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‘OFFICE OF COURT ADMINISTRATION
. o Art. 200a-1, Ch. 3, VI.C.S.*

Sec. 3.,001. DEFINITIONS, In this chaptet.

(1) "Court™ meanz any tr:.bunal forming a part of the
judieiary.

(2) "Director" ueans the administrative director of the
courts appointed as provided by this Act.

(3) MOffice" means the Off:.ce of Court Ad.m:.n:.sttat:.on
of the Texas Judicial System.

(4) "Trial court" meang any ‘txibunal form:.ng a part of
the judiciary, -except the supreme couxrt, the  court —of
criminal appeals, : and the courts of appeals, but does not
include the commissioners court of a county.

Sec. 3.002., EFFECT ON JURISDICTION OR JUDICIAL DISCRE-

Thie chapter or & rule adopted by the supreme court
under Section 2.004 of this Act does not authorize:

(1) a judge to act in a case over which his court would
not have potential jurisdiction under the Texas Constitution
or other state law; or

(2) an infringement - 6f the judicial discretion of &
judge in the trying of a case properly before his court.

Sec. 3,003. OFFICE OF COURT ADMINISTRATION. (a) The
office of court administration is an agency of the state and
operates under the direction and supervision of the supreme
court and chief Juﬁtlce.

(b) The office shall exercise the powers and perform
the duties or functions dimposed on the office by this
chapter or the supreme court,

Sec. 3.004, DIRECTOR.
of the couits shalli

(1) implement this chapter and direct the operations of
the office of court administration; and

(2) as an additional duty of his office, serve as the
executive director of the Texas Judinial Council.

(b) The director shall devote full time to his official
duties.

Sec. 3.005. BUDZET; EXPENDITURES, (a) The director
shall prepare and suhm.t an estimated budget for the appro-
priation of funds recessary for the maintenance and opera-
tion of the judicial “diystem.

Sec. 3.006.  PERSONNEL. (a) The director, with the
approval of the chief justice. of the supreme court, shall
employ the personnel needed to administer the office,
including personnel needed for the Texas Judicial Coumcil.

(b) The office shall provide staff functions necessary
for the efficient operation of the Texas Judicial Council.

(a) The administrative director

(e) This chapter does not 1imit the suthority of a
court to appoint clerical personnel.

Sec. 3.007, C"ISULTATIOR AND - ASSISTANCE. (a) The
director shall assist the justices and”judges in dischargiiig
their administrative duties.

(b) The director shall congult with the regional
presid:.ng judges and local administretive judges and assist
them in discharging duties imposed by 1law or by a rule
adopted by the supreme court.

(¢) The director, to provide for the effxe:.ent: admin-~

igtration of justice, shall consult w:.th and assist
(1) court clerks;
(2) other court officers or ‘employees; and

(3) clerks or other offfme:g‘or employees of offices -

related to and serving a court.
(d) The director, to prwxde for uniform administration

of the courts and efficient administration of justice, shall -

consult with and make recommendations to adm:.n:.strators and
coordinators of the courts.

Sec. 3.008. METHODS; RECOMMENDATIONS. (a) The diree=
tor sghall examine the - judicial dockets, practices, ‘and
procedures of the courts and the administrative and business
methods or gystems used in the office of a clerk of a court
or in an office related to and serving a court,

(b) The director shall recommend:

(1) a necessary improvement to a method or system;

(2) a form or other document used to record judicial
business; or
(3) any other change that w:.ll promote the efficient

-administration of justice.

(c) The ‘director shall recommend to the supreme court
appropuate means to implement this chapter.

Sec. 3.009, 'ANNUAL REPORT. (a) The d.;llxzctot shall
prepare an annual report of the activities of tie office.

(b) The report must be published in the x'axmual report
of the Texas Judicial Council.

Sec. 3.010. KULES. ~The director, under the super—
vision of the chief justice, shall implement a rule of
administration or other rules -adopted by the supreme - court
for the efficient administration of justice. .

