creates the office of district attorney for
the 220th judicial district (Bosque, Comanche and
Hamilton). EFF. 3-29-77 (art. 199a)

H.B. 145 creates the office of criminal district at-
torney for Wocd County and abolishes the office of
county attorney. EFF, 9-1-77 (art. 326k-79)

H.B. 809 creates the office of criminal district at-
torney for Walker County; abolishes the office of
county attorney and removes Walker County from
the jurisdiction of the district attorney for the 12th
judicial district. EFF. 9-1-77 (art. 326k-80)

H.B. 2163 creates the office of criminal district at-
torney for Bastrop County, abolishes the office of
county attorney and removes Bastrop County from
the jurisdiction of the district attorney for the 21st
judicial district. EFF. 8-29-77 (art. 326k-81)

OTEER JUDICIAL AGENCIES

H.B. 1304 increases membership of the Board of
Law Examiners from 5 to 9, increases the maximum
examination fee from $40 to 375 and vests exclusive
jurisdiction for regulating the use of the fees in the
Supreme Court. EFF, 5-13-77 (arts. 304, 310)

S.B. 54 is the well-publicized “Sunset Act” which
subjects state agencies to periodic review by a joint
legislative commission to determine “whether a public
need exists for the continuation of” the agency. The
commission’s report is then presented to the legis-
lature which may continue an agency for only 12
years. The initial expiration dates of some selected
existing agencies are: ‘

Board of Law Examiners-Sept. 1, 1979

State Bar-Sept. 1, 1979

“Civil” Judicial Council-Sept. 1, 1987

State Law Library-Sept. 1, 1987
The Commission on Judicial Conduct is subject to
review in 1987 but may not be abolished. EFF. 8-29-
77 (art. 5429k)



RECENT ATTORNEY GENERAL’S OPINIONS
Selected Opinions Affecting Court Operations

During 1977

The authorization for the rendition of advisory opin-
ions by the Attorney General is found in Section 22
of Article IV of the Texas Constitution and has been
more specifically defined in Article 4399, V.A.T.S. This
is a quasi-judicial function, Glimpse v. Bexar County,
160 S. W. 2d 996 (Tex. Civ. App. San Antonio 1942,
writ ref’d), and while the opinions do not have the
force of law, they are entitled to be given considerable
weight in determining proper construction of statutes.
City of Houston v. Southern Pac. Transp. Co. 504 S. W.
2d 554 (Tex. Civ. App. Houston [14th] 1973, writ ref’'d
n.r.e.).

JUDGES
H-1021 July 5, 1977. A former district judge is eli-
gible for assignment as a special judge if he
fulfills certain requirements under article
200a, V.T.C.S., without regard to whether
or not he is presently eligible for retirement.

A former district judge, not yet retired, who

is assigned as a special judge under the pro-

visions of article 200a, accrues additional
creditable service toward retirement during
the period of such assignment.

H-1006 June 1, 1977. When the judge of a county
court at law has disqualified himself from
presiding in a misdemeanor case, and the
county aftorney is himself disqualified
from participating in the selection of a spe-
cial judge, the county commissioners court

. should appoint a special judge to hear the
case.

JUSTICES OF THE PEACE
H-1069 October 11, 1977. A justice of the peace
may move his residence to a different pre-
cinct within the county without vacating
his office.

H-1088 November 9, 1977. A county may not com-
bine its justice precincts so that there are
only two justice precincts in the county.
H-1099 November 30, 1977. Harris County justices
of the peace are not required by section 6
of article 1200ff, V.I'.C.S. to publish semi-
annual status reports because the caption

of the bill which enacted the statute indi-
cated it would apply only to the city of
Fort Worth.

VENUE

H-1026
inal Procedure, controls the venue of ac-
tions in justice precinct courts in counties
over 225,000. Its provisions are mandatory,
and thus, an officer should file a speeding
case under State law in the precinct in
which the alleged offense occurs. A case
filed in the wrong precinct should be dis-
missed. A magistrate who refuses to ob-
serve the provisions of article 45.22 is sub-
ject to fine under that article, and a corrupt
and willful violation of article 45.22 could
constitute official misconduct and subject
the magistrate to removal. Attorney Gen-
eral Opinions C-6802 (1966); V-496 (1948);
and 0-6940 (1945) are overruled.

COURT REPORTERS AND ADMINISTRATIVE
ASSISTANTS

L

H-1003° May 27, 1977. The 156th Judicial District

Court may be provided with a deputy court -

reporter or an administrative assistant, or
both, and the salaries for such personnel
may be budgeted and paid by the counties
comprising the 156th Judicial District.

JURIES

H-982 April 18, 1977. Harris’ County must pay
jurors from its jury fund, and not from a

separate fund entrusted to the district, clerk.

The county treasurer must sign jury cHecks, ,

and he is the proper person to deliver cﬁgcks
to jurors.

H-1076

persons appear to be required in the Dajlas
County Courts at Law. We caution, How-
ever, that major changes in the law of the
federal government and other states since
the time of Jordan suggests the possibility
that the Texas Supreme Court may reexam-
ine Jordan if the issue is presented to it.

C D
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July 21, 1977. Article 45.22, Code of Crim-;:

October 24, 1977. While Jordan v. Crudg-
ington remains unaltered, juries of twelve



SELECTED RECENT COURT DECISIONS
Affecting Court Operations

During 1977

JUDGES

The disqualification of a judge, arising from a con-
stitutional or statutory provision, to preside over the
trial of a case affects jurisdiction and cannot be
waived. The judgment rendered is a nullity, is void,
and subject even fo collateral attack.

The mere fact that one was a district or county at-
torney when a criminal case was pending in a court
in that county does not ipso facto disqualify one as a
judge to preside over the trial of that case. If, on the
other hand, one participated in any manner in pre-
paring or investigating the case when he was in of
fice, he would be counsel for State. Lee v. State, 555
S.w.2d 121 (Tex. Crim. App. 1977)

There cannot be a de facto judge when there is a de
Jjure judge in actual performance of duties of office.

A home rule city ordinance providing for the ap-
pointment of additional temporary (“alternate”) mu-
nicipal judges is void for conflict with article 1196(a}
RCS, in contravention of article 11, section 5, Texas
Constitution. The appointment of R.A.H. (who signed
search warrant in this case) and others to such office
is vnid in that there would have been four municipal
judges in the city.

Two persons cannot, 4t same time, be in actual cec-
cupation and exercise of an office for which law pro-
vides only one incumbent. Thus, an officer de jure and
an officer de facto cannot be in possession of the same
‘office at the same time. Nor can two different officers
de facto be in an office for which the law provides
only one incumbent. French v. State, 546 S.W.2d 612
(Tex. Crim. App. 1977)

A person arrested when a magistrate is unavailable
can be detained until magistrate’s normal working
hours without violating the statutory requirement of
an appearance ‘“imnmediately” or “without unreason-
able delay.” Hpkr v. State, 545 S.W.2d 463 (Tex. Crim.
App. 1977)

The salary of the justices of the peace of precinct
2 of Tyier County was $400/month from January 9,
1973 to October 25, 1973 and thereafter was $50/
month. The plaintiff took office on dJanuary 2, 1975
and sued defendant for the difference between $50/
month and $400/month. The trial court entered a judg-
ment for the defendant. Held: Reversed and remanded.
Article 3912K, section 1, RCS, gave commissioners
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courts the power to set salaries. In no event, however,
could salaries be set lower than those existing at the
effective date of act, which, for article 3912k, was
January 1, 1972. Article 3912k was amended to in-
ciude justices of the peace effective May 25, 1973. The
salary of the justice of the peace of precinct 2 was
$400/month on May 25, 1973. The salary could not be
set lower than it was on that date. Broom v. Tyler
County Commissioners Court, 560 S.W.2d 435 (Tex.
Civ. App.-Beaumont 1977)

COURTS

Two judges of court of civil appeals recuse them-
selves in this case because of previous experience with
the parties and the matter in controversy. Held: A
court of civil appeals dees not have power to transfer
a case on its own authority under article 1819, RCS,
and Rule 3854 because nothing on appeal requires im-
mediate action. Consequently, the court of civil ap-
peals certifies to the Supreme Court that two justices
have recused themselves so that the Supreme Court
may determine whether good cause exists for trans-
ferring case to another court of civil appeals. Willis
v. North Dallas Bank and Trust Co., 552 S.W.2d 518
(Tex. Civ. App.-Dallas 1977)

The admission into evidence at the defendant’s
county court trial de novo (from a justice of the peace
court conviction) of co-defendant’s guilty pleas at the
justice of the peace court trial was prejudicial error.
In a trial de novo in a county court, the evidence
must be heard and the verdict and the judgment ren-
dered in accordance with the law in the superior court.
Tidwell v. State, 547 S.W.2d 34 (Tex. Crim. App. 1977)

A complaint filed in a justice of the peace court will
not toll the running of the statute of limitations in a
felony case. The justice of the peace court had au-
thority to take a complaint and issue a warrant of ar-
rest, but it did not have jurisdiction of a felony offense
s0 as to come within the ambit of article 12.05, Code
of Criminal Procedure. Ex parte Ward, 560 S.W.2d
660 (Tex. Crim. App. 1978)

The commissioners court of a county may provide
facilities for justice of the peace courts at a location
other than at courthouse for a justice of the peace
whose precinct includes courthouse. While article
2370b, RCS, did not expressly repeal article 2379, there
is a positive repugnance between provisions, and later



expressions of legislative intent (article 2370b) must
control. Esquivel v. Reeves, 555 S.W.2d 152 (Tex. Civ.
App.-El Paso 1977)

JURIES

After conviction in a Texas constitutional court and -

exhaustion of state remedies on the claim of racial dis-
crimination in the selection of the grand jury that
indicted him, defendant filed this federal habeas cor-
pus petition. Held: 5th Circuit holding of dénial of
equal protection is affirmed. Defendant’s evidence (in-
cluding 1970 census figures showing 79.1% of county’s
population to be Mexican-American and figures show-

ing that only 39% of the persons summoned for grand "

jury duty during 1l-year period were Mexican-Amer-
ican) established a prima facie case of discrimination.
The state did not present evidence that explained the
statistical disparity. The evidence was largely about
selection of jury commissioners. There was no evi-
dence about how commissioners chose the members of
the list from which grand jurors were drawn. The fact
that the “governing majority” in the county was Mexi-
can-American does not dispel the presumption of pur-
poseful discrimination under the circumstances of this
case and is of questionable relevance. The court re-
jects the presumption that “human beings of one de-
finable group will not discriminate against other mem-
bers of their group.” Under the facts in the record,
the “governing majority” theory is not developed fully
enough to satisfy the state’s burden of rebuttal. Casta-
neda, Sheriff v. Partida, 524 F2d 481 (1975)

In multiple-party cases, article 2151a, RCS, does not
require, as a matter of law, that each side, after align-
ment, be entitled to the same number of peremptory
challenges as allowed the opposite side. The parties
to a multiple-party lawsuit may confer in making
peremptory challenges, and this was not changed by

passage of article 2151a, RCS. However, where there -

are multiple parties and they are permitted to collabo-
rate prior to exercising their peremptory challenges,
the fact that they will confer with each other should
be taken into consideration by the trial judge in equal-
izing the number of peremptory challenges in accord-
ance with the ends of justice so that no party is given
an unequal advantage because of the number of per-
emptory challenges allowed that party. This matter is
left to the discretion of the trial judges since the Legis-
lature, in enacting the statute, did not state that fol-

lowing proper alignment each.side would have the

same number of peremptory challenges. King v. Mal-
donado, 552 S.W.2d 940 (Tex. Civ. App.-Corpus Christi
1977, writ ref’d n.r.e.)

The grand jury indictment moots an appeal from
the denial of an injunction to enjoin the state from
taking criminal proceedings before a grand jury prior

to the time that the appellant had an examining trial
in which she was permitted to produce certain wit-
nesses. Perez v. State, . SW.2d ____ (Tex. Civ.
App.-San Antonio 1977)

JURISDICTION

The defendant plead guilty in July 1875, to the pos-
session of marijuana. His sentence was suspended,
and he was placed on probation subject to conditions
that included requirements *hat he pay court costs (in-
cluding an attorney’s fee for the court-appointed attor-
ney) and that he submit his person, place of residence,
and vehicle to search and seizure at any time of day or
night, with or without a search warrant. The defen-
dant objected to these conditions, but he did not ap-
peal at that time. In November 1975, the defendant
filed a motion to modify the conditions of probation,
asking that these two condition} be stricken. The trial
court denied the motion, and the defendant appealed.
Held: There is neither constitutional nor statutory au-
thority that would confer jurisdiction on the Court of
Criminal Appeals to hear either a purported appeal
entered pursuant to article 42.12, section 6, Code of
Criminal Procedure, zaltering or modifying probation-
ary conditions or an order, as here, refusing to alter
or modify conditions. However, the facts raise a proper
habeas corpus issue and fall within the habeas cor-
pus jurisdiction of the Court of Criminal Appeals. The
imposition of conditions of probation that contain un-
constitutional infringements of freedom of action con-
stitutes a “restraint” within the scope of habeas cor-
pus relief. The proceedings are considered as a habeas
corpus proceeding. To dismiss the appeal and require
a new and separate habeas corpus application would
require a useless thing. Basaldua v. State, 558 S.W.2d
2 (Tex. Crim. App. 1977) '

Section 5, Probate Code, provides that, in counties
in which there are statutory probate courts, the statu-
tory court has exclusive jurisdiction over applications,
petitions, and motions regarding probate and admin-
istration. The section dealing with “matters incident
to an estate” applies only to those malters in which
the “controlling issue” is settlement, partition, or dis-
tribution of an estate. Section 5 does not affect the
jurisdiction of the district eourt over matters consid-
ered incident to an estate (such as claims by an estate)
when no administration is pending and none is neces-
sary. Sumaruk v. Todd, 560 S.W.2d 141 (Tex. Civ.
App.-Tyler 1977)

New family courts have jurisdiction to enforce by
contempt proceedings orders of the domestic relations
courts they replace. Ex parte West, 559 S.W.2d 674
(Tex. Civ. App.-Dallas 1977)
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Since the repeal of section 30, Probate Code, appeal
from a probale court to a district court by writ of
certiorari is no longer available. Parr v. White, 559
S.W.2d 344 (Tex. 1977)

The Legislature by a 1975 amendment to article
2324, RCS, deprived the court of civil appeals of its
original ancillary jurisdiction to decide the question
of the reasonableness of a court reporter’s fee. City of
Ingleside v. Stewart, 554 S.W.2d 939 (Tex. Civ. App.-
Corpus Christi 1977)

Article 2324, RCS, is unconstitutional in that it dele-
gates to the judiciary the exclusive compensation-set-
ting function of the Legislature in violation of article
11, section 1, and article III, section 44, Texas Consti-
tution. The standards establishad in article 2324 are
too subjective to prevent arbitrary and unequal fees
.from being charged. The statute also violates article
II1, section 56, Texas Constitution, since it is incapable
of uniform application throughout the state. Conse-
quently, paragraph 3 of the 1961 amendment to article
2324 (prior law) remains in effect. This will permit
- court reporters to charge $.30 per 100 words for pre-
paring the original transcript of testimony. In addi-
tion, they may make a reasonable charge for postage,
reproduction of exhibits, and other actual expenses.
In re Johnston, 554 8.W.2d 775 (Tex. Civ. App.-Corpus
Christi 1977)

JUDGMENTS

The jury returned a guilty verdict on October 4,
1974. The punishment hearing was held on September
15, 1975. After evidence was introduced, the court
stated “it is the sentence of this court” that the de-
fendant serve 5-7 years (later reduced to 2-7 years) for
murder with malice. Held: Appeal dismissed with di-
rection to enter judgment, The punishment of the de-
fendant, a necessary element of the judgment, was
first determined and announced during the sentencing
of the defendant, and no valid judgment was ever an-
nouriced. The sentence must be based on a valid judg-
ment, for without a valid judgment, the court is not
authorized to sentence the defendant. A judgment and
a sentence are not the same thing but are distinet and
independent. Conawdy v. State, 549 S.W.2d 181 (Tex.
Crim. App. 1977)

A letter from the trial judge addressed to the attor-
neys of record was not the proper method for entry of
summary judgment. However, the final judgment,
which did not mention the parties’ motion for sum-
mary judgment, which did not dispose of such sum-
mary judgments by direct language, but which
awarded damages to the plaintiff, impliedly made all
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findings necessary to support the judgment, including
the liability issues. Frank v. Kuhnreick, 546 S.W.2d
844 (Tex. Civ. App.-San Antonioc 1977, writ ref'd n.r.e.)

The Texas recoupment scheme granting the trial
court discretion to require, as a condition of proba-
tion, that a convicted defendant repay the county for
providing him with court-appointed counsel, is consti-
tutior:al. Liability can be imposed only on a convicted
defendant. Probation may not be revoked for failure
to pay these costs unless the state shows that proba-
tioner was able to make such payments and that his
failure to do so was intentional. While there is no
provision for remission of costs, the probationer can
petition the court to modify the conditions of proba-
tion (thus giving an opportunity for the probationer
who is financially unable to pay costs to call his hard-
ship to the court’s attention and to have this condi-
tion modified or eliminated). Revocation is improper
if the petitioner establishes that he is unable to make
such payment. Basaldua v. State, 558 S.W.2d 2 (Tex.
Crim. App. 1977)

The defendant filed a request for the judge to assess
the punishment in a misdemeanor case and objected
to the submission of punishment to jury that had as-
sessed guilt. The judge persisted in submitting the
question of punishment to the jury. Held: Reversed
and remanded as to punishment. The defendant did
not invoke the statutory right afforded by article 37.07,
Code of Criminal Procedure, to have jury assess the
punishment. It was the responsibility of the judge to
assess the punishment, and the trial court was with-
out authority to deny the defendant’s request to have
the court assess it. Gibson v. State, 549 S.W.2d 741
(Tex. Crim. App. 1977)

The trial court instructed the jury at penalty stage
of bifurcated DWI trial that they must assess both a
fine and jail time. It also instructed the jury on the
law of misdemeanor probation. By verdict forms at-
tached to the court’s charge, the court authorized the
jury to assess jail time and probate the fine, assess a
fine and probate the jail time, or probate both fine
and jail time. The jury assessed jail time and recom-
mended probation as to the fine assessed. The court
accepted such a verdict and entered judgment and
sentence as to jail time. Held: Reversed. In autho-
rizing a jury to probate either fine or jail time and to
exact from defendant that portion of the penalty not
probated, the court fell into error. Article 42.13, Code
of Criminal Procedure, does not contemplate such a
procedure. A jury may recommend probation or mot,
but if it recommends probation then the penalty as-
sessed (whether fine, jail term, or both a fine and jail
term) must be probated. Taylor v. State, 549 S.W.2d
722 (Tex. Crim. App. 1977)



RECORD ON APPEAL

When the time for filing matters under article 40.09
(3), (6), (9), and (10), Code of Criminal Procedure, has
expired, the trial court has authority to see that such
items are filed. Provisions of article 40.09(16), Code
of Criminal Procedure, notwithstanding, the trial court
has a duty under the Texas and United States Consti-
tutions to provide an indigent defendant with an ade-
quate record on appeal and with effective assistance
of counsel on appeal. A court reporter is an employee
of the trial court, and the trial court has ample au-
thority to require such reporter to file a transcript of
his notes in a timely fashion. If the court reporter
neglects or refuses to do his duties, the trial court
can order him to do so within a specified period of
time. If the court reporter refuses to comply with the
trial court’s order, the court can issue another order
requiring the court reporter to show cause why he
should not be held in contempt. If all else fails, the
trial court can dismiss the court reporter from em-
ployment.

If the court-appointed counsel fails to file a brief in
the appellant’s behalf under article 40.09(9), Code of
Criminal Procedure, the trial court can issue an order
commanding the counsel to file the brief within a
specified period of time. If no brief is filed within that
time, the trial court can issue an order requiring the
counsel to show cause why he should not be held in
contempt. The trial court can then also report the
counsel to the appropriate grievance committee for
disciplinary action. In the alternative, the trial judge
can relieve an appointed attorney who has not ful-
filled his duties to his client and can appoint an at-
torney who will act as an advocate to represent the
indigent on appeal. The trial court can also see that
recalcitrant attorneys receive no further appointments
to represent indigents in that court.

Since the trial court ordered the court reporter to
prepare and file the transcript of her notes on Febru-
ary 23, 1976, the reporter has had more than 18 months
in which to comply with the trial court’s order. How-
ever, the court reporter has yet to file a transcript of
her notes with the clerk of the trial court. Held: Ap-
peal abated. It is ordered that the court reporter shall
prepare, complete, and file with the clerk of the trial
court a transcript of her notes within 15 days after
the delivery of this opinion. Failure to comply with

this order is grounds for contempt proceedings in the.

Court of Criminal Appeals under article 1911a, RCS.
Guillory. v. State, 557 S.W.2d 118 (Tex. Crim. App.
1977) ‘

‘When the time to file' a brief under article 40.09,
section 9, Code of Criminal Procedure, has expired,
the trial court still has the authority to require coun-
sel to file a brief even though article 40.09, section

16, requires extension of time to be sought from the
Court of Criminal Appeals and not the trial court, con-
trary to former practice. The trial court has a duty un-
der the Texas and United States Constitutions to pro-
vide an appellant with effective assistance of counsel

. on appeal. This assistance, however, cannot be af-

forded without requiring that the counsel file a brief
on appellant’s behalf. The trial court has control over
the case until the record reaches the Court of Criminal
Appeals. Even though a late brief is filed, the trial
court can grant a new trial. If the court refuses to
grant a new trial after a late brief has been filed and
the record has been forwarded to the Court of Criminal
Appeals, then the Court of Criminal Appeals will de-
termine if the brief will be considered on appeal, giv-
ing th. trial court an opportunity to pass upon grounds
raised in the brief before it reaches the Court of Crim-
inal Appeals. Yates v. State, 557 S.W.2d 115 (Tex.
Crim. App. 1977)

The appellant’s attorney had the record in time to
file in the court of civil appeals, but he withheld
filing to obtain the maximum time to file brief. Appel-
lant’s attorney miscalculated the time for filing the
appeal by one day, and since the 60th day fell on a

- Friday, the record was tendered on the 63rd day. Held:

The explanation was reasonable within the ambit of
Rule 2lc, and the appeal] is ordered filed. The court
of civil appeals expressly overrules its prior opinion
in Sloan v. Passman, 536 S.W.2d 575, and adopts the
view expressed by Chief Justice Guittard in nis dis-
sent therein. A reasonable explanation under Rule 21c
is any plausible statement of circumstances indicat-
inng that failure to file within the 60-day period was
not deliberate or intentional but was the result of
inadvertence, mistake, or mischance. This is the stan-
dard applicable to the avoidance of default judgments
enunciated by the Supreme Court in Craddock v. Sun-
shine Bus Lines, 133 S.W.2d 124. Only the time after
appellant receives the transcript is material and re-
quires explanation. The explanation of delay in order-
ing the transcript would be necessary only if it pre-
vented appellant from obtaining it in time for filing
on the 60th day. The court of civil appeals does not
construe the term reasonable explanation as giving
the court of civil appeals absolute discretion to permit
late filing as was held in Hildyward v. Fannel Studio,
Inc. United States Fire Ins,lo. v. Stricklin, 556 S.W.2d .
575 (Tex. Civ. App.-Dallas 1977)

After a habeas corpus hearing, bail was reduced
froni $70,000 to $40,000 (under indictment for. aggra-
vated robbery), the defendant gave notice of appeal.
The record is before the Court of Criminal Appeals
without a transcript of the court reporter’s notes, Held;
Appeal abated ard the clerk of the trial court is di-
rected to prepare azié',omplete record.. Article 44,34, Code
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of Criminal Procedure, is mandatory and requires that
testimony at the hearing be included in the record on
appeal. Prior cases placing the burden of obtaining a
{ranscript of the court reporter’s notes on defendant
(and affirming appeal when no such transcript ap-
peared in the record) are overruled. (15 specific cases
are listed in the opinion as being among those over-
ruled.) No want of diligence may be atiributed to
defendant, and he may not be denied a full review
on appeal for some third party’s failure to act. Ex
parte Sims, ____ S.W.2d ___ (1977)

The trial court rendered a default judgment grant-
ing the wife a divorce and appointing her managing
conservator of the minor child. The husband did not
file pleadings or appear in person or by counsel. Nei-
ther party requested the official court reporter to be
present. The husband could not secure a statement of
facts when he brought the case to the court of civil
appeals for a review by writ of error. Held: Judgment
for wife reversed and cause remanded for new trial.
The Supreme Court has jurisdiction because, the court
of civil appeals holding affirming trial court judgment
is in conflict with Smith v. Smith, 544 S.W.2d 121
(Texas 1976). The facts in this case, as in Smith, dis-
close that the husbznd’s right to proper appellate re-
view can be preserved only by new trial. (Smith did
not rest on the requirement formerly imposed by ar-
ticle 2324, RCS, that-the official court reporter attend
and report all titals or on the section 11.14(d), Family
Code, requirement that a record be made in parent-
child relationship cases unless waived by the parties
with the court’s consent. Rogers v. Rogers, 549 S.W.
2d 471 (Tex, Civ. App.-Austin, 1977)

Since the amendment to article 2324, RCS, a party is
bound by the trial court’s statement of facts no mat-
ter how dissatisfied if the party failed to request that
a court reporter be present at the trial and if an agree-
ment from the adversary on the statement of facts
cannot be obtained. Glass v. O’Hearn, 553 S.W.2d
15 (Tex. Civ. App.-Fort Worth 1977)

MISCELLANEQUS

A peace officer may take bail in a misdemeanor
case before the accused is-formally charged.

Since article 17.20, Code of Criminal Procedure, au-
thorizes the sheriff {r other peace officer to take bail
in misdemeanor_cases,, article 17.15 compels the con-
clusion that such an oificer is aiso to regulate the
amount of bail in such cases. However, the officer's
authority to set the amount of bail should be limited
to situations in which no magistrate is available, or
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arrests pursuant to a warrant in which the proper
magistrate (as specified in article 15.16, Code of Crim-
inal Procedure) is unavailable. A bond, once given,,
may bind the defendant throughout the criminal pro-
ceeding to appear before any magistrate or court when
required. Hokr v. State, 545 S.W.2d 463 (Tex. Crim.
App. 1977)

The defendant plead guilty before the court and
waived a jury. The evidence clearly raises the issue
of self-defense. Held: Reversed. The rule was and is
that, when evidence introduced before a jury (when
the defendant entered guilty plea) makes the defen-
dant’s innocence evident -— or reasonably and fairly
raises an issue as to such fact — and such evidence
is not withdrawn, the trial court is required sua sponte
to withdraw the defendant’s guilty or nolo contendere
plea and enter a not guilty plea for the defendant.
The rule has been, and continues to be, recognized and
applied when a guilty or nolo contendere plea was be-
fore the court without a jury. The rule is also appli-
cable to a probation revocation proceeding where, as
in a guilty plea before the court, the trial judge is
the trier of the facts and the judge of the credibility
of the witnesses and of weight to be given their testi-
mony. Moon v. State, ___ SW.2d ___ (Tex. Crim.
App. 1977) #54,352

The defendant did not understand the English lan-
guage during the trial at which he was convicted.
An interpreter was not present during many phases
of the trial and was asked to interpret only while the
defendant was on the stand and when the defendant
was asked to change the plea. The interpreter, in his
affidavit, stated: 1) that he felt bound to express to
the defendant only what he was directed to by de-
fendant’s attorney; 2) that the defendant appeared
confused and in state of mental shock all during trial;
and 3) that he did not believe that the defendant thor-
oughly understood exactly what was transpiring. Held:
Writ of habeas corpus granted. The defendant was
denied the right of confrontation of witnesses at his
original trial because he was not afforded an inter-
preter throughout the proceedings. Ex parte Nanes,
558 S.W.2d 893 (Tex. Crim. App. 1977)

If the defendant found to be indigent and entitled
to appointed ¢ounsel on appeal has sufficient funds
to cover the cost of transcription of the court reporter’s
notes, then it is the defendant’s responsibility to se-
cure the transcript. If the funds are not sufficient
to pay the full cost of the transcript, the county should
be ordered to pay the balance. Ex parte Combs, 545
S.W.2d 171 (Tex. Crim. App. 1977)



EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES
TEXAS JUDICIAL SYSTEM |

Almost $150 million were spent to operate the Ju-
dicial System of Texas in 1976. This report explores
those expenditures and the revenue produced by the
courts. '

FINANCING THE TEXAS JUDICIAL SYSTEM

The Judicial System of the State of Texas is fi-
nanced by a combination of funds appropriated by
state, county and municipal governments, as is the
case in many other states. In addition to these ap-
propriations, certain federal funding sources (primar-
ily the Law Enforcement Assistance Administra-
tion) are utilized for special projects for the courts
and judicial agencies. The state government is the
main source of funds for the appellate courts, while
stdte, counties and cities provide funds for the trial

courts. The responsibility for funding state judicial .

agencies and the Judicial Retirement System rests
with the state government.

CHART 1

JUDICIAL EXPENDITURES
AS A PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL
STATE EXPENDITURES*
F.Y. 1976

TOTAL STATE FUNDSS
EXPENDITURES

$4,992,092,839

“ Judicial System
Expenditures
$17,262,504

*State Funded Portion of the Judicial Budget

)
‘Revenue generated by the courts in fines, bond for-
feitures, filing fees and assorted court costs accrue to
the level of government responsible for the basic op-
erating costs of the courts. While a small portion of
these revenues is dedicated to specific uses, the ma-
jority is available for general expenditure.

STATE GOVERNMENT — EXPENDITURES

The basic salaries of all state court judges are paid
from the state’s general revenue fund. Most appellate
court support personnel and operating expenses are
state funded. In addition, the state appropriates funds
to the Judicial Retirement System and state judicial
agencies,

The state allocated 0.29 percent of the total 1976
state appropriations, or $17,262,504, to the mainte-
nance of the courts.

The approximate distribution of funds from the
state for the judiciary is shown in Chart 2, including
the Judicial Retirement System, which is not funded
under the Judicial Article of the Appropriations Act.

CHART 2

ALLOCATION OF STATE FUNDS
" FOR THE JUDICIARY
F.Y. 1976

District Attorneys*
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The decade 1968-1977 witnessed a large increase in
both total state expenditures and state expenditures
for the judiciary. Total state expenditures increased
from $2,386,083,269 in 1968 to $6,130,665,725 in 1977,
an increase of 157 percent. During the same period,
state judicial expenditures increased from $7,189,549
to $17,961,344, an increase of 150 percent. A substan-
tial portion of this increase is accounted for by ju-
dicial salaries: V

'68 7
Supreme Court & Court of Criminal Appeals
Chief Justice and Presiding Judge 27,000 47,900
Justices & Judges 27,000 47,400
Courts of Civil Appeals
Chief Justices 24,000 42,300
Justices 24000 41,800
District Judges 182@18,000 230@32,800

The percentage of the total state budget used to
finance the judiciary has remained fairly constant—
0.30 percent in 1968 and 0.29 percent in 1977.

COUNTY GOVERNMENTS — EXPENDITURES

Some counties pay a salary supplement to the jus-
tices of the courts of civil appeals and to the judges
of the district courts in which the county is located.
Counties furnish support personnel and operating
funds to the district courts and provide all operating

CHART 3

JUDICIAL EXPENDITURES
AS A PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL
COUNTY BUDGETS
1976

ToTEL T

EXPENDITURES
$ 414,462,773

27.34%

Judicial Expenditures 7
$ 113, 321,996
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costs for the county courts, county courts at law, jus-
tice of the peace courts, county clerks, district clerks,
county law libraries and prosecutors’ offices, other
than that provided by state appropriation.

The counties surveyed in this report allocated 27.34
percent of their total 1976 budgets, or $113,321,996
out of a total of $414,462,773, to the courts and court-
related agencies.

The approximate division of this $113 million in
county budgets for the judiciary is shown in Chart 4.

CHART 4

ALLOCATION OF COUNTY FUNDS
BUDGETED FOR THE COURTS
1976

District Courts
38%

County-Level Courts
31%

Unallocated

22%

MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENTS — EXPENDITURES

The cities in Texas have full responsibility for fund-
ing the municipal courts. These courts range from the
24-judge, $2 million-budget City of Houston court to
numerous village courts paying token salaries to part-
time judges who hear cases infrequently.

The statewide estimates derived from the survey
described elsewhere in this article show that the cities
of Texas allocated 0.65 percent of their total 1976 bud-
gets, or around $19 million out of a total of almost $3
billion to operation of the municipal courts.



CHART S5

JUDICIAL EXPENDITURES
AS APERCENTAGE OF TOTAL
MUNICIPAL EXPENDITURES
1976

Total Municipal
Funds Expenditures

$ 3 Billions

Municipal Court
Expenditures
19 Millions

REVENUES V. EXPENDITURES (TABLE I

A total of almost $150 million was expended by all
levels of government for the operation of the courts
during 1976.  Of this total, 76 percent was by the
county governments, 12 percent by the state (not in-
cluding the Judicial Retirement System) and the re-
maining 12 percent by the city governments. (Chart 6)

A total of $123 million in revenue was generated
by all courts in the state during 1976, including fines,
bond forfeitures, filing fees and assorted court costs,
These revenues accrue to th€ level of government
which bears the financial responsibility for the opera-
tions of that level of court which generates the rev-
enue. While a small portion of these revenues is de-
voted to specific uses, most of the money is placed in
the general treasury of that unit of government.

Virtually all of the revenue generated by the courts
presently accrues to local governments, with munici-
palities collecting about 54 percent and counties most
of the balance.

Municipalities are the only level of government
which collects more in revenue from courts than it ex-
pends on their operation. On the average, municipal
courts produce almost four dollars of revenue for every
dollar spent, with ‘most of the money coming from
parking and traffic fines.

CHART 6

EXPENDITURES ON
JUDICIAL ACTIVITIES
BY LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT

Total Expenditures: $149,265,000

County 76%

Municipal
12%

CHART 7

REVENUE FROM
JUDICIAL ACTIVITIES
BY LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT

Total Revenue: $123,065,000

Municipal
54%

: ..

County
46%

State (less than one-haif percent)



TABLE 1. COMPARISON OF EXPENSES COURT-
AND REVENUES X GENERATED )
EXPENSE REVENUE DIFFERENCE
Supreme Court 833,000 11,000 822,000
Court of Criminal

Appeals 1,096,000 - 1,096,000
Courts of Civil

Appeals 2,880,000 42,000 2,838,000
Court-Related State .

Agencies 502,000 ——— 502,000
District Courts 55,649,000 9,258,000 46,391,000
County Level Courts 35,073,000 18,418,000 16,655,000
Justice of the ™eace

Courts : 10,377,000 15,912,000 (5,535,000)
Unallocated by Level

(County funds) 24,174,000 12,643,000 11,531,000
Municipal Courts 18,681,000 66,781,000 (48,100,000)

TOTALS 149,265,000 123,065,000 26,200,000% l

*Excess of Expenses over Revenues

SOURCES OF FINANCIAL DATA

The state of Texas provides funds for the court system through the
judicial article of the state Appropriations Bill. The appropriated
amounts are treated as expenses for the purposes of this report be-
cause they are designated for certain areas and must be spent as
such. The 1975 Appropriations Bill, Judicial Article, provided appro-
priated amounts for 1976.

The judicial article itemizes appropriations to the appellate courts,
the state agencies and offices, the district courts and specific counties.
The funds provided {o the counties are (1) for the assumption of the
duties of the district attorney’s office by the county attorney and the
criminal district attorney and (2) fees and salaries paid to sheriffs,
attorneys and clerks for duties related to felony cases. For the purpose
of this report, these funds have been listed as expenses at the district
level,

The county budget is the most complete source of information on
the funds provided to the courts by the county. The county budgets
are filed with the Comptroller's Office in Austin by each county. All
but seven county budgets were obtained from this source or directly
from the counties.