Sec. 3.011. ADDITIONAL ‘DUTIES. The supreme court or
the chief justice of the supreme court may assign - the
director duties in add:.t::.on to those imposed by  this
chapter.

TEXAS JUDICIAL COUNCIL
Government Code, Ch. 71, V.T.C.A.

SUBCHAPTER A, GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sec, 71,001, DEFINITIONS. In this chapter:

(1) "Council' means the Texas Judicial Council.

(2) "President" meeng the president of the council.

Sec. 71.002. SUNSET PROVISION.  The council is subject
to the Texss Sunset Act Artié¢le 5429k, Vernon's Texas Civil
Statutes). Unless continued in existence as prov:Lded by
that Act, the council is abolished and this chapter expires
effective September 1, 1997 (V.A.C.S. Art, 2328a, Sec. la.)

SUBCHAPTER B. ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

Sec, 71.011. NUMBER AND CLASSES OF MEMBERS. = The Texas
Judicial Council is an agency of the state composed of 10 ex
officio and nine appointive members.  [V.A.C.S. Art. 2328a,
Secs, 1 (paxt), 2 ]P

Sec. 71.012.
members are:

(1} the chief justice of the supreme court;

(2) the presiding judge of the  court
appeals;

(3) the chairman of the Senate Jurisprudence Committee;

(4) the immediate past chairman of the Senate Jurispru-
dence Committee;

(5) the chairman of the House Judiciary Committee;

(6). the immediate past chaitman of the House Judiciary
Committee;

two justices of the courts of appeals designated by

EX OFFICIO MEMBERS. (a) The ex officio

of criminal

. 1V.A.C.8. Art.

the governor; and

(8) two presiding judges of the administrative judicial
districts designated by the governor.

(b) If the chairman of the BSenate Jurisprédence
Committee or House Judiciary Committee is reappomted as
chairman, his immediate predecessor shall continue to. serve
on the council as immediate past chaircan.

(c) The justices and judges to be named by the governor
under Subsection (a may be either -active . justices and
judges or retired justices and judges of the. same grade who
are legally . eligible for assxgmnent to part-time judiciel
duties.

(d) Ex officio members have the same powers and dutles

under this chapter as the citizen members of thé council.
tA 2328a, Secs. 3{(a) (paxt), {(¢), (d4) (part).
e). :

Sec. 71.013, TERMS OF EX OFFICIO MEMBERS; DELEGATIOR
OF FUNCTIONS. (a) The chief -justice of the supreme court
and the presiding judge of the court of criminal appeals are
members of the council as long as they hold those offices.

(b) Justices of the courts of appeals and presiding
judges of the administrative judicial districts are members
of the councﬂ. for staggered terms of four years with one
justice's and one judge's term expiring on February 1 of
each odd-numbered year.

(c) A 1eglslat1ve member whose me.mbersh:.p in the legi~
slature ceases continues as @ member of the council for his
full term,on the counecil. If a legislative membersh:.p ig
vacant, the preszd:.ng of ficer of the appropriate house of

. (Continued on inside back cover)
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" PREFACE

This fifty-eighth Anmnual Report on the Texas Judicial System presents
the court activity of the more than 2,500 courts in the State of Texas,
state, county, and city, and is intended to inform the general public, and
the legislative and executive branches of state government, of the accom~
plishments of the judicial branch during the period of September 1, 1985
through August 31, 1986. It is prepared by the staff of the state Office of
Court Administration and submitted under the auspices of the Texas Judicial
Council, pursuant to the statutory duty of the Council:

The council continuously shall study the organi-
zatien, rules, procedures and practice, work accom-
plished, results, and uriformity of the discretionary
powers of the state courts and methods for their
improvement.