Financial 'data on municipal courts were obtained from a special
survey sent to 1,082 cities, towns and villages. Complete responses
were received from 58% of the cities in Texas which are estimated
to have municipal courts. Since the respondants were fairly well
spread over the range of large and small cities, the totals obtained
from the questionnaire were multiplied by 1.72 to arrive at a state-
wide estimate.

PROBLEMS GF DATA COLLECTION

The expenditures and revenues included in this report are only
those designated as being applicable to the court system. In all cases,
capital expenditures, building maintenance, utility expenses and jan-
itorial expenses have been excluded. In cases where adequate detail
was available, court costs, expenses of pre-trial release, bail bond
and the tax collection expenses of the district and county attorney’s
offices were also excluded. Revenues include all fees and fines of
court-related office, trial fees, jury fees, bond forfeitures and income
from certified copies and exclude interest income on deposits.

The most frequent problem in collecting data from county budgets
is the lack of itemized expenses and revenues. In most cases, benefits
for all county employees were combined into one sum. The court-
related portion could not be determined and benefits, therefore, w e
excluded from the report. Frequently, benefits of one level of court
were combined into one figure, In those cases, the benefits were listed
under Support Personnel which explains why the benefits of this
category are greater proportionately than any other office: The re-
port lists benefits where and as they occurred in the budgets al-
though they are estimated to be 15%. of salaries. When itemized,
benefits include social security, withholding tax, group insurance
and retirement. :

In some instances, the expenses of an office were combined rather
than itemized according to salaries, benefits, operating expense and
travel, For purposes of the report, the total amount was included un-
der the heading, Other Expense. Allocation by court level was not
always available. In the case of jury expenses, two-thirds of the total
were listed in the category “Unallocated by Level,” Other Expense,

The fees of indigent. defense attorneys, or court-appointed attor-
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neys, were often difficult to distinguish from attorneys paid to repre-
sent the counties.

Fees paid to the members of the Probation Board were recognized
as additional fees paid to the district judge for service on the board
and were, therefore, included in the district-level salaries section.

In many cases, the salaries and expenses of the district. and county
clerks, and also the district and county attorneys were combined.
This grouping is sometimes an accounting procedure but most often
it vepresents a situation where one officer handles the duties of both
offices. ‘In these cases, the combined figures were presented in the
district level.

Occasionally, fees and fines of court-related offices were combined
with non-courtrelated offices into one sum. In these cases, the court
portion of the total fees and fines in the eight most populous counties
were determined and the percentage (4756} was. applied to the total for
each county. It was still not possible to allocate these revenues fo
specific levels so they were listed as ““Unallocated by Level,” Other
Revenues, This category contains a suhstantial portion of the rev-
enues generated by the courts.

The expenses of district and county clerks’ offices in 1976 were
$32,050,000 or 22.83% of the total county budgets. The clerks have
responsibilities other than those related to the judiciary making only
a portion of their revenues and expenses applicable to the courts, The
court-related portion is estimated to be 20% of revenues and 30% of
expenses, The effect of applying this allocation factor to the expenses
of the clerks’ offices state-wide is a 16% reduction. This is a sighifi-
cant reduction and should be noted when the amount of total ex-
penses is considered.



TABLE II. EXPENDITURES-TEXAS JUDICIAL SYSTEM-1976
(rounded to nearest thousand $)

1976
I. Supreme Court "——”
A. Expenses .
1. Direct Personnel Expenses
Judges: Salaries 411,000
Benefits
411,000
Other Support Personnel:
Salaries 377,000
Benefits
377,000
Total Direct Personnel
Expenses i 788,000
2. Other Direct Expenses
Operating Expense 43,000
Travel 2,000
Total Gther Direct Expenses T45,000
Total Expense Supreme Court 833,000
B. Court-generated Revenue
1. TFees 11,000
2. PFines
3. Other
Total Court-generated Revenue 11,000
C. Difference (Excess of Expenises
over Revenues) 822,000
II. Court of Criminal Appeals
A. Expenses
l. Direct Personnel Expenses
Judges: Salaries 228,000
Benefits
228,000
Commissioners Acting as
Judges: Salaries 176,000
Benefits
176,000
Other Support Personnel: ’
- Salaries 213,000
’ Benefits
213,000
‘Total Direct Personnel
Expenses ’ + 617,000
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TABLE II. EXPENDITURES-TEXAS JUDICIAL SYSTEM-1976
(Cont'd)

2. Other Direct Expenses

Operating Expenses 30,000
Travel , 2,000
Other Expenses 376,000

Total Other Direct Expenses 408,000

3. Indirect Expenses
State Prosecuting Attorney's
Office for Court of Criminal

Appeals 71,000
Total Expenses Court of Criminal
Appeals 1,096,000
B. Court-generated Revenue
1. Fees
2. Fines
3. Other

Total Court-generated Revenue

C. Difference (Excess of Expenses
over Revenues) 1,096,000

ITII. Courts of Civil Appeals
A. Expenses _
1. Direct Personnel Expenses

Judges: Salaries 1,749,000
Benefits 7,000
1,756,000
Other Support Personnel; :
Salaries 988,000
Benefits
988,000
Total Direct Personnel *
Expenses 2,744,000
2, Other Direct Expenses
Operating Expenses 120,000
Travel 16,000
Other Expenses
Total Other Direct Expenses 136,000

Total Expenses Courts of
Civil Appeals 2,880,000
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TABLE J1I. EXPENDITURES-TEXAS JUDICIAL SYSTEM-1976

(Cont'd)
B, Court-generated Revenue
1. TFees 42,000
2. Fines '
3. Other

Total Court-generated Revenue

C. Difference (Excess of Expenses ;
over Revenues) 2,838,000

IV. Court-Related State Agencies
A. Expenses

1. Texas Judicial Council ' 235,000
2, Judicial Qualifications

Commission 124,000
3. State Law Library » 143,000

Total Expenses - 502,000

B. Revenues
1. Texas Judicial Council
2., Judicial Qualifications
Commission
3. State Law Library

C. Difference (Excess of Expenses
over Revenues) 502,000

V. District Level Courts
A. Expenses
1l. 'Direct Personnel Expenses

Judges: Salaries : 8,869,000
Benefits 39,000
8,908,000
Court Reporters: .
Salaries 3,864,000 |
Benefits 204,000
.o 4,068,000
Court Coordinators:
Salaries 434,000
Benefits 47,000
481,000
Other Support Personnel: ‘
Salaries . 2,504,000
Benefits : . _ 264,000

2,768,000




TABLE II. EXPENDITURES-TEXAS JUDICIAL SYSTEM-1976

(Cont'd)

Total Direct Personnel
Expenses
2., Other Direct Expenses
Operating Expense
Travel
Jury Expense
Indigent Defense
Other Expense
Total Other Direct Expenses
3. Indirect Expenses
Prosecuting Attorney's
Office
District Clerks' Offices
Total Other Direct Expenses

Total Expenses District Level
Courts

B. Court-generated Revenue
1. Fees
2. PFines
3. Other
Total Court-generated
Revenue

C; Difference (Excess of Expenses
over Revenues)

VI, County Level Courts
4. Expenses
1. Direct Personnel Expenses
Judges: Salaries
Benefits

Court Reporters:
Salaries
Benefits

Court Coordinators:
' Salaries
, Benefits
Other Support Personnel:
Salaries
Benefits

16,225,000

931, 000
125,000
1,814,000
3,334,000
124,000
6,328,000

19,669,000
13,427,000
33,096,000

55,649,000

8,277,000
947,000
34,000

9,258,000

46,391,000

4,093,000
75,000
47168,000

782,000
4,000
786,000
23,000
23,000
3,421,000

299,000
3,720,000
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TABLE II. EXPENDITURES-TEXAS JUDICIAL SYSTEM-1976

(Cont'd)

Total Direct Personnel
Expenses
2. Other Direct Expenses
Operating Expenses
Travel
Jury Expense
Indigent Defense
Other Expense
Total Other Direct Expenses
3. Indirect Expenses
Prosecuting Attorneys'
Offices
County Clerks' Offices
Total Indirect Expenses

Total Expenses County Level
Courts :

Court-~generated Revenue
1. TFees

2, Fines

3. Other

Total Court-generated
Revenue

Difference (Excess of Expenses
over Revenues) ‘

VII. Justice of the Peace Courts

A,

Expenses
1. Direct Personnel Expenses
Judges: Salaries
Benefits

Court Reporters:
Salaries
Benefits

Other Support Personnel:
Salaries
Benefits

Total Direct Personnel
Expenses

8,697,000

534,000
248,000
277,000
272,000
177,000

1,508,000

6,245,000
18,623,000

24,868,000

35,073,000

17,107,000
1,150,000
161,000

18,418,000

16,655,000

5,196,000
131,000

5,327,000

56,000
56,000

3,111,000
408,000 -

3,519,000

8,902,000
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TABIE II. EXPENDITURES-TEXAS JUDICIAL SYSTEL-1976

(Cont'd)

2, Other Direct Expenses
Operating Expenses
Travel
Jury Expense
Indigent Defense
Other Expense

Total Other Direct Expenses

Total Expenses Justice of the
Peace Courts

Court-generated Revenue
1. Fees

2. TFines

3.  Other

Total Court-generated
Revenue

Difference (Excess of Revenues
over Expenses)

VIII.Unallocated by Level

IX.

A.

Expenses

1. County Law Libraries
2., Probation

3. ' Other Expenses

Total Expenses

Court-generated Revenue
1. County Law Libraries
2, Probation

-3. Other

Total Court-generated
Revenue

Difference (Excess of Expenses
over Revenues)

Municipal Courts

A,
Bn
C.

Expenses

Court-generated Revenue
Difference (Excess of Revenues
over Expenses)

1,093,000
103,000
34,000
28,000
217,000

1,475,000

10,377,000

10,243,000
5,551,000
118,000

15,912,000

5,535,000

894,000
19,342,000
3,938,000

24,174,000

656,000
3,673,000
8,314,000

12,643,000

11,531,000

18,681,000
66,781,000

48,100,000
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ANNUAL SUPPLEMENTAL COMPENSATION
Justices of the Courts of Civil Appeals

(Paid in counties as of Jan. 1, 1978, in addition to the basic state salary of
$44,400 for Chief Justices and $43,900 for Associate Justices)

COUNTY
SUPREME AMOUNT OF OR
JUDICIAL SUPPLEMENTAL COUNTIES
DISTRICT LOCATION COMPENSATION (Annual) PAYING AMOUNT
1st Houston 4,900.00 Harris
2nd Fort Worth 4,900.00 Tarrant
3rd Austin None
4th San Antonio 4,899, 84 Bexar 3,939.84
Webb 960,00
5th Dallas 4,900.00 Dallas
6th Texarkana None
7th Amarillo None
8th El Paso 4,810.00 El Paso 3;210.00
Ector 1,600.00
9th Beaumont 1,559.96 Jefferson
10th Waco None
11th Eastland None
12th Tyler . None
13th Corpus Christi 4,900.00 Aransas 106.85
Bee 180.00
Calhoun 120.00
Cameron 600.00
DeWitt ; 120.00
Goliad . 90.00
Gonzales 120.00
‘ Hidalgo 600.00
Jackson 120.00
Kenedy 120.00
Kleberg 300.00
Live Oak 150.00
Matagorda 400.00
Nueces : ngiis
Refugio = 120 ."'o,o,
San Patricio ’ 300.00
Victoria .. 445,00
. Wharton 300.00
14th Houston 4,500.00 S Harris
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ANNUAL SUPPLEMENTAL COMPENSATION
District Judges

(Paid by counties as of Jan. 1, 1978, in addition to the basic state salary of $34,500)

COUNTY
COUNTY AMOUNT O OR
JUDICIAL OR SUPPLEMEITAL COUNTIES
DISTRICT COUNTIES COMPENSATION (Annual) PAYING AMOUNT
1 Jasper 3,000.00
Newton
San Augustine
Sabine
1A Jasper 1,200.00 Tyler
Newton
Tyler
2 Cherokee 4,000.00 Cherokee
3 Anderson 3,720.00 Anderson 1,320.00
Henderson Henderson 1,200.00
Houston Houston 1,200,00
4 Rusk 3,600.00 Rusk
5 Bowie 2,200.00 Bowie
Cass
6 Fannin 2,400.00 Lamar
Lamar
Red River
7 Smith 6,000.00 Smith
8 Delta 2,400.00 Hopkins
Franklin
Hopkins
Rains
9 Montgomery 5,280.00 Montgomery 2,400.00
Polk Polk 1,980.00
San Jacinto San Jacinto 300.00
Waller Waller 600.00
2nd 9 Montgomery 4,980.00 Montgomery 2,400.00
Polk Polk 1,980.00
San Jacinto San Jacinto 300.00
Trinity Trinity 300.00
10 Galveston 12,600.00 Galveston
i1 Harris 13,300.00 Harris
12 Grimes 1,500.00 Each 300.00
Leon
Madison
Trinity
Walker
13 Navarro 4,000.00 Navarro
14 Dallas 12,000.00 Dallas
15 Grayson 2,400.,00 Grayson
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Supplemental Compensation of District Judges (Continued)

2nd

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

25

26

27

28
29
30

31

32

JUDICIAL
DISTRICT

COUNTY
OR
COUNTIES

Cooke
Denton

Tarrant

Johnson
Somervell

McLénnan

Milam
Robhertson

Bastrop
Burleson
Lee
Washington

Caldwell
Comal
Hays

Bragoria
Fort Bend
Matagorda
Wgarton

Calhoun
DeWitt
Goliad
Jackson
Refugio
Victoria

Colorado
Gonzales
Guadalupe
Lavaca

Colorado
Gonzales
Guadalupe
Lavaca

Williamson

Bell
Lampagsas

Kenedy
Kleberg
Nueces

Erath
Hood
Palo Pinto

Wichita

Gray
Hemphill
Lipscomb
Roberts
Wheeler

Fisher
Mitchell
Nolan

: COUNTY
AMOUNT QF OR
SUPPLEMIINTAL COUNTIES
COMPENSATION (Annual) DAYING
5,326.20 Cooke
“ Denton
12,000.00 Tarrant
6,000.00 Johnson
Somervell
5,040.00 McLennan
None
None
3,000.00 Caldwell
Comal
10,151.88
13,300.00 Calhoun
DeWitt
Goliad
Jackson
Refugio
Victoria
5,700.00 Colorado
Gonzales
Guadalupe
Lavaca
5,700.00 Colorado
Gonzales
Guadalupe
Lavaca
None
3,600.00 Bell
11,120.00 Kenedy
Kleberg
Nueces
None
6,000.00 Wichita
1,200.00 Gray
None

AMOUNT

2,520,
2,806.

3,600.
2,400,

900.
2,100.

1,800.
2,658,
1,200.
.96
1,564,
3,494,

2,586

1,200.
1,200.
1,500.
1,800.

1,200.
1,200.
1,500,
.00

1,800

720,
2,400.
8,000,

00
20

00
0o

00
00

00
72
00

00
32

00
00
00
go

00
00
00

00
00
00
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Supplemental Compensation of District Judges (Continued)

JUDICIAL
DISTRICT

33

34

35

36

37
38

39

40
41
42

43

44

45

46

47

48
49

50

51

COUNTY
OR
COUNTLES

Blanco

.. Burnet

Llano -
Mastin

" Menard

Sax Saba

Culberscn
El Paso
Hudspeth

Brown
Coleman
Mills

Aransas

Bee

Live Oak
McMullen
San Patricio

Bexar
Medina
Real
Uvalde
Zavala
Has%ell
Kent
Stonewall
Throckmorton
Ellis

El Paso

Callahan
Taylor

Parker
Dallas
Bexar

Foard “
Hardeman

.Wilbarger

Armstrong
Potter
Randall

Tarrant

Dimmit
Webb
Zapata

Baylor
Cottle
King
Knox

Coke

Irion
Schleicher
Sterling
Tom Green

COUNTY
AMOUNT OF OR
SUPPLEMENTAL, COUNTIES
COMPENSATION (Annual) PAYING
None
8,556.00 - El Paso
600,00 Coleman
4,453.20 Aransas
Bee
Live Oak
McMullen
San Patricio
12,000.00 Bexar
8,400.00 Medina
Real
Uvalde
Zavala
None
None
8,560.00 El Paso
1,500.00 Taylor
4,000.00 Parker
12,000.00 Dallas
12,000.00 Bexar
None
7,500.00 Armstrong
Potter
Randall
12,000.00 Tarrant
11,975.52 Dimmit
Webb
Zapata
None
2,070.00 Coke
Irion
Schleicher
Sterling

Tom Green

AMOUNT

300

2,400,
1,200.
2,400.
2,400.

78.
5,214.
2,208.

2,400,
7,175.
2,400.

148,

51.
109,
.82
1,709.

.00
1,200.
403.
150.
2,400.