{Section 71.031, Tex. Gov't. Cocde)

This report includes information on the bhasic structure and orgamniza-
tian of the Texas Judiciary; detailed reports, summaries and analyses of the
activities of the variocus levels of courts comprising the judicial system;
reports on the activities of judicial agencies as required by law; and
directories of judges and clerks.
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court operatioens. Without their efforts, publicatien of this report would
not be possible and the citizens of the State would be deprived of necessary
informatien on the statewide activities of the Judicial Branch of Govern—
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Presiding Judges of  the nine Administrative Judicial Regions and their
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Councif, for their continuing aid and support. Supreme Court Chief Justice
John L. Hill, Jr., Vice President of the Council, Court of Criminal Appeals
Presiding Judge John F. Onion, Jr., Secretary of the Council, and the
memhers of the Judicial Council are due particular recognition for their
perscnal time and dedication to the administraticn of justice inm Texas.

C. Raymond Judice
Adnministrative Director
State Office of Court Administraticn




TEXAS JUDICIAL COUNCIL

1414 Colorado, Suite 602+ P.0O. Box 12066 » Austin, Texas 78711¢512/463-1625

TO THE GOVERNOR, MEMBERS OF THE 70TH LEGISLATURE, AND CITIZENS OF THE STATE OF
TEXAS:

I am pleased to submit to you the 58th Annual Report of the Texas Judicial
Council. This Report summarizes the activities and operations of more than
2,500 courts in the State of Texas for the fiscal year ending August 31, 1986.

The judges and clerks of the various courts are the originators of the data
contained here. Their tireless efforts of record-keeping and reporting are the
backbone of the system. The Director and staff of the Office of Court Admini-
stration are to be commended for their collecting and accurately summarizing the
tremendous volume of reported data. Without their hard work we would not have
any repository of information to look to in analyzing our judicial system.

To determine whether or nct they enjoy an efficient court system, the
citizens of Texas look mnot at these statistics, but at the amount of delay at
the courthouse. If delays are unduly long, this Annual Report can be an invalu-
able tool to assist legislators, scholars, jurists, politicians, and citizens
alike in analyzing where the delays occur, and to understand why. Most Texans
believe we have a strong judiciary, and that the many institutions and courts
that make up our judicial system are fair, efficiently operated, and responsive
to the needs of the citizens of Texas. This Report supports their beliefs.

For this and many past years, the Honorable Ben Z. Grant of Marshall,
Texas, has served as Council President. Justice Grant has had a distinguished
career as a member of the Texas House of Representatives, as a district judge,
and as President of the Judicial Council. He now serves Texas as a Justice on
the Texarkana Court of Appeals. The Council is deeply indebted to Ben Grant for
his past service and will sorely miss his counsel and leadership in the future.

It is my hope that the information contained in this Report will help the
Legislature in its awesome task this year of budgetary crisis. Texas has in the
past enjoyed a good judicial system which has been constantly improved, and
annually made more efficient. Texas needs to continue to provide for its
citizens the same quality of judicial system as in the past.

I commend' this Report to all Texans who are engaged in the effort to help
Texas progress.

Respectfully submitted,

President
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RESCOLUTION OF APPRECIATION
for
BEN Z. GRANT

WHEREAS, the Honorable Ben Z. Grant of Marshall has faithfully sérved as a member of the Texas
Judicial Council from 1975 to 1986; and

WHEREAS, he served as President of the Council from 1980 to 1986, a ‘Iength of service in this
office surpassed by only two other presidents; and

WHEREAS, as a member of the Council he has performed valuable services in virtually all aleas
of the Council's endeavors, including serving as its Vice President from 1876 to 1930;
and

WHEREAS, Justice Grant has served the citizens of the State of Taxas in many other capacities
including Justice of the Sixth Court of Appeals at Texarkana, Judge of the 71st
Judicial District, and Chairman of the Committee on the Judiciary, Texas House of
Representatives; now

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED: That the Texas Judicial Counci! at its regular meeting in Austin,
Texas, on this date of September 12, 1986, does now by adoption of this Resolution
acknowledge with appreciation the service The Honorable Ben Z. Grant has rendered in
the performance of his duties as a msainber of the Council, and does hereby commend him
to all citizens of the State of Texas as an effective and faithful public sefvant,
deserving of their gratitude.