00
20
00
00

00
00
00
00

00
N
0o

00
52
00

56
50
58

54
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- Supplemental ‘:'Compensation of District Judgés, (Continued)

JUDICIAL

DISTRICT

52
53
54
55
56
57

63

64

65
66
67
68
69

70
71

72

73
74
75

76

77

COUNTY

OR
COUNTIES
Coryell
Travis
McLennan
Harris
Galveston
Bexar
Jefferson
Grayson
Jefferson
Harris
Delta
Franklin
Hopkins
Lamar
Edwards
Kinney
Maverick
Terrell
Val Verde
Castro
Hale
Swisher
El Paso
Hill
Tarrant
Dallas
Dallam
Hartley
Moore
Sherman
Ector

Harrison

Croshby
Lubbock

Bexar
McLennan

Chambers
Liggrty

Camp

Marion
Morris
Titus -

Freestone
Limestone

_.COUNTY
AMOUNT - OF OR
SUPPLEMENTAL COUNTIES
COMPENSATION (Annual) PAYING
2,400.00 Coryell
8,400.00 Travis
5,040.00 MeLennan
13,300.00 Harris
12,600.00 Galveston
12,000.00 Bexar
9,895.99 Jefferson
2,400.00 Grayson
9,895.99 Jefferson
13,300.00 Harris
None
8,400.00 Edwards
Kinney
Maverick
Terrell
Val Verde
3,000.00
8,560.00 El Paso
None
12,000.00 Tarrant
12,000.60 Dallas
None
4,700.00 Ector
2,400.00 Harrison
5,000.00
12,000.00 Bexar
5,040.00 McLennan
6,000.00 Chambers
Liberty
1,500.00 Marion
Titus
o
3,557.40 Limestone

AMOUNT

1,200.00
1,200.00
2,400.00
1,200.00
2,400.00

y

2,000,00
4,000.00

600.00
900.00

109




Supplemental Compensation of District Judges (Continued)

. COUNTY
COUNTY AMOUNT OF OR
JUDICIAL OR SUPPLEMENTAL COUNTIES
DISTRICT COUNTIES COMPENSATION (Annual) PAYING AMOUNT
78 .. ... - Wichita 6,000,00 Wichita
79 Brooks 2,400.00 Each 1,200.00
Jim Wells
80 Harris 13,300.00 Harris
81 Atascosa 8,400.00 Atascosa 1,200.00
Frio Frio 2,400.00
Karnes Karnes 1,200.00
LaSalle LaSalle 2,400,00
Wilson Wilson 1,200.00
82 Falls None
83 Brewster 6,162.00 Brewster 600.00
Jeff Davis Jeff Davis 672.00
Pecos Pecos 1,740.00
Presidio Presidio 600. 00
Reagan Reagan 1,050.00
Upton Upton 1,500.00
84 Hansford 3,000.00 Hansford - 471.00
Hutchinson Hutchinson 1,812.00
Ochiltree Ochiltree 717.00
85 Brazos 4,000.00 Brazos
86 Kaufman None
Rockwall
Van Zandt
87 Anderson 4,020, 00 Anderson 1,320.00
Freestone Freestone 2,400.00
Leon Leon, 300.00
Limestone
88 Hardin 6,076.50 Hardin 3,600.00
Tyler Tyler 2,476.50
89 Wichita 6,000.00 Wichita
a0 Stephens None
Young
g1 Eastland None
92 Hidalgo 10,000.00 Hidalgo
93 Hidalgo 10,000.00 Hidalgo
94 Nueces 8,000.00 Nueces
95 Dallas 12,000.00 Dallas-
96 Tarrant 12,000.00 Tarrant
97 Archer None
Clay
Montague
98 Travis 8,400,00 Travis
g9 Lubbock 5,000.00 Lubbock
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Supplemental Compensation of District Judges (Continued)

JUDICIAL

DISTRICT

100

101
102

103
104

108

106

107

108
108

110

111
112

113

114 -
115
116
117
118

119

120

COUNTY
OR
COUNTIES

Carson
Childress
Collingsworth
Donley

Hall

Dallas

Bowie
Red River

Cameron
Willacy

Taylor

Kenedy
Kleberg
Nueces

Dawson
Gaines
Garza
Lynn

Cameron
Willacy

Potter

Andrews
Crane
Winkler

Brikcoe
Dickens
Floyd
Motley

Webb
Crockett
Pecos
Sutton
Upton
Harris

Smith
Wood

Marion
Upshur
Wood
Dallas
Nueces
Glasscock
Howard
Martin
Concho
Runnels
Tom Green

El Paso

COUNTY
AMOUNT OF OR o
SUPPLEMENTAL COUNTIES
COMPENSATION (Annual) PAYING AMOUNT
4,800.00 Carson 1,200.00
Childress 1,200.00C
Collingsworth 600.00
Donley 600.00
Hall 1,200.00
12,000.00 Dallas
2,850.00 Bowie
10,550.00 Cameron
*1,500.00 Taylor
8,000.00
2,900.00 Each 725.00
11,292.00 Cameron
7,500.00 Potter
11,083.20 Andrews 3,763.20
Crane 3,540.00
Winklexr 3,780.00
None
8,700,00 Webb
5,482.44
13,300.00 Harris
6,000,00 Smith
None
12,000,00 Dallas
8,000.00 Nueces
None
2,070.90 Concho 61.89
Runnels 510,47
Tom Green 1,497,64
" 8,560,00 El Paso
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Supplemental Com\pensation of District Judges (Continued)

5

o g : COUNTY
- " COUNTY AMOUNT OF OR
JUDICIAL OR . . . SUPPLEMENTAL COUNTIES ‘
DISTRICT COUNTIES - COMPENSATION (Annial) PAYING _ AMOUNT
21 Cochran 4,800.00 Each 1,200.00
. : Hockley ’
Terry
Yoakum
122 ’ I Galveston 12,600.00 . Galveston
123 Panola 1,800.00
‘Shelby
124 .  Gregg 7,113..00 Gregg
125 ' Harris 13,300.00 Harris
126 " Travis 8,400.00 Travis
127 ~ Harris 13,300.00 . Harris
128 Orange 6,870.00 orange
129 . Harris 13,300.00 Harris
130 ‘Brazoria 13,169.92
: Fort Bend
Matagorda
Wharton
7131 * Bexar 12,000.00 Bexar
132 , . Borden o None
. _Scurry
133 ) Harris 13,300.00 Harris
134 Dallas 12,000.00 Dallas
185 Calhoun 12,768.00 Calhoun 2,160.00
: Goliad Goliad 1,296.00
Jackson Jackson 2,483.64
Refugio Refugio 2,182,36
Victoria Victoria 4,646, 00
136 Jefferson 9,895.99 Jefferson
137 Lubbock 5,000.00 Lubbock
138 Cameron 11,292.00 Cameron
) © Willacy
139 Hidalgo -. 10,000.00 Hidalgo
140 ' " Lubbock 5,000.00 Lubbock
-, 141 Tarrant 12,000.00 Tarrant
142 © Midland 3,600.00 Midland
143 © Loving . 6,000.00
: ' Reeves
’ Ward
144 - Bexar 12,000.00 , Bexar
145 Nacogdoches 3,960. 00 Nacogdoches
a6 Bell 3,600.00 . = Bell
147 Travis © 8,400,00 ‘ Travis
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Supplemental Compensation ofDisti'ict Judges (Continued)

.

[P

JUDICIAL

DISTRICT

148
149
150
151
152
153
15¢

155

156

157
158
159
180
161
162
163
164
165
166
167
168
169
170
171
172
173

174
175
176
177

COUNTY
OR
COUNTIES
Nueces
Brazoria
Bexar
Harris
Harris
Tarrant
Bailey
Lamb
Parmer
Austin
Fayette
Waller
Aransas
Bee .

Live Qak
McMullen

San Patricio

Harris
Denton
Angelina
Dallas
Ector
Dallas
Orange
Harris
Harris
Bexar
Travis

E1l Paso

.Bell

McLennan
El Paso

Jefferson

. Anderson

Henderson
Houston

Harris
Bexar
Harris

Harris

COUNTY
AMOUNT OF OR
SUPPLEMENTAL COUNTIES
COMPENSATION (Annual) ‘PAYING
8,000.60 Nueces
13,296.00 Brazoria
12,000.00 Bexar
13,300.00 Harris
13,300.00 Harris
12, 000.00 Tarrant
None
1,500,00 Austin
Fayette
4,452.00 Afansas
Bee ‘
Live Oak
McMullen
San Patricio
13,300.00 ‘Harris
4,939.20 Denton
4,000.00 ‘Angelina
12,000.00 Dallas
4,700.00 Ector
12,000.00 -Dallas
6,930.00 Orange
13,300.00 Harris
13,300.00 Harris
12,000.00 Bexar
8,400.00 Travis
8,560.00 El Pasc
‘3,600.00 Bell
5,040.00 MeLennan
8,560.00 El Paso
9,895,099 Jefferson
3,720.00 Anderéon
Henderson
Houston -
13,300.00 Harris
12;000.00 Bexar
. 13,300,00 Harris
13,300.00 Harris

AMOUNT

300.00
1,200.00

300.00
1,200.00
402.00
~ 150.00
2,400.00

1,320.00
1,200.00
1,200.00
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Supplementul Compensation of District Judges (Continued)

JUDICIAL

DISTRICT

178
179
180
181

182
183
184
185
186
187
188
189
190
191
192
193
194
195
198
197

198

199
200
201
202
203
204
205

206
207

COUNTY
OR
COUNTIES
Harris
Harris

Harris

Potter
Randall

Harris
Harris
Harris
Harris
Bexar
Bexar
Gregg
Harris
Harris
Dallas
Dallas
Dallas
Dallas
Dallas
Hunt

Cameron
Willacy

Bandera
Concho
Kerr
Kimble
MeCulloch
Menard
Collin
Travis
Travis
Bowie
Dallas
Dallas
Culberson
El Paso
Hudspeth
Hidalgo
Caldwell

Comal
Hays

COUNTY
AMOUNT OF OR
SUPPLEMENTAL COUNTIES
COMPENSATION (Anpual) PAYING
13,300.00 Harris
13,300.00 Harris
13,300.00 Harris
7,500.00 Potter
Randall
13,300.00 Harris
13,300.00 Harris
13,300.00 Harris
13,300.00 Harris
12,000.00 Bexar
12,000.00 Bexar
7,113.00 Gregg
13,300.00 Harris
13,300.00 Harris
12,000.00 Dallas
12,000.00 Dallas
12,000.00 Dallas
12,000.00 Dallas
12,000.00 Dallas
1,200.00 Hunt
11,300.00 Cameron
3,800.00 Bandera
Kerr
Kimble
McCulloch
3,600.00 Collin
8,400.00 Travis
8,400.00 Travis
1,981.44 Bowie
12,000.00 Dallas
12,000.00 ballas
8,556.00 El Paso
10,000.00 Hidalgo
3,000.00 Caldwell
Comal

AMOUNT

5,262,00
2,238.00

600.00
1,200.00
600.00
1,200.00

900.00
2,100.00
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Supplemental Compensation of District Judges (CGontinued)

JUDICIAL

DISTRICT

208
209
210

211
212
213
214
215
216

217
218

219
220

221
222

230
231
232
233
234

COUNTY
OR
COUNTIES

Harris

Harris
Culberson
El Paso
Hudspeth
Denton
Galveston
Tarrant
Nueces
Harris
Bandera
Gillespie
Kendall
Kerr
Kimble
Sutton
Angelina
Atascosa
Frio
Karnes
LaSalle
Wilson
Collin
Bosque
Comanche
Hamilton
Montgomery

Deaf Smith
QOldham

Gray
Bexar
Bexar
Bexar
Bexar
Harris
Duval
Jim' Hogg
Starr
Harris
Tarrant
Harris
Tarrant

Harris

COUNTY
AMOUNT OF QR
SUPPLEMENTAL COUNTIES
COMPENSATION (Annual) PAYING
13,300.00 Harris
13,300.00 Harris
8,560.00 E1l Paso
4,461.60 Denton
12,600.00 Galveston
12,000.,00 Tarrant
8,000.00 Nueces
13,300.00 Harris
5,400.00 Bandera
Gillespie
Kendall
Kerr
Kimble
Sutton
4,000.00 Angelina
8,400.00 Atascosa
Frio
Karnes
LaSalle
Vilson
3,600.00 Collin
2,700.00 Bosque
Comanche
Hamilton
2,400,00 Montgomery
None
1,200.00 Gray
12,000.00 Bexar
12,000.00 Bexar
12,000.00 Bexar
12,000.00 Bexar
13,300.00 " Harris
3,600.00 . Each
13,300.00 Harris
12,000.00 Tarrant
13,300.00 Harris
12,000,00 Tarrant
13,300.00 Harris

AMOUNT

600.00
1,200.00
1,200.00
1,200.00

600.00

600.00

1,200.00
2,400.00
1,200.00
2,400,00
1,200,00

600.00
1,200.00
900,00.

1,200.00
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Supplemental Compensation of District Judges (Continued)

JUDICIAL
DISTRICT

235

236
237
238
239
240
241
242

243
244
245
246
247
248
249

250
251

262
253

254
25656
257
2568

259

260
261

5, 562

263
300
301

COUNTY
OR
COUNTIES
Cooke
Jack
Wise
Tarrant
Lubbock
Midland
Brazoria
Fort Bend
Smith
Castro
Hale
Swishexr
El Paso
Ector
Harris
Harris
Harris

Harris

Johnson
Somervell

Travis

Potter
Randall

Jefferson

‘Chambers

Liberty
Dallas
Dallas
Harris
Polk

San Jacinto

Trinity

Jones
Shackelfqrd

Orange
Travis
Harris
Harris
Brazoria

Dallas

COUNTY
AMOUNT OF OR
SUPPLEMENTAL COUNTIES
COMPENSATION (Annual) PAYING
4,728.00 Cooke
Jack
Vise
12,000.00 Tarrant
5,000.00 Lubbock
3,960.00 Midland
12,600.00 Brazoria
3,600.00 Fort Bend
6,000.00 Smith
3,000.00 ’
8,560.00 El Paso
4,700.00 Ector
13,300.00 Harris
13,300.00 Harris
13,300.00 Harris
13,300.00 Harris
6,000 Johnson
Somervell
8,400.00 Travis
7,500.00 Potter
Randall
9,895.99 Jefferson
6,600.00
12,000.00 Dallas
12,000.00 Dallas
_13,300.06 Harris
2,580.00 Polk
San Jacinto
Trinity
None
6,870.00 Qrange
8,400,00 Travis
13,300.00 Harris
13,300.00 Harris
13,432.00 Brazoria
12,000.00 Dallas

AMOUNT

2,580.00
600. 00
1,548.00

3,600.,00
2,400.00

5,262.00
2,238.00

1,980.00
300.00
300.00
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Supplemental Compensation of District JudeS'(Coﬁiinued)

JUDICIAL
DISTRICT

302
303
304
305
306
307
308
309
310
311
312
313
314
315
316
317
318
319
320
321
322
323
324
325
326
327
328
329
330

CRIMINAL

DISTRICT

COURTS

1

2
3
4

COUNTY

OR
COUNTIES
Dallas
Dallas
Dallas
Dallas
Galveston
Gregg
Harris
Harris
Hérris
Harris
Harris
Harris
Harris
Harris
Hutchinson
Jefferson
Midland
Nueces
Potter
Smith
Tarrant
Tarrant
Tarrant
Tarrant
Taylor
El Paso
Port Bend
Wharton
Dallas

Dallas
Dallas
Dallas

Dallas

COUNTY

AMOUNT OF OR :
SUPPLEMENTAL _ COUNTIES
COMPENSATION (Annual) -  PAYING
12,000.00- © Dallas
12,000.00 Dallas
12,000.00 Dallas
12,000.00 Dallas
.12,600.00 Galvestoh
7,824.30 Gregg
13,300.00 - Harris
13,300.60 Hérris
13,300.00 Harris
13,300.00 ~ Harris
13,300.00 Harris
13,300.00 Harris
13,300.00 Harris
13,300.00 - Harris
3,000.00 Hutchinson
9,895,99 Jefferson
3,960.00 Midland
8,000.00 Nueces
7,500.00 Pqtter
6,000.00. " Smith
12,000.00 Tarrant
12,060.60 Tarrant
12,000.00 Tarrant
. 12,0QO.DO Tarrant
1,500.00 vTaylor
8,560.00 El Paso
3,600.00 Fort Beﬁd
3,600.00 Wharton
12,000.00 Dallas
12,000.00 Dallas
12,000.00 Dallas -
12,000.00 ‘Dallas
12,Qdo.oo'

:Dallas‘
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Supplemental Compensation of District Judges (Continued)

COUNTY
CRIMINAL COUNTY AMOUNT OF OR
DISTRICT OR SUPPLEMENTAL COUNTIES
COURTS _ COUNTIES COMPENSATION (Annual) PAYING
8 Dallas 12,000.00 Dallas
1 Jefferson 9,895.99 Jefferson
1 Tarrant 12,000.00 Tarrant
2 Tarrant 12,000.00 Tarrant
3 Tarrant 12,000.00 Tarrant
4 Tarrant 12,000.00 Tarrant
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"CAUTIONARY STATEMENT

Perhaps more caution should be used in drawing
general conclusions from court statistics than frein
statistics on other subjects. The included data do not
attempt to portray everything courts or judges do, or
how much time is spent on court-related activities not
represented by these court statistics,

Regarding appellate courts, temporary emergencies
_ such as illness of a judge or unusually burdensome
cases may distort the statistical picture. In addition,
there is no reliable way to ascertain the time spent by

appellate or trial judges in study or research in the
.composing of their opinions and decisions.

At least two factors are not represented in the dis-
trict court statistics presented and should be borne in
mind when evaluating judicial output:

1. One very complicated ¢case may consume an in-

ordinate amount of time compared to less com-

plicated or lengthy cases.

2. The judges of district courts in most non-metro-
politan areas spend more time traveling between
different counties comprising a single district
than do their metropolitan counterparts, and a
metropolitan complex of many judges of identical
jurisdiction permits judicial efficiencies not avail-
able in non-metropolitan areas.

Particularly the county court judges, justices of the
peace, and municipal court judges spend a large
amount of time counseling with the people in their
communities, and as a result of this counseling, many
cases are not filed. In addition, many of these judges
have non-judicial responsibilities as a result of their
position in the community which are not reflected in
these statistics.
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SUPREME COURT

The Supreme Court of Texas is the highest state
court for civil appeals and promulgates the rules of
civil procedure for the courts of the state. It is com-
posed of the Chief Justice and eight associate justices.

A record number of applications for writs of error
were filed in the Supreme Court during 1977. Seven.
hundred sixty-six applications were filed, compared to
693 in 1976—an increase of 11 percent and 20 percent
higher than the ten-year average of 638. In 1977, 103
new
Court hears oral argument and delivers an opinion—
reached the docket, compared to 111 in 1976 and the
ten-year average of 100. New civil mandamus matters
remained practically the same-—86 in 1976 and 88 in
1977 but criminal mandamus matters decreased 11
percent—from 171 to 153 in 1977.

In 1977, the Supreme Court disposed of 78 percent
of the regular causes docketed during 1977 or carried
over from 1976, the same percentage as in 1976.
Eighty-one percent of the applications for writs of er-

“regular causes’-—primarily cases in which the

ror were disposed of during the year, compared to 85
percent during 1976.

The Court delivered 84 deciding opinions in 1977
compared to 107 in 1976. A total of 109 opinions was
written (including Rule 483 per curiam opinions), an
average of 12 per justice.

The Supreme Court disposed of 717 applications for
writs of error from decisions of the courts of civil ap-

peals, compared to. 667 in 1976, and an average of 80

per justice. Fourteen percent of the 717 applications
were granted. Of the granted writs, the Court of Civil

Appeals was reversed in 66 percent of the cases for ;

an effective reversal rate of the courts of civil appeals
of 6 percent.

Forty-two regular causes were pending at the end of .

1977—12 more than at the end of 1976, a%d 8 cases

more than the ten-year average. The number of appli-

cations for writs of error remaining on the docket at
the end of 1977 was 171—40 percent more than the 122
at the end of 1976 and 63 percent more than the ten-
year average of 105.

Figure 7. SUPREME COURT
Cases filed, dispased and pending 1968-1877

S§3SVI 40 HIFNNN'

1971

PENDING

msposenm

" Applications foi
. wiitg 5t geror

Rigular causer
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SUPREME COURT
1977 Statistics

i. REGULAR CAUSES™

On Docket Within the Yeaxr:

Carried over from 1976 (Pending under submission-——=—eeee- 21
(Pending set for submission-—--—--—-- 9
By granted applications for writ of error 70
By granted motions for leave to file petitions for writ of
mandamus ; i : 16
By direct appeals filed. - 5
By granted habeas corpus filed —— 3
By Rule 483 (Texas Rules of Civil Procedure) —— ——— _9
Total 133

Dispositions:

Judgment (or judgments) affirmed, or reformed or modified and

affirmed 21
Judgment of Court of Civil Appeals reversed (or in part) and
judgment of trial court affirmed 22
Judgments reversed (or in part) and cause remanded to trial
court — - 12
Judgments of Court of Civil Appeals reversed in part and affirmed
in part and reversed portion remanded to trial court-~——-———w—eece- 3
Judgment of Court of Civil Appeals reversed (or in part) and
cause remanded to that court------~ -— 4
Judgments reversed or in part and judgment rendered (or
in part)e-———— —— - 4
Causes dismisséd as moot~=—mm=mmemmmearmma—— ——— e 4
Mandamus (Writs granted--- S 14
(Writs denied - 0
(Writs dismissed-- - 0
Direct Appeal (Judgment of trial court affirmed-- 3
(Judgment of trial court reversed-- 1
(Judicial removal proceeding—------ 1
Habeas Corpus (Relator discharged 1
: (Dismissed as moQt-—-—-———=ccmoaamao 1
Sub Total — 91
(Pending under submission----- 27
(Pending set for submission--- _15

3
o)
(2
)
)
1
i
(
|
1
1
1
i
]
¥
]
]
]
[}
|
[}
[}
I
]
[}
1
[}
1
|
-
w
©

Causes submitted in 1977 - o e e e

[* 3]
(1]

#'Reqular Causes! ave reported in a separate category because they ave the cases which pass
through most, if not ally of the steps of the regular appellate decision-making process.
"Regular Causés" are cases in which oral argument of counsel in open court is received (un-
lese waived) and in which the court’s decision-is usually reported in a written opinion.
Moat are reviewed in conference by the Supreme Court, before oral argument and decision,
upon application for writ of error, with three or more of the justices voting thut the
decigion of the Court of Civil Appeals was erroneous and that the writ therefore should be
granted., A similar procedure is followed regarding petitions for original mandamus and
habeas corpus, which become "Reqular Causes' only.after review and vote in conference.
Cases cther than "Regular Causes' include such actiong ag the court's rejeciion in conference
of ‘an application for writ of error or application to file a petition for' original mandamus
or habeas corpus. This category is obyiously larger than that of "Regular Causes.
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Supreme Court
1977 Statistics (Continued)

II. CASES OTHER THAN REGULAR CAUSES
APPLICATIONS FOR WRITS OF ERROR

On Docket Within the Year:

Carried over from 1976 -

Filed in 1977 -

Total
Dispositions: ST S
Granted
Refused
Refused, No Reversible Error
Dismissed for want of jurisdiction - -
Joint motion of parties to dismiss - )
Dismissed by order of Court---
Sub Total
Carried over to 1978
Total

MANDAMUS ~ CIVIL

"~ On Docket:

Carried over from 1976
Filed in 1977

Total
Dispositions:
Granted---
Overruled--- —_—
Dismissed on relator's motion
Sub Tq?al
Carried over to 1978 - 5
Total

MANDAMUS -~ CRIMINAL

On Docket:

Carried over from 1976 ————

Filed in 1977

Total i
Disgositions:
O

Dismissed as moot - L 2
Dismissed for want of prosecution
Dismissed for want of merit-- - -

: Sub Total
Carried over to 1978

Total~ -
. ) 08

122
766

e |ogeax
N INVOlH®

49

202

o
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- Supreme Cé‘urt‘ -
1977 Statistics - (Continiied)

HABEAS CORPUS

On Docket:

Filed in 1977

Dispositions:

Granted
Denied —
Total -
WRIT OF PROHIBITION
On Docket:

Filed in 1977 - -

Dispositions:

Overruled - . -
Total
MOTIONS
Motions for Rehearing of Causes
On Docket:

Carried over from 1976 o

Filed in 1977 _—

Total -
Dispositions:
Overruled e e et et ot e it i 1 e e o e e
Granted - ——

Sub Total=crmm—mem e e e
Carried ovexr to 1978 ——

Total ——

Motions for Rehearing of Applications for Writs of Error

On Docket:

_Carried over from 1976 -

Filed in 1977--- - -

Total--mmmomm e e e e
Dispositions:
Overruled — _
Granted - .

Sub Total-=+=~———ew= -
Carried over to 1978-—————cmm—w- - -

Total-mrmr e s

<

Motions for Rehearing of Motion for Leave to File Petitions

Writs of Mandamus

On Docket:

Filed in 1977~ : — —

11

o

11

[+31
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Supreme Court
1977 Statistics (Continued)

Dispositions:

Overruled-———-———m e e

Total

Miscellaneous motions passed on by the Court in 1977-————meemm—eaco
OPINIONS DELIVERED BY THE COURT IN 1977

Deciding Causes - . .
Concurring -
Dissenting
Per Curiam on applications, motions, etc

Total--

RECAPITULATION

Regular causes determined by Court in 1977 ———
Applications for writs of error determined by Court in 1977-——=—-—=

Motions for leave to file. petitions for writ of mandamus
involving civil cases determined by Court in 1977

Motions for leave to file petitions<for writ of mandamus
involving criminal cases determined by Court in 1977-——-——e——e—=

Petitions for writs of habeas corpus determinedkby Court in 1977--
Writs of Prohibition determined by Court in 1977--——-—mecmemeca——

Total number of cases passed on by Court in 1977

Motions for rehearing of causes .determined by Court in 1977---—-—v

Motions for rehearing of applicatidns for writs of error
determined by Court in 1977 -

Motions for rehearing of motions for leave to file petitions
for writ of mandamus determined by Court in 1977--e—e—emmmmena—o

Miscellaneous motions passed on by Court in 1977-c---mm—manicemmaoo
Total number of motions passed on by Court in 1977-—s-—em——meo—m——s
Regular causes pending at close of December 31,'1977 ______________
Applications for writ of error pending at that time-=-c—-=—m———a--
Motions for rehearing of causes pending at that time-<eime—o————eac -
Motions for rehearingjof applicaticns pending at that time-w——e-—=

Motions for leave to file petitions for writ of mandamus in
civil cases pending at that time : —— —————

Motions for leave to file petitions for writ of mandamus in
c¢riminal cases pending at that, time

Total number of cases pending at close of December 31, 1977-——w<e-

73

g1
717

20

159
11

1,071

60

253

__713
393
42
171

31

43

295
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Supreme Court

1977 ‘Statistics (Continued)

OPINIONS WRITTEN BY JUSTICES OF THE SUPREME COURT

1977
Original Concurring Dissenting Per Total
Opinions
Deciding Per
Justices Causes Opinions Opinions Curiam Justice
Joe R. Greephill 9 2 1 12
Chief Justice
Zollie Steakley 9 2 11
Associate Justice
Jack Pope 12 3 15
Associate Justice
1Thomas M. Reaviey 9 1 3 13
Associate Justice
)
Sears. McGee S 3 8
Associate Justice
James G, Denton 8 1 9
‘Associate Justice
Price Daniel i 8 % 1 °
Associate Justice b
Sam Johnson 8 1 7 16
Associate Justice
2
Charles W. Barrow k 2 2
Associate Justice
3r. c. Chadick 2 2
Associate Justice :
4
Donald B, Yarbrough , 1 2 3
Associate Justice
Rule 483, T.R.C.P. ~9 ; — — 2 S
84 . 23 9 109

TOTAL

lResigned October 4, 1977

Began July 25, 1977

3Began ‘October 5, 1977

Be%ﬁn January 2, 1977 and Resigned July 24, 1977
| .

s
\

it

e






Supreme Court
1977 Statistics (Continued) )

ACTION BY THE SUPREME COURT IN CASES FROM THE
COURTS OF CIVIL APPEALS
ON WRIT OF ERROR GRANTED 1877

COURT
AND
LOCATION

COURT C.C.A. REV. REV. & REV. TOTAL
OF REV. AND REM. : c
CIVIL TRIAL REM. TO AND FOR
APPEALS COURT TO TRIAL

AFF. AFF. C.C.A. COURT REN. COURT

FIRST
AT
HOUSTON

SECOND
AT
FORT WORTH

THIRD
AT
AUSTIN

FOURTH
AT
SAN ANTONIO

FIFTH
AT
DALLAS

SIXTH
AT
TEXARKANA

SEVENTH
AT
AMARILLO

EIGHTH
AT
EL PASO

NINTH
AT
BEAUMONT

TENTH
AT
WACO

ELEVENTH
AT
EASTLAND

TWELFTH
AT
TYLER

THIRTEENTH
AT
CORPUS CHRISTI

FOURTEENTH

AT
HOUSTDN

TOTAL

13 3 33 8

[4]]

223 23 2% 13 66

. . : e 127%;



.COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS

The Court of Criminal Appeals is the highest state
coirt for criminal appeals and during 1977 was com-
posed of a Presiding Judge, four judges and two pex-
manent commissioners, By a constitutional amend-
ment adopted in November, 1977, the Court is now
composed of a Presiding Judge and eight judges. In
addition, pursuant to Article 1811e, V.A.T.S,, five spe-
cial commissioners sérved the Court st various times
during the year. The special commissioners included
two retired judges who assisted throughout the year
and three justices from the courts of civil appeals who
assisted during January and February, 1577.

The Court of Criminal Appeals faced another record
caseload in 1977. The 3,267 new cases docketed in the
Court represent a 33 percent increase over the 2,458
cases docketed in 1976 and were 101 percent higher
than the ten-year average of 1,625.

A total of 1,396 applications for writs of habeas cor-
pus and mandamus were filed during 1977. One thou-
sand three hundred sixty-one matters were disposed
of in 1977, an increase of 27 percent over the 1976
total of 1,092 and 65 percent higher than the ten-
year average.

An amendment to Article 40.09, sec. 16, C.C.P., ef-
fective May 25, 1977, gave the Court exclusive power
to grant extensions of time for the filing of transcrip-
tions of court reporters’ notes, bills of exception and
briefs in criminal cases. The Court heard and dis-
posed of 1,887 such applications.

In 1977, the Court of Criminal Appeals disposed of
57 percent of the cases docketed during the year or
carried over from 1976, compared to 67 percent the
previous year. Eighty-two percent were dispogzd of by
per curiam opinions, compared to 75 percent in 1976.

Two thousand seven hundred seventy-eight opin-
ions (including dissents and concurrences) were writ-
ten in 1977, 28 percent more than the 1976 total of
2,171, Twentv four percent of these were authored

_ opinions.

The Court of Criminal Appeals affirmed the trial
court’s decision in 74 percent of the cases reviewed
and dismissed or abated the appeal in an additional
10 percent.

One thousand nine hundred four docketed cases
were pending at the end of 1977 — 77 percent higher
than a vear earlier and 167 percent higher than the
ten-year average of 714,

Based on the service of five judges and four full-
time commissioners, the caseload per judge in the
Court of Criminal Appeals was higher than that of
the other appellate courts. The number of cases filed
per judge or comm;ssmner increased to 263 in 1977
from 273 in 1976. -

The intermediate state appellate courts in Texas do
not have criminal jurisdiction. As a result, appeals in
criminal cases are directly to the Court of Criminal
Appeals from the district and county courts., Due to

128

Figure 2, COURT OF GRIMINAL APPEALS
Cases filed , disposed and pending 1968-1977

300
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FILED ==mme DISPOSED wwm== PENDING +esse

the absence of an intermediate appellate court system
for criminal cases, the Court of Criminal Appeals
hears cases which in other states would be heard by
one or more intermediate courts.

The Court of Criminal Appeals is also burdened by
the provision of Article 44.24 of the Code of Criminal
Procedure which requires the Court to deliver a writ-
ten opinion or certificate with citation of supporting
authorities in each case it decides. This rule resulted

" in the five judges and four commissioners of the Court

writing an average of 308 opinions each during 1977.
In 1976, the average was 242.



- COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS

1977 Statistics

Cases pending January 1, 1977
Cases filed for the year ending December 31, 1877
Cases reinstated on the docket

Cases disposed of for the year ending December 31, 1977

Cases pending December 31, 1977:

Under submission on rehearing
Under original submissio
Pending on motion for leave to file motion for rehearing
Waiting to become final or for motion for leave to file motion for rehearing----~——--
Pending on motion for rehearing
Unsubmitted cases

On appeal to the United Htates Supreme Court

Total

Disposition of cases for period mentioned:

Affirmed
Reformed and effirmed
Appeals dismissed
Appeals abated
Reversed and remanded
Reversed and dismissed
Reversed and bail granted
Reversed:
Remanded to trial court for hearing on punishment e
Habeas corpus relief granted PO A,
Habeas corpus relief denied: :
Applications for writ of mandamus granted
Application for writ of mandamus denied s

Total

Disposition of motions for leave to file motions for rehearing:

Leave to file motions for rehearing denied
I.eave to file motions for rehearing granted

Total
Motions for rehearing disposed of by the Court:
Motions overruled without written opinion
Motions overruled with written opinion
Motions granted with written opinion
Total

Number of opinions written by the Court:

Original opinion
Concurring opinions
Dissenting opinions
Opinions concurring in part and dissenting in part
Opinions granting rehearing
Opinions denying rehearing

Total

Applications for writ of habeas corpus, etc, received for the year ending
December 31, 1977

Applications for writ of habeas corpus, etc. pending January 1, 1977-

Disposition of applications for writ of habeas corpus, etc. for the year
ending December 31, 1977: )

Applications for writ of habeas corpus, ets, denied with written order
(rehearings included)
Applications for writ of habeas corpus, etc. denied without written. order
*“  (rehearings included) - -

Applications for writ of habeas corpus dismissed
Applications for writ of habeas corpus, ete. ordered filed and set for
submissio
Applications for writ of habeas corpus, etc, marked '"no action"
Hearings ordered on applications for writ of habeas corpus, etec.
Out of time appeals granted -
Applications for writ of habeas corpus granted with written order
Total

Applications for writ of habeas corpus, ete. under consideration of the Court---—c-—co—cw——— .

lApplications for extension of time heard and disposed of

Appealed cases disposed of for the year ending December 31, 1877

Applications for writ of 'habeas corpus, etc. disposed of for the year ending
December 31, 19777' -

7

Total

1075
3267
113

367

476

30
1133

4455
2551

D

1pn amendment to Article 40,09, Section 16, V.A.C.C.P., effective May 25, 1977, gave this Court

exclusive power to grant extensions of time for the filing of transcriptions of court reporter's

notes, hills of exception and briefs.
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Court of Criminal Appeals
- 1977 Statistics (Continued)

OPINIONS WRITTEN BY THE COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS IN 1977

Per Signed Concurring Digsenting Opinions Opinions Opinions
Concurring
Curiam In Part & Granting Denying
Dissenting

Judge Opinjons Opinions Opinions Opinions In Part ) Rehearing Rehearing Total
John F. Onion, dJr. 237 67 i3 3 2 2 7 331
Presiding Judge

Leon Pouglas 212 59 8 52 4 2 3 340
Judge

Truman Roberts 237 63 5 26 2 0 1 334
Judge ,

Wendell A. Odom 219 67 4 6 = 1 7 1 305
Judge

W. T. Phillips 215 40 4 14 2 7 1 2 278
Judge .

Tom G. Davis 233 50 Q 0 0 Q 2 285
Commissioner

Carl E, F, Dally 229 63 0 0 0 1 3 26
Commissioner

THoward P. Green 229 42 0 0 a 2 0 273
Commissioner

Archie S. Brown 269 a3 0 . )] 0 4 - 1 307
Commissioner 3 i

2Quentin Keith 6 2 o o o 0 0o 8
Commissioner

2yilliam Cornelius 9 3 0 0 0 (i} 0 1%
Commissiorer : ;

e i

2Charles Reynolds 7 2 0 G 0 0 0 9 !

Commissioner .
Total 2102 491 34 101 11 : : 19 20 2778

lpeceased November 1977.

2served January and February 1977.
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COURTS OF CIVIL APPEALS

The 14 courts of civil appeals exercise intermediate
appellate jurisdiction in civil cases. Each court has
geographical jurisdiction in a supreme judicial dis-
trict. Each of the courts has three justices, for a total
of 42 intermediate appellate justices in the state.

Cases filed in all the courts of civil appeals during
1977 increased 8 percent over 1976 and were 35 per-
cent higher than the ten-year average. More new cases
were filed in 1977 than in 1976 in all but six courts.
Of the courts with increased filings, the El Paso court
experienced the largest percentage increase — 54 per-
cent (38 cases) — and the First Court in Houston the
largest increase in actual number of filings — 44
cases. The Dallas Court continued to receive more
new filings than any of the other courts — 346, com-
pared to the average of 141 (Figure 5). The two courts
at Houston, each of which have jurisdiction over the
same geographical area, recejved a total of 443 new
cases, 25 cases more than in 1976.