RESOLUTION OF APPRECIATION
for
TOM G. DAVIS, JR.

WHEREAS, the Honorable Tom G. Davis, Jr,, of Austin has faithfuilly served as a member of the
Texas Judicial Council from 1879 to 1986; and

WHEREAS, as a member of the Council he has performed vaiuakle services in virtually all areas
of the Council's endeavors, including serving as its Secretary from 1980 to 1585; and

WHEREAS, he has served the citizens of the State of Texas in many other capacities including
Judge and Commissioner of the Court of Criminal Appeals and Judge of the 46th Judicial
District; and

THEREFORE BE 1T RESOLVED: That the Texas Judicial Council at its regular mseting in Austin,
Texas, on September 12, 1986, does now by adoption of this Resolution acknowledge with
appreciation the service The Honorable Tom G. Davis, Jr., has rendered in the perfor-
mance of his duties as a member of the Council, and does hereby commend him to all
citizens of the State of Texas as an effective and faithful public servant, deserving
of their gratitude.







COURT STRUCTURE OF TEXAS

September 1, 1986

SUPREME COURT
{1 Court ~= 8 Justices)

Jurlsgictions
¢ Final apgatlate Jurlsdlctlon
in elvll and juvenile cases,

CIVIL APPEALS

COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS
11 Court ~ 9 -Judges)

Jurisdictlons
* Final oppellate Jurlsdiction
In eriminal cases,

CRIMINAL APPEALS

1 [

COURTS OF APPEALS
{14 Courts «~ 80 Justices)

durlsdiction:
, Intermadiate appeals from trial courts
in thelr raspective courts ot appeals

dlstricts.

APPEALS IN DEATH PENALTIES

DISTRICT GOURTS
{374 Cotirts ~~ 374 Jusges)

Jurisdlction:
* Origlinat ]

dlvorce, t

contested

contestoed
* Original J

DISTRICT COLRTS (364)

civit actlons over $500,

telony criminal matiers,
¢ Juvenlle mattors,

durisdiction;
urlsdictlon in

1416 to land,
elections. and
probate matters.
urisdletion 1h

CRIMINAL DISTRICT COURTS (109

% Same as other dlstrict
courts, but to glve pre-
terunce to criminal cases,

COUNTY-LEVEL COURTS
£412 Cotrts = 412 Judges)

CONSTITUTIONAL COUNTY COURTS (254)

durlsdiction:

« Origlnal jurlsdiction in civil
actions batween $200 and $1,000,
* Probate {contested matters trans-

{erred to Dlstrict Court),
» Exclusive origlnal Jurisdiction
over mlsdemeanors with tines

COUNTY. COURTS AT LAW (146)

Jurisdictlon:

s Limited Jurlsdietion over clvil
matters, most under $5,000,

# Limited Jurlsdiction
aver crimlnal matters,

* Appeals de novo irom lower
courts.

PROBATE COIRTS (12)

Jurlsdiction:
¢ Limlted primarily to
probate matters,

greater than $200 or jall sen-
+enco. {except whore there 1s a
Criminat District Court),

+ Appeals do ngvo from lower courts,

t

(Decislons of somo Munlcipsl and Justicy of
the Poace Courts msy bo appealed to the

District Court)

MUNICIPAL COURTS!
{847:Courts == {109 Judgis)

" Criminal misdemaanors with tlnas
toss than $200,

¥ Exclusive jurisdlction over
muni¢cipal ordinance violsatlens,
{Fines up to $5},000,)

Ten runiclpal courts are courts of record,

JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURTS
1984 Cotirts ~« 954 Judges}

Jur{sdliction:

® Clvil actions under $1,000,

* Smal) clalms,

* Crimina) misdomoancrs punishable
flng only.

¥ Prelimlnacy hearlnas.

Appests from those courts sre taken