In 1977, the courts of civil appeals together disposed
of 64 percent of the cases filed during the year or car-
ried over from 1976, the same as the previous year.
The 1,898 dispositions were 32 percent higher than
the ten-year average of 1,434 and eleven percent
higher than 1976’s 1,717 dispositions. The Dallas
Court had the highest number of dispositions — 181
— compared to the average for the 14 courts of 136.
All but two of the courts disposed of more cases in
1977 than in 1976.

In 1977, a total-of 1,771 opinions were written by
the courts of civil appeals, compared to 1,562 in 1976.
The Beaumont Court wrote the largest number of opin-
ions — 163 — compared to the average per court of
127 (up from 112 in 1976).

The average number of written opinions per Justlce
for all courts was 42, up from 37 in 1976.

The courts of civil appeals reversed, at least in part,
the decision of the trial court in 27 percent of the cases
disposed, compared to 28 percent in 1976.

At the end' of 1977, 1,080 cases remained on the
courts of civil:appeals dockets, for subsequent dispo-
sition, a-10 percent increase over the previous year.
The number of cases pending at the end of 1977 was
57 percent higher than the ten-year average of 689. Of
the 1,080 cases pending Decsmber 31, 1977, 194 had
been on the docket six to 12 months and 9 had been
pending more than 4 year,

One hundred two cases were pending on the docket
of the Dallas Court at the close of the year. The num-
ber for the other courts ranged down to 50 at Texar-
kana. The average number pending for all courts was
77, up from 70 at the end of 1976.

The average lapse of time between the filing of a
case in a court of civil appeals and its disposition
ranged from 4 1/4 months in the Dallas and Waco

Courts to 8 1/4 months in the Amarillé Court. The -

average for all courts was .6 months, up from 5 1/2
months in 1976.

While the 14 courts of civil appeals operate to a large
extent as autonomous courts in specific geographical
areas, some desirable aspects of unification are
achieved by transfer of cases among the courts by

~order of the Supreme Court pursuant to Article 1738,

V.A.T.S. The Supreme Court transferred 415 cases
during 1977, 18 percent more than 351 transferred in
1976.

Figure 3, COURTS OF CIVIL APPEALS
Cases filed, disposed and pending 1968- 1977
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The Dallas Coféirt received the most relief from these is shown in Figure 4. The workload of the courts after
transfers: of the 415.cases transferred to other courts transfers were made is shown by the total bar above
(disregarding transfers between  the two Houston the center line. This workload ranged from 97 cases
Courts), 157 were transferred from the Dallas Court. = at Amarillo and 98 at Fort Worth to 189 in Dallas and
The Eastland and Waco Courts received the most Waco, a range considerably narrower than the range
transferred cases — 85 and 101, respectively. of filings (41 at Tyler to 346 at Dallas).

The net result of these transfers for the year 1977

Figure 4. COURTS OF CIVIL APPEALS
Workloads and cases transferred 1977

190

210 ¢ o
200 WORKLOAD g

¢ ) I
Dallas

C 180
. 170
160

{ Beaumont

150
140
130

E } San Antonio
Jeseorsac | (] [ [ [ [ [ [ | |
Corpus Christi

Austin

| Eastland

|

Amarillo

T

120
110

Fort Worth
“]| Texarkana

*100
90

80
70

60
50

40

-

20
10

S$3SVYO 40 HIgWNN

. . i
¢

)

10

20

/

40
50

R o) R Y R

3

2
2%

70

80

100
100

120
130

casesFitep NI |-

CASES TRANSFERRED
FROM OTHER COURTS

Wp

149

150

132



$S3SYI 40 H3agunn

360

Figure 5. COURTS OF CIVIL APPEALS
Cases filed, disposed and pending 1977
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COURTS OF CIVIL APPEALS
1977 Statistics

&
& § . -
s i Fesbbpordlifbssén Fef 58
Fe S 6§ 86 Sos Lol Sof b0f S T5.5 5.8 5 585 5.8 58 §
T§ S8 NS§ SSF NE§ USF 9§ Yoy SEF 0% A%§ OYk 8§ S8 &
N
1. Cases pending January 1 67 102 96 85 91 44 86 52 66 43 50 60 55 81 978
2. New cases filed 235 *117° #183 201 346 62 *117 108 81 *90 48 *41 132 208 1969
3. Cases transferred in 4 1 Q 1 Q 47 Q 37 75 101 85 68 o 7 431
4. Cases transferred out 71 20 50 67 167 1 20 1 0 2 1 1 0 40 431
5. Rehearings grantéd 3 5 S5 0 3 0 (¢} 1 2 5 2 4 1 [+] 31
6. Cases affirmed 69 61 68 47 56 47 53 48 78 RO 53 65 58 80 863
7. Cases modified and/or reformed and affirmed 2 3 4 5 6 4 5 2 2 ] 2 1 4 S 51
8. Cases affirmed in part and in part reversed and remanded 2 5 2 3 <] 1 1 2 2 1 1 2 3 4 35
9. Cases affirmed in part and in part reversed and rendered 1 5 1 0 3 Q 1 3 2 2 5 1 & 7 36
10. Cases reversed and remanded 29 18 20 22 33 14 15 1n- 29 37 26 14 17 20 305
11. Cases reversed and rendered 8 10 1o 10 12 9 12 7 18 8 12 9 7 4 138
12. Cases dismissed:
{a) with written opinion 4 2 7 16 8 13 Bf 7 9 14 8 17 8 1 125
(b) without written opinion 18 15 16 19 30 2 11 12 13 0 10 0 0 20 166
13. Cases otherwise disposed:
(a) with written opinion 19 g 6 4 20 12 2 10 8 6 3 3 9 17 126
(b) without written opinion 7 1 9 4 9 0 o 4 2 [+] o 0 1 16 53
14. Total cases disposed of 159 129 143 130 181 102 lo8 106 181 156 120 112 112 179 1898
15. Total cases decided;
(2) including dismissals with opinion 134 113 118 107 142 100 97 a0 146 156 110 112 111 ) 143§:¥‘ 1679
(b} excluding dismissals with opinion 130 111 112 91 136 87 89 83 137 137 102 85 103 : 142 1554
16. Cases pending December 31 B84 76 o1 80 102 50 ki 81 81 64 60 76 7 1080
On Mocket:
(a) pending up to 6 months 79 53 72 67 99 35 53 61 53 75 55 52 50 73 877
(b) pending from 6 to 12 months 1 23 19 22 3 14 22 27 10 6 9 8 26 4 194
(¢} pending over .12 months 4 0 [} 1 0 1 0 3 o} 0 0 0 V] 0 8
Average time between ‘dates of f£iling and disposition (months) 4% ki3 6 6 43 7 83 6% 4% a3 5% 7 7% 8% 6

*Includes 1 case remanded from the Supreme Court

#Includes 1 case reinstated







Courts of Civil Appeals
1977 Statistics (Continued)

OPINIONS WRITTEN BY JUSTICES OF THE COURTS OF CIVIL APPEALS

1977
COURT ORIGINAL CON- DIS- OPINIONS OPINIONS OPINIONS PER TOTAL TOTAL
OPINIONS
AND OF THE CURRING SENTING REFUSING GRANTING < DISMISSING PER PER
COURT ON
JUSTICES MERITS OPINIONS OPINIONS REHEARING REHEARING APPEAL CURIAM JUSTICE COURT
FIRST
Tom F. Coleman 42 1 1 44}
Frank G. Evans 39 1 40) 134
Phil Peden 42 1 2 1 2 48)
2 2)
SECOND
Frank A. Massey 36 1 1 2 40)
W. A. Hughes, Jr. 33 33) 112
Joe Spurlock 31 3 34)
5 5)
THIRD
John C. Phillips 28 1 29)
Trueman O'Quinn 34 34) 121
Bob Shannon 42 1 1 5 5 54)
4 4)
FOURTH
lCharles W. Barrow 28 2 1 1 32)
Carlos C. Cadena 19 4 6 29)
Fred V. Klingeman 28 2 30) 120
2Robert R. Murray 13 1 1 15)
14 14)
FIFTH
Clarence A. Guittard 43 1 2 7 2 55)
Ted M. Akin 42 1 5 3 4 1 56) 161
Ted Z. Robertson 42 2 2 2 48)
2 2)
SIXTH
37, €. Chadick 20 3 23)
Bill Cornelius 31 2 1 3] 39) 1086
C. L. Ray, Jr. 29 1 2 5 37)
4stephen Oden 7 7
SEVENTH
James Ellis 23 2 25)
Mary Lou Robinson 27 1 28)
Charles Reynolds 29 3 1 1 1 35) 105
Bcarlton B. Dodson 6 8)
11 11)
EIGHTH
S. F. Preslar 26 4 1 31)
Max N. Osborn 32 1 1 2 38) 99
William E. Ward 24 2 26)
6 6)
NINTH
Martin Dies, Jr. 35 1 4 1 1 42)
Quentin Keith 56 3% 3% i 1 65)
TH. E. Stephenson 23 2 4 29) 163
BHarold R. Clayton 17 17)
10 10
TENTH
Frank G. McDonald 48 2 8 58)
Vic Hall 50 1 1 3 3 58) 160
John A. James, Jr. 34 2 8 44)
ELEVENTH
Austin O, MeCloud 30 2 32)
Raleigh Brown 38 1 1 [} 46) 117
Esco Walter 35 2 1 1 39)
TWELFTH B
Otis T. Dunagan ‘33 1 2 36)
James H. Moore 28 1 2 31) 114
Connally McKay 29 1 30),
17 17)
THIRTEENTH
Paul W. Nye 31 1 1 1 34)
Gerald T. Bissett 35 1 36) 116
Horace S.. Young 34 34)
11 11)
FOURTEENTH B i
Curtiss Brown 53 1 1 55) g
Edward D. Coulson 45 3 13 47) 144
George E. Cire 41 41)
—_ _ —_— — S | -1
TOTALS 1491 24% 47% 25% 31% 68 83 1771 1771

lAppointed to Supreme Court effective 7-15-77

2Appointed effective 9-1-77

3Appointed to Supreme Court effective 10-6-77

Appointed effective 10-6-77

SRetired effective 8-31-77
SAppointed effective 9-1-77
TRetired effective 8-31-77
Appointed effective 9-1-77
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" Courts of Civil Appeals

1977 Statistics
{Continued)

CASES FILED

COURT
AND
LOCATION

1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973

1974

1975

1976

1977

FIRST
AT
HOUSTON

SECOND
AT
FORT WORTH

THIRD
AT
AUSTIN

FOURTH
AT
SAN ANTONIO

FIFTH
AT
DALLAS

SIXTH
AT
TEXARKANA

SEVENTH
AT
AMARILLO

EIGHTH
AT
EL PASO

NINTH
AT
BEAUMONT

TENTH
AT
WACO

ELEVENTH
AT
EASTLAND

TWELFTH
AT
TYLER

THIRTEENTH
"AT
CORPUS CHRISTI

- ~FOURTEENTH

AT
HOUSTON

TOTALS

161 154 139 153 181 187
94 83 110 98 97 100
70 74 87 99 105 115
o1 85 103 90 112 115

177 175 187 236 236 207
43 31 39 47 62 54
94 117 101 102 100 98
65 73 75 76 65 56
67 61 48 67 94 78
51 54 54 48 54 38
33 46 60 54 47 23
a1 46 54 52 53 40
86 51 72 94 75 76

60 103 99 112 116 145

115

123

1i4

258

48

99

65

79

54

62

a7

107

161

1,133 1,153 1,228 1,328 1,397 1,332 1,502

189

119

148

172

301

54

113

70

80

60

54

60

113

231

1,764

191

141

162

195

304

49

120

70

82

73

53

63

94

227

1,824

235
116
182
201
346

62
116
108

81

89

48

" 40
132
208

1,969
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- DISTRICT COURTS

The 284 district, domestic relations and special ju-
venile courts experienced a five percent increase in
new cases filed in 1977—to 356,042 from 338,382 in
1976. The trend of filings is shown by Figure 9.

New civil cases filed increased four percent over

1976 while criminal cases increased six percent and
juvenile cases one percent.
- Civil cases accounted for 77 percent of the new
cases filed in 1977. Almost half of the civil cases
filed (45 percent) were for divorce or annulment. Per-
sonal injury cases (including workmen’s compensa-
tion) comprised nine percent and tax cases seven per-
cent of the civil cases filed.

Juvenile cases (Title 3 of the Texas Family Code)
accounted for almost three percent of the total cases
filed in district courts.

Criminal cases accounted for 20 percent of the total
new cases. filed in 1977. Of the criminal cases, 21
percent involved a charge of burglary, 21 percent theft,
six percent each robbery and felony D.W.I. and 13 per-
cent drug offenses, including marijuana. Fourteen per-
cent of the criminal cases filed in the district court
were by information, the remainder by indictment.

The number of all categories of cases filed in the
eight Texas counties with 1970 population over 200,000

increased five percent, the same increase as in all

" other counties. These eight large population counties

(Harris, Dallas, Bexar, Tarrant, El Paso, Travis, Jef-
ferson, and Nueces) had 51 percent of the State's popu-
lation in 1970 and 56 percent of the total cases filed
during 1977. Total case filings in the eight counties
increased in all but two (Travis and Nueces)—as much
as a 16 percent increase in El Paso County and 14
percent in Bexar County.

Considering criminal cases only, filings increased
eight percent in the eight urban counties and four
percent in all other counties. In the urban counties,
the changes from 1976 ranged from an increase of 17
percent in Harris and El Pasg Counties to a decrease
of 14 percent in Nueces Uounty. Civil case filings also
increased in all urban counties but Travis and Nueces
—up to an 18 percent increase in Bexar County.

In 1977, the district courts of the state disposed-
of 48 percent of the total cases on their dockets (filed
in 1977 or carried over from 1976)—the same as in
1976. The district courts in the eight counties with
population over 200,000 disposed of 53 percent. In all
other counties of the state, 43 percent were disposed
of. In all counties, 57 percent of the criminal cases
and 45 percent of the civil cases on docket were dis-

Figure 6. DISTRICT COURTS
Categories of cases filed 1977
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OTHER PROCEDINGS:
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posed of during the year.

In the eight urban counties the disposition rate of
criminal cases averaged 64 percent, ranging from 72
percent in Tarrant County to 41 percent in E] Paso
County. The disposition rate of criminal cases in coun-
ties under 200,000 averaged 49 percent of those on the
docket.

Comparable figures for civil cases show an average
disposition rate of 49 percent in the eight urban coun-
ties and 41 percent in the rest of the state: The range
was from 66 percent in Dallas County to 41 percent
in Harris County.

An average of 1,219 cases per judge were disposed of
in 1977, down from 1,262 in 1976, a decrease of three
percent. The dispositions per judge in the eight coun-
‘ties with population over 200,000 decreased from 1,643
to 1,531 (seven percent) while in all other counties
increased two percent from 946 in 1976 to 960 in 1977.

Fifty percent of all civil cases were disposed of by
non-jury trials. (Seventy-one percent of these non-jury
trials were in divorce cases.) Fourteen percent were
dismissed for want of prosecution and 15 percent at
the request of the plaintiff.

Of the 77,303 criminal cases disposed of, in 54 per-
cent the defendant had entered a guilty plea. Includ-
ing these pleas, the defendant was convicted in 57 per-
cent of the cases and acquitted in 1.2 percent. Thirty-
nine percent of the criminal cases were disposed of
by dismissal. Of those cases dismissed, 21 percent
were because of insufficient evidence and 19 percent
because the defendant was convicted in another case.
In the cases in which the defendant pleaded not-guilty
and which were disposed of by jury verdicts, the de-

fendant was found guilty in 84 percent of the cases
and was acquitted in 16 percent. In trials before the
judge alone on non-guilty pleas, convictions resulted
in 55 percent of the cases and acquittals in 45 per-
cent. The defendant was convicted of a lesser offense
than that originally filed in 15 percent of the cases
resulting in convictions. .

Among the criminal cases, the highest rate for dis-
position by conviction was the category of Felony
D.W.I. with 82 percent of the dispositions being by
conviction. The highest rate of disposition by dismis-
sal was in theft (56 percent). Conversely, the lowest
rate of dismissal was for Felony D.W.I.—17 percent
were dismissed.

Twenty-four death sentences and 584 life sentences
were assessed in the district courts during 1977. Nine
thousand two hundred ninety-nine persons were com-
mitted to the Texas Department of Corrections, 2,828
to local jails and $4,688,900 in fines were assessed.

In the juvenile cases handled by the district courts,
a finding of delinquent conduct or conduct indicating
a need for supervision was entered in 59 percent of the
cases disposed uf. The defendant was found not to
have engaged in the proscribed conduct in one per-
cent and 39 percent of the dispositions were by dis-
missal.

Texas courts granted five percent more divorces in
1977 than in 1976. In 1977, 117,539 divorce cases were
disposed of—34 percent of all cases handled by dis-
trict courts. Fifteen percent were dismissed for want
of prosecution.

Tax cases tend to stay on the docket for long periods
of time compared to other categories. Only 26 percent

Figure 7. DISTRICT COURTS
All cases on docket 1977
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Figure 8. DISTRICT COURTS
Criminal cases 1977
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of the tax cases filed in 1977 or carried over from
1976 were disposed of by the district courts in 1977.
Of those dispositions, 48 percent were dismissed by
the plaintiff and another 23 percent were default judg-
ments.

Thirty-one percent of the personal injury cases ended
in agreed judgments and 29 percent were dismissed
by the plaintiff.

The total number of cases pending in the district
courts at the end of 1977—378,826—was six percent

higher than the 357,353 pending. at the end of 1976.
Another way to look at the volume of cases pending
December 31, 1977, is to assume that no new cases
are filed in 1978 and that the district judges dispose
of cases at the same rate as during 1977. At that rate,
it would take an average of 399 days to dispose of
the cases pending at the end of the year. The average
for the eight counties with population over 200,000
would be 329 days; for all other counties, 492 days.

Figure 9. DISTRICT COURTS
Cases 1939- 1977
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DISTRICT COURT ACTIVITY
Total of 1977 Reported Activity*

Civil, Criminal, Juvenile

AVERAGES
TOTALS PER JUDGE*

Cases on Docket
Pending January 1, 1977 358,234 1,261
New Cases Filed 356,042 1,254
Other Cases Reaching Docket 10,924 38
Total Cases on Docket 725,200 2,554

Dispositions

Non-jury Trials 178,544 629
Jury Trials 5,892 21
Directed Verdicts 468 2
., Dismissals 110,491 389
Transferred-Change of Venue 2,290 8
Removed to Federal Court (Civil) 262 1
Transferred to County Court (Criminal) 1,505 5
Default Judgments (Civil) ‘ 14,463 , 51
Agreed Judgments (Civil) 21,374 75
Complete Summary Judgments (Civil) 2,010 7
Other 9,075 32
Total Dispositions 346,374 1,220
Pending December 31, 1977 378,826 1,334

*¥Averages based on 284 judges:
220 district courts existing on 1-1-77
10 ecriminal district courts
23 district courts created effective 4-1-77
31 domestic relations and juvenile courts (which were
____converted ‘to district courts effective 9-1-77)
284 i

*3002 reports out of a possible 3048
140




DISTRICT COURT ACTIVITY

Summary of 1977 Reported Activity
- (Civil, Juvenile)

CINMIL DOCKET .
PERSNL WORKMN ANNUL = OTHER NON-
INJURY COMP.  TAX  MENT DIVORCE CIVIL ADVER. TOTALS
CASES ON DOCKFET:
CASES PENDING JAN. 1, 1977 28519 7696 59041 856 75743 110011 - 9845 291711
NEW CASES FILED DURING YEAR 16887 7823 20068 1582 122325 B5597 20476 274758
OTHER CASES REACHING DOCKET 41y 115 496 35 1194 3256 736 6246
_"TOTAL  CASES ON DOCKET 45820 15634 79605 2473 199262 198864 31057 572715
DISPOSITIONS:
REMIVED TO FEDERAL COURT 22 1 11 222 6 262
TRANSFERRED=-PLEA/PRIVILEGE 22% 91 2 92.  1u3n 161 2005
DEFAULT JUDGHENT . gy 36 4772 9145 61 - 14463
AGREED JUDGMENT' 4876 . 4174 20y 10026 2094 21374
COMPLETE SUMMARY' JUDGMENT 104 84 94 1628 100 2010
JUDGMENT AFT, TRIAL=NO JURY 1245 846 1724 20142 13856 129856
GRANTED (ANNUL.EDIVORCE) 1369 90651
DENIED (ANNUL.EDIVORCE) 2 21
JUDGHENT ON JURY VERDICT 726 527 30 1466 51° 2901
GRANTED (ANNUL.EDIVORCE) 100
DENIED (ANNUL «EDIVORCE! 1
UIPLCTED VERDICT OR JeNeOoV 28 23 33 215 29 417
GRANTED (ANNUL.EDIVORCE) 1 88
DENIED (ANNUL.EDIVORCE)
DISMISSED WANT/PROSECUTION 2312 180 3169 117 17215 12533 993 36519
DISKISSED BY PLAINTIFF 4483 408 9977 33 8041 15337 1102 39381
O THER 1202 259 791 11 1319  s050 443 9075
TOTAL DISPOSITIONS 15672 6629 20798 1531 117539 77198 18896 258263
CASES PENDING DEC. 31, 1977 30148 9005 S8507 942 81723 121666 12161 314452
MISCELLANEOUS:
NUMBER OF CASES IN WH. 4:
JURY FEE PAIO/OATH FILED 7398 4558 71 1 1258 10955 89 24330
JURY PANEL EXAHINED 979 661 1 143 . 1974 36 3794
JURY SWORN 973 653 1 147 1973 39 3786
JURY SWORN, SETTLED 212 192 24 395 5 828
JURY SWORNLEVD PRESENTED 1159 711 213 2572 38 4693
MISTRIAL OR HUNG JURY 38 25 1 7 84 I3 161
DIRECTED VEROICT 42 24 6 187 1 260
JURY VERDICT RCNDERED 807 496 132 1448 33 2916
NON=JURY TRIAL SETTLED 423 301 191 20 3264 - 1746 279 6224

SHOM CAUSE MOTIONS

® K o & & B & kK XK ok ok o % % ok ¥ x ok ok %k ¥ % k xR kX K XX B KK K K kK F X K ¥

0T HER PROCEEDINGS

PENDING JAN. 1, 1977
ADDED DURING YEAR
DISPOSED- OF DURING YEAR
PENDING DEC. 31, 1977

53831 FILED
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WR
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632
1444
1554

522

35G58 OISHISSED
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oF
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JUVENILE DOCHKET

CASES ON DOCKET:
CASES PENDING JAN. 1, 1977 4952
NEW DELINQUENT PETITIONS FILED B148

"NEW CoIeNsS. PETITIONS FILED 3297

OTHER CASES REACHING DOCKET 1696
TOYAL CASES ON DOCKET 16093

DISPOSITIONS:

TRANSFER ON CHANGE OF VENUE 153

FINDING OF DELIN. COGNDUCT/CINS
TRIAL BY JUOGE 6252
TRIAL BY JURY 66
DIRECTED VERDICT 11

FINDING OF NO DELIN«COND«/CINS
TRIAL BY JUDGE 120
TRIAL BY JURY 17
DIRECTED VERDICY 10

DISHISSED & OTHER (DELINQUENT) 3742

DISHISSED & OTHER (CeX.NoS.) 437
TOTAL DISPOSITIONS 10808
CASES PENDING DEC. 31, 1977 5285
MISCELLANEOQUS:
REVOCATIONS FILED 972
REVOCATIONS GRANTED 550
HEARINGS TO MODIFY OTHER ORDER 719
ATTORNEY APPOINTED AS COUNSEL - 4857
GUARDIAN AD LITEM APPOINTED 1427
DETENTION HEARINGS CONDUCTED 9057

PLACEHMENT AT DISPOSITION ~ AFTER FINDIN

TOTAL PROBATION GRANTED 4170
UNDER FOSTER CARE 282
RESIDENTIAL FACILITY 540

COHMITTED TO TaYsCo 958

CONTEMPT, EXTRADITION
&€ OTHER SEPARATELY BOND
DOCKETED PROCEEDINGS: FORFEITURES
631 6917
936 4637
911 3342
656 8212
EPe
) R
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DISTRICT COURT ACTIVITY
Summary of 1977 Reported Activity
(Criminal)

CR I WM INAL DoCKET FAIL.
’ ATT. FEL. STOP AUTO. MARIJUANA: QTHER OTHER
ARSON MURD. BURG. DWI &R.As FORG. MURD,. RAPE ' ROBe. THEFT THEFT POS. DEL. DRUGS MISD. CRIM. TOTAL
CASES ON DOCKET: e
CASES PENDING JAN. 1, 1977 28Y 1397 8313 2447 234 3427 1643 1875 2891 11300 3660 2906 1223 4693 5475 10646 61571

CASES FILED 8Y INOICTMENT 281 1146 12964 3849 185 3276 1415 1068 4064 10651 32307 3577 1170 4219 663" 9692 61450
CASES FILED BY INFORMATLION 23 54 - 1816 - 347 11 361 ol 56 307 892 386 353 &7 = 373 4411 898 10389
TRANSFER ON CHANGE OF VENUE i {3 5 - 1 3 27 6 4 21 1 10 4 1U3 24 212
OTHER CASES REACHING DOCKET & 127 354 41 y 63 31 22 14 233 25 64 16 52 - 808 930 . 2770
TOTAL CASES ON DOCKET $51 2627 23452 6685 - 434 7130 318G 2227 7380 23077 7272 6910 2476 9341 11460 22190136392
DISPOSITIONS:
CONVICTIONS . .
GUILTY PLEA =~ NO JURY 147 532 9738 36449 111 2149  Se64 477 2603 5407 2033 2613 . 775 3089 1849 5634 41170
NOT GUILTY PLEA=-NO JURY 2 24 114 i8 9 16 3y 23 49 62 16 48 I 64 144 g34
SUILTY PLEA-JURY VERDICT 2 i 67 13 12 25 13 77 19 1 9 s 37 5 24 3i3
NOT GUILTY PLEA-JURY. VER 12 64 343 27 [ 43 314 135 387 172 34 sS4 0 33 219 h ‘339 2186
TOTAL CONVICTIONS 163 624 10262 3507 125 2220 937 648 3116 5660 2084 2724  B24 3409 1859 6141 44303
LESSER ‘OFF/CONVICTION 23 132 1341 560 11 189 192 81 423 1059 401 673 69 345 8 1359 6866
ACOUITTALS .
NON-JURY TR1AL 12 u3 6 1 16 12 17 22 54 1 24 1 15 120 15%  si2
JURY VERDICT 3 18 kD) 7 [ 47 31 33 51 11 11 7 19 14 74 - 409
DIRECTED VERDICT 1 1 7 3 1 1 1 3 3 4 1 4 30
TOTAL ACQUITTALS 4 31 124 16 1 .26 60 49 58 112 22 35 8 38 135 232 951
ULEMLISSALS
INSUFFICIENT EVIDENCE 39 103 . 902 150 7 257 88 105 227 1066 132 433 63 419 1104 1255 6350
DEF CONVICTED-OTHER CASE 21 131 1281 158 9 353 109 13D 4p2 1183 290 167 131 544 42 967 5888
REQUEST COMPLAIN WITNESS 5 60 246 12 8 54 9 72 43 339 83 14 10 45 80 376 1508
CASE REFILED 9 42 445 55 10 130 122 73 232 8e4 328 51 45 258 31 440 F135
DEFENDANT UNAPPREHENDED 12 47 223 98 5 166 2 26 67 1981 172 148 33 201 43 333 3587
DEFENDANT DECEASED 10 37 34 1 14 23 5 13 42 5 11 6 29 11 52 293
DEF. GRANTED IMMUNITY 1 1 1 1 1 2 y 3 3 2 3 3 23
OTHER 41 - 178 1204 222 30 524 165 168 374 1802 SD0 476 242 757 711 163% 9033
UNKMOWN 6 26 124 15 4 49 16 8 16 109 64 9 9 45 3 12% 27
TOTAL DISMISSED 133 598 4463 745 74 1548 535 589 1374 7410 1574 1312 542 2300 2026 5189 30412
TRANSFER ON CHANGE OF VENUE [ 5 22 7 6 40 5 6 5 32 132
TRANSFER T0 COUNTY COURT 1 10 39 29 y 1 2 3 46 2 37 2 10. 1186 133 1505
TOTAL DISROSITIONS 301 1267 14893 4297 . 200 3798 1555 1295 #4557 13268 36827 4113 1376 §Te3 5211 11727 77303
CASES PENDING DEC. 31, 1977 250 1360 W859 2388 234 3332 1625 932 2823 9809 3590 2797 1100 3578 6249 10463 59089
NISCELLANEOUS:
PROBATIONS GRANTED 99 302 6288 1655 89 1238 250 i84 . 702 3394 1056 1848  b2B . 1893 t1lo 3474 24210
REVOCATIONS FILED S6 84 3187 424 24 587 61 47 . 437 1137 501 327 95 659 59 - 899  B56k4
REVOCATIONS GRANTED 19 31 1606 - 192 6 273 17 23 242 470 214 131 51 238 33 0 397 3943
COMMITTED TO T.DsCo
CASES - S4 242 4180 - 306 22 968 549 361 2176 1632 BD1 301 . 180 1428 5 1623 14828
“PERSONS Co 9299
COMHITTED TO LOCAL JAILS' )
CASES 10 30 448 1209 16 98 20 27 85 514 282 2319 36 92 492 644 4192
PERSONS ‘ 2828
CASES = FINED ONLY 1 514 140 1933 2 17e 5 b 19 7os 44 - 8301 18 1073 4950 3331 19442
ANT FINES ASSESSED(IN 5100) 23 432 5074 6373 201 1052 1736 458 1102 5241 635 7564 306D 4145 2173 7620 4safs
DEATH SENTENCES 24 #
LIFE SENTENCES 1 T 130 i1 ‘ 13 67 29 112 42 10 7 59 9 cbu
YEARS IN PRIS/ZJAIL ASSESSED =~ 737 3785 48333 3907 311 7870 11690 7070 31945 16664 7235 5683 3177 20004 78 19651184140
NUMBER- OF CASES IN: WHICH: : : (
JURY PANEL EXAHMINED 23 86 533 41 5 77 417 204 S12 247 64 65 29 300 14 505 3132
- JURY. SWORN 24 93 554 4§ 7 80 427 210 S30 255 66 68 7 309 18 558 3273... -
JURY SWORNEEVD PRESENTED 23 %3 539 us, 6 79 432, 213 525 255 66 66 25 301 1% 538 3220
JURY “SWORN, MISTRIAL 3 13 3 i 5 18 13 20 11 2 2 1 23 8 33 156
HUNG JURY 11 31 1 Y 30 25 30 9 6 5 2 8 1 29 192
JURY VERDICT RENDERED 21 83 506 uy 5 72 404 178 48 - 247 55 68 28 - 276 9 505 2990
ATTGRNEY(S) APPOINTED 88 226 5450 652 32 1179 449 402 2020 2612 1249 398 178 - 998 49 2756 18738
NUMBER OF PERSONS INDICTED ) : : 42533



DISTRICT COURT ACTIVITY
Summary of 1977 Reported Activity
(By County)

‘

CRININAL CASES CIVIL CASES JUVENILE CASES

TOTAL CASES

PENDING FILED DISPOSED PENDING PENDING FILED OISPOSED -PENDING PENDING FILED DISPOSED PENDING PENDING FILED DISPOSED  PENDING

COUNTY 01701777 1IN 1977 IN 1977 12/31/77  O4/01/77 1IN 1977 IN 1977 12/31/77 . 01/01/77 -IN 1977 IN 1977 12/31/77  DM/01/17 IN 1977  IN 1977 12/31/11
ANCERSON 153 a7 159 211 1104 598 396 1306 3 38 3a 39 1288 853 585 15556
ANUREWS 36 68 45 60 234 304 283 278 4 1L 1% [ 274 383 342 342
ANGELINA 261 286 321 231 2081 1085 1026 2182 [ 71 75 12 2348 1482 1422 2385
ARARSAS 8 89 84 13 193 266 245 214 3 14 16 7 204 369 339 234
ARCHER 56 12 36 32 71 92 113 50 o 1 o 3 127 105 149 83
ARNS TRONG 0 10 3 7 16 20 27 9 ] 1 1 0 16 3 31 ge
ATASCOSA 159 190 8z 267 554 326 349 531 a 10 7 3 713 526 438 803
AUSTIN 45 47 51 47 - 391 305 159 540 o 0 0 0 440 352 210 587
BAILEY 174 17 20 171 103 116 93 126 2 2 3 o 278 . 135 116 297
BANDERA 54 17 27 44 218 98 78 230 2 7 5 4 266 422 . 110 21
BASTROP 61 85 91 55 670 323 282 741 25 25 25 25 756 433 358 821
BAYLOR 41 40 33 5 422 117 T4 466 o 7 7 o 963 164 114 517
BEE 18 107 97 31 1832 1244 357 2681 a 16 1y 5 " 1858 1367 513 2n7t
BELL 487. 770 1072 324 2143 3651 3342 2465 33 65 75 38 2663 4386 4489 2827
8EXAR 3663 3296 4051 3005 17686 19516 17125 20220 257 620 711 269 21626 23432 21887 23494
BLANCO 13 4 2 16 37 61 50 54 1 o 0 1 51 65 .52 . 71
BORDEN a & 3 0 11 .9 7 13 a [\ D 0 11 is ©as 13
BGSOUE 37 85 65 57 96 165 171 93 3 [ 0 =3 136 250 236 153
BOVIE 2420 1046 783 2869 3905 1974 1254 4625 a [ 0 0 6325 3020 2037 7494
BKAZORIA 329 660 664 326 Y 23064 3366 2900 2918 o [ o 0 2693 4026 3564 3244
BRAZOS 302 319 294 329 1093 934 938 1122 s 24 36 1 1400 1277 1268 14852
BREWSTER 57 62 81 39 179 145 110 214 s 8 1 3 241 215 202 256
BRISCOE 18 4 12 3 104 37 14 127 0 1 1 ] 118 82 L2 133
BROOKS 36 &0 s7 39 338 85 47 376 0 o 0 o 374 145 104 815
BROWN 88 171 163 100 521 S48 528 541 0 a 0 0 609 719 691 681
BURLESON 41 81 107 18 145 111 98 161 o 9 [ 0 186 192 205 179
BURNET 88 53 66 - 76 295 373 362 310 B 6 12 o 388 432 540 386
CALDWELL 66 100 56 111 381 238 257 324 8 1 7 12 §55 3589 360 a7
CALHOUN 34 157 61 151 317 330 332 400 0 ] 0 o 351 487 393 551
CALLARAN [ 35 21 14 100 186 106 180 a 3 3 1 106 224 136 195
CAHERON 359 573 571 388 2808 2630 2383 3154 68 203 259 85 3235 3406 3213 3627
CANP © 53 43 28 73 296 - 357 343 313 [ 6 1 5 349 406 372 391
CARSON 14 30 35 9 81 148 8s 144 7 24 31 0 102 202 151 153
cass 716 661 488 132 391 508 481 w18 20 12 [ 26 1127 1181 977 1333
CASTRO 109 56 45 120 179 190 120 249 15 8 0 154 303 246 165 384
CHAMBERS 218 115 135 198 350 276 234 392 13 0 o 13 581 391 369 603
CHEKOKEE 176 7% 82 177 1119 565 479 1256 10 33 38 7 1308, 672 599 1840
CHILDRESS 10 16 22 s 75 103 103 75 0 3 3 o 85 122 128 80
cLaY 71 3s 78 30 132 159 182 109 [ s 1 4 203 199 261 183
COCHRAN 29 7 11 25 154 52 90 116 1 1 2 ] 184 60, 103 FLT
COKE . 3 2 s o 29 43 49 26 a « 0 0 o 32 u5 54 26
COLEMAN 16 20 21 39 236 246 ° 61 424 ] 0 0 [ 252 266 82 %3
coLLIN 135 353 302 187 270 1617 . 1727 864 25 87 [N 27 1130 2057 2114 1078
COLLINGSWORTH 8 26 17 17 30 69 59 40 0 a W o 38 95 76 - (1
COLORADO 59 70 59 73 172 176 146 219 - 6 9 e 10 237 255 210 302
COMAL 353 287 620 89 623 495 594 525 10 3 21 s 986 785 1235 619
COHANCHE 83 63 75 75 167 228 208 187 ] 0 [ 0 250 291 283 262
CONCHO 16 Y 6 14 by, 28 33 m 1 0 [ 1 68 32 39 6
COOKE 130 38 109, &b 770 514 495 790 a 4 a [ 900 552 608 856
CORYELL 228 240 247 221 322 807 753 376 28 16 28 16 578 1063 1028 613
COTTLE 17 15 2 30 8 31 24 91 0 o 0 ] 101 46 26 121
CRANE 5 23 12 18 59 62 73 49 o 4 7 [ o4 89 92 6%
LcrockeTT 11 20 17 16 65 68 48 85 a o o [ 76 88 65 101
CROSHY 33 48 29 Y852 324 131 85 370 4 11 7 LN 361 190 121 430
2CULRERSON o ] [ o o ] o
DALLAM 30 55 71 16 47 127 143 34 3 7 3 ] 83 189 2 50
DALLAS 6630 11250 11429 6466 18395 33z62 35430 18221 327 1790 1853 437 25352 46302 48722 25124
OAWSON 58 116 109 . 65 221 308 2 282 3 ‘Q 3 ~3 288 425 3860 327
GEAF SHITH 68 124 iss 102 153 418 467 218 o 21 16 1 241 569 651 331
DELTA 21 25 37 9 185 34 64 167 ] 0 o 206 59 101 176
DENTON 2958 440 486 307 288 2387 . 2093 3112 &8 59 117 1e 3181 2886, - 2696 3829
DE WITT 29 73 72 31 179 165 7 177 167 0 0 ] q 208 238 249 198
DICKENS 40 ‘11 21 30 347 4y 38 353 1 0 1 o 388 55 60 383
DIHMIT it 18 17 12 157 240 91 313 1 4 5 17 185 262 113 382
DONLEY 1 17 [ 14 34 45 43 36 9 (] 0 9 4y 62 47 59

.

DUVAL 248 112 211 1984 549 300 1733 i2 8 5 15 1741 635 417 1959
EASTLAND 11y 151 227 478 397 253 622 ] 4 ¢ 8 0 589 668 409 849
ECTOR 780 562 993 3408 2961 3004 3381 [ ‘o [ 0 4188 3696 3566 4378
EDWARDS 2 1 10 72 35 40 67 0 3 3 [ T 47 4y 717
ELLIS 135 120 131 981 712 663 1090 26 9 o 35 1142 897 783 1256
EL PASO 927 849 1198 8330 7644 7077 948 23 434 837 20 9280 8994 8363 10166
ERATH @ 30 46 26 279 281 302 260 3 S 23 27 2 314 385 3715 288
FALLS 76 281 61 259 258 186 335 0 12 12 0 335 535 a79 396
FANNIN 35 54 72 375 565 Whe 490 3 19 . 1 8 413 T4 520 - . 570
FAYETTE 15 9 31 313 125 90 348 1 8 1 8 329 158 100 387
FISHER 15 24 26 13 136 54 62 128 [ o a o 151 8 a8 sl
FLOYU 85 19 57 50 400 69 207 262 0 2 2 o 488 90 266, A2
FUARD 6 3 0 s 3 26 7 S6 0 ‘a ] [ 42 29 7 65
FORT BEND 073 330 339 66 1078 1294 1204 1182 20 33 30 24 187 1657 1573 1672
FRANKLIN 13 38 43 9 100 97 17 122 5 9 1 3 118 18% PR3] A3
3FREESTONE 57 56 42 8§ 132 87 49 174 24 0 2 22 213 143 93 281
FALG ag 93 12 107 342 307 156 295 1] 1 . 0 422 401 429 402
GAINES 80 ST W7 90 270 266 223 313 [3 10 12 4 356 333 282 407
GALVESTON . 351 526 559 378 5459 3581 3321 5757 432 325 323 560 6242 nn32 %203 6695
GARZA 58 21 28 51, 234 62 61 235 1 o o 1 293 LH] 89 287

w

ashes (---) indlcate no reports received,
(1) Only 11 months activity reported.
(2) Only Juvenile docket nctivity reported,
(3) Only 5 months activity reported,

Wi



DISTRICT COURT ACTIVITY
Summary of 1977 Reported Activity
(By County - Continued)

CRININAL EASES CIVIL CASES JUVENILE CASES TOTAL CASES
PENDING FILEO DISPOSED PENDING = PENDING . FILED DISPOSED PENDING PENDING FILEG DISPOSED PENDING = PENDING  FILED DISPOSED PENDING
COUNTY 01/01/77 IN 1977 IN 1977°12/31/77  01/01/77 1IN 1977 2N 1977 12/31/77 . 01/01/77 IN 1977 - IN 1977 12/31/7T 01701777 1IN 1577 IN 1997 10531/ 70
GILLESPIE 40 26 T 19 130 132 102 160 [ 0 o 0 170 158 150 179
GLASSCOCK 19 0 0 19 28 13 10 31 0 0 [ n 47 13 10 50
“ GOLIAD . 15 16 s 26 65 51 37 79 0 o 3 o 80 67 us 108
GONZALES 2138, 114 151 98 180 238 212 207 20 15 33 2 335 367 396 307
165 132 212 8S 688 W63 4iz 783 o 2 2 0 853 597 626 828
GRAYSOH 138 441 377 200 1522 1841 1605 1758 8 9 18 0 1665 2291 2000 1958
GREGE 232 340 260 313 5228 2170 4895 2506 33 17 81 30 5493 2587 5236 2849
GRINES 15 52 15 53 298 204 127 375 2 0 0 2 315 256 142 430
GUADALUPE 174 221 189 206 399 509 470 438 57 28 61 14 620 758 720 658
HALE 371 190 135 421 846 586 654 799 61 54 33 82 1278 830 822 1308
HALL 7 8 12 6 31 78 69 40 i0 6 10 6 48 92 91 52
HAHILTON 35 49 38 46 58 95 103 54 2 2 2 2 95 146 143 98
HANSFORD 33 29 28 34 58 105 103 60 ) 1 0 0 2 92 134 131 9%
HARDEMAN 12 22 13 21 131 99 133 97 0 0 o 0 143 123 146 118
HARDIN . - 238 171 92 317 1205 631 818 1018 o o 8 0 1843 802 910 1335
HARRIS 13162 17584 20699 10146 62439 51266 46967 67965 849 1697 2531 134 76450 70547 70197 78845
HARRISON 213 - 178 233 160 1543 914 907 1470 o [ D o 1656 1092 1140 1630
HARTLEY 4 15 16 3 19 43 48 16 3 0 3 0 2 58 67 19
HASKELL 32 21 17 36 194 115 73 236 0 2 1 2 226 138 91 274
HAYS 150 63 128 125 561 385 349 604 0 o o 0 751 44g 477 129
HEMPHILL 25 13 17 21 218 92 T 233 2 o 2 a 248 10s 96 254
" NENUERSON 158 219 287 232 974 822 741 1200 15 8 9 16 1147 1049 1037 1548
H1DALGO 683 792 . % 898 592 3118 3283 3147 3382 . 94 138 257 60 3895 4213 4302 4034
HILL 574 576 961 191 *1115 41e 294 1253 17 2 1 18 1706 994 1256 1452
“HOCKLEY 103 98 123 g0 337 355 277 417 11 1 12 0 451 454 Wiz 497
. HoOD 34 36 33 37 347 285 126 507 2 8 1 0 383 329 170 544
HOPK INS 135 110 135 ito 545 436 331 651 21 12 6 27 701 558 472 788
HOUS TON 82 70 47 108 557 299 310 554 13 21 2 33 652 390 359 692
HOWARD 212 144 141 230 1412 913 847 1478 3 6 3 6 1627 1063 991 1718
HUDSPETH 16 sy 30 1 94 48 37 113 [ 0 0 o 114 102 67 154
HUNT 116 245 210 156 6229 2022 1148 © T118 [ 0 o 0 6345 2267 1358 7273
HUTCHINSON 109 8g 120 149 580 456 536 505 29 31 26 34 798 567 682 688
IHION 0 3 3 0 23 22 25 . 20 [} o 0 0 23 25 28 20
JACK 15 12 11 17 211 120 83 248 o 0 0 0 226 132 9 265
JACK'SON 16 53 48 21 164 160 153 172 0 o 0 0 180 213 201> - 193
JASPER 49y 237 238 496 922 685 696 966 [ 8 7 1 1416 930 941 1463
JEFF DAVIS 8 6 Y i 20 15 10 25 o o o 0 28 21 14 35
JEFFERSON 1465 1393 1740 1130 4219 5366 4960 4641 u 97 135 52 5688 6856 6835 5823
JIN HOGG 18 76 31 65 170 129 101 198 [ o o 0 188 205 132 263
JIN WELLS 147 231 174 210 727 624 567 817 40 3y 33 [ 914 889 119 1073
JOHNSON 1959 1588 1476 2406 1710 1088 1053 1809 13 10 67 16 3742 2746 2596 4231
JONES 58 78 108 312 463 264 i8 611 0 0 0 0 521 352 289 983
KARNLS 7t 118 N2 57 272 128 124 276 o 1n 2z 9 343 257 168 432
KAUFHAN 121 139 63 198 1331 638 523 1460 o o 0 0 1452 71 586 1658
RENDALL 28 25 16 37 154 113 76 191 o o [ a 182 138 92 228
KENEDY 0 [ o o 13 2 s 10 0 o 0 0 13 z H 10
KENT 6 y 2 8 13 12 10 15 o 0 0 0 19 16 12 23
KERR 2331 103 110 226 573 514 416 672 0 0 0 a BOY 617 526 898
KINBLE w2 [ 11 41 14k 57 68 133 [ 1 1 0 186 67 80 irs
KING 12 0 o 12 22 2 1 23 [ o [ e 34 2 1 35
KINNEY 6 7 6 7 23 35 27 31 [ 2 0 2 29 4y 33 40
KLEBERG 48 134 165 17 371 533 . 524 381 0 0 o0 i 419 667 689 398
- KNOX 78 y 9 73 267 84 57 294 1 1 2 0 346 8y 68 367
LANAR 53 i50 157 48 530 753 719 557 19 30 33 16 602 923 909 621
LAKB 101 55 52 105 243 807 254 508 7 1 u 8 351 563 306 621
LANPASAS 12 89 64 39 120 202 208 117 1 4 X 2 133 295 278 158
LA SALLE 15 18 53 20 191 o3 92 192 1 [l [} 1 207 111 145 213
LA:ACA 63 59 71 55 110 143 93 164 9 9 1 7 182 211 175, 226
LE ——- -—— ——— —— . -— — ——— ——— -—— —-— — - - — —
LEON 3 25 24 41 208 176 165 219 i4 9 4 19 253 210 193 279
LIBERTY 525 24y 215 554 2195 989 815 2369 0 [ o [ 2720 1233 1030 2923
LIMESTONE 214 123 32 305 875 360 200 1035 11 20 16 16 1100 503 248 1356
L1PscoNs 25 26 32 19 82 79 53 108 o o [ 0 107 105 85 127
LIVE OAX 1 35 39 13 153 113 120 146 12 6 6 12 176 154 165 17
LLAND i 76 23 53 T 197 139 133 203 2 0 2 o 275 162 188 249
{/
LOVING o 1 1 [ 17 10 18 9 0 [ ‘o o 17 1 19 9
LUBBOCK 1062 884 861 1087 5816 3834 3718 6142 133 181 m 157 7011 4899 Wiy 7386
LYNN 67 59 39 a7 186 7% 67 190 i 1 a 261 131 107 285
MCCULLOCH 25 57 49 34 241 119 105 256 0 i 3 266 179 154 293
HCLENNAN 89 393 w37 55 4932 3213 3187 5027 7 137 136 8 5028 3743 3760 5090
NCHULLEN 1 9 7 3 11 11 6 16 0 0 o 0 12 20 13 19
HADISON . 24 - 14 1 27 9% 156 103 149 0 0 o o 120 170 114 176
MARTON ) ) 57 99 55 101 198 263 226 240 7 2 2 9 262 364 283 350
IMARTIN
HASON " 107 61 49 120 ) 41 56 50 [ 2 0 3 180 104 108 186
HATAGORDA 337 179 332 18y 666 514 436 746 0 0 0 o 1003 693 768 930
HAVERICK 61 55 60 56 a3y 273 161 546 1 18 10 15 502 356 231 617
MED INA 207 59 187 80 130 284 w77 138 T 0 4o 0 586 383 733 218
HENARD 18 2 1 19 126 32 26 132 0 o [} 0 14y 34 21 is1
H10LAND 541 507 482 579 1856 1871 1852 1875 0 0 0 o 2397 2378 2334 2454
HILAK 115 78 60 134 438 176 135 482 o 8 8 o 553 259 203 b16
MILLS e 11 13 7 28 35 24 39 0 0 o i 37 w6 37 [T
MITCHELL 57 91 18 70 186 175 106 255 13 0 o 13 256 266 188 338
HONTAGUE 84 u3 45 91 366 283 268 387 16 7 5 21 466 333 318 499
MONJGOHERY 433 ' sou 592 347 2641 2155 1319 3477 767 181 67 881 3841 2880 1778 w705

Dnshes (-~-+) indicate no reports received.

(1) only fotal unnual case filings and dispositions reported for
clyil and criminnl dockets, Jee detailed statistics, -
t
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COUNTY

HOORE
HORRIS
HOTLEY
NACOGDOCHES
NAVARRO

NEWTON
NOLAN
NUECES
OCHILTREE
OLDHAM

ORANGE
PALO PINTO
PANOLA
PARKER
PARKER

PECOS
POLK
POITER
PRE51DI10
RAINS

RANDALL
REAGAN
REAL

REQ RIVER
REEVES

REFUGIO
ROBERTS
ROBERTSON
ROCKWALL
RUNNELS

RUSK

SABINE

SAN AUGUSTINE
SAR JACINTO
SAN PATRICIO

SAN SABA
SCHLEICHER
SCURRY
SHACKELFORD
SHELBY

SHERMAN
SHITH
SOMERVELL
STARR
STEPHENS

STERLING
STONENALL
SUTTON
SWISHER
TARRANT

TAYLOR
TERRELL
TERRY
THROCKHORTON
TITUS

ToH GREEN
TRAVIS
TRINITY
TYLER
UPSHUR

UPTON
UVALDE
VAL VERDE

1vAN 2zANDT
VICTORIA

WALKER
WALLER

WARD
WASHINGTON
WEBB

WHARTON
WHEELER
WICHITA
HILBARGER
RILLACY

WILLIAHSON
WILSON
WINKLER
WISE

NooD

YoAKUK
YOUNG

ZAPATA
ZAVALA

TOTALS

CRIMNINAL

PENDING.
01701477

33
109
21
259
o4

68
100
403

39

61.571

FILED OISPOSED PENDING
IN 977 IN 1977 12/31/77

61
88

9
276
144

49
136
756

71,839

Dashes (--~) indicate no reports received.

DISTRICT COURT ACTIVITY

Summary of 1977 Reported Activity
(By County - Continued)

4
117

77,303

(1) Only 10 months activity raported,

CASES

&
168
18
168
3

93
117
331

36

289

1223

148
119

56
102
180

58
94

1
155

59,089

PENDING
01/01/77

109
234

75
57
676

23y
341
3870
143
42

2160
388
795
429
170

349
753
2043
86
7o

az2s
115

367
9296

70

712
586
322

1495

779
256

&

69
306
14634

20558
71
339

134
738

1065
9228
196
ayy
708

278
517
560
9216
1061
582
545
239
182
1606

11851
170
2322
i 322
U hye

480
270
206
436
813

143
278
(X
. 357

291,711

CIvIL CASES

FILED DISPOSED

IN 1977

393
264

21
133
713

248
342
4657
237
3

1869
475
393
655
182

299
425
3125
60
70

1295
70
36

251
288

88
19
257
282
192

653
138
150
197
1790

105
47
340
65
323

a8
1930
87
268
313

12

36
127
19260

1967
24
288
18
401

1674
13420
149
263
409

76
336
508
440

1519

399
216
298
267
1130

703
19
3320
270
238

179
157
200
482
422

126
363

77
141

387
2213

14
764
619

198
306
4851
256
49

1512
383
366

1036

421
158
331
197
786

621
137
3029
262
145

584
164
198
426
386

118
338

L1
418

274,758 258,263

PENDING
IN 1977 12731777

115
286

82
726
780

284
378
37135
128
24

2556
492
840
407
212

393
772
2074

162

819
99
34

368

407

T4

867
703
349

1673

343

772

268
256,
611

1070

1544

560
606
207
252

2022

950
224
2659
330
53¢%

682
264
208
502
B4Y

152
304

97
121

314,452

JUVENTILE

PENDING
01/01/77
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FILED DISPOSED PENDING

IN 1977 1IN 1977 12431717
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10,808

CASES

[}
8
0
26
1

o
mNN~O

asroc

)
NOWrFD NBDOS

-
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-l

8
172
36

coow

10
204
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couwoe +fwbO
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CrbGe ODONNDD FWUNO~N OQL QK

54285

PENDING

142
348
96
1040
790

302

365

454
840
2391

199

960
134
1863
431
1031

89

aze
632
374

1735
551
392
852

2903

160
242
102
972

135

872

36%
15974

2443
82
817

142
828

1187
10906
229
599
805

311
809
624
1162

659

358,230

TOTAL CASES

FILED DISPOSED  PENDINS
01/01/77 IN 1977 IN 1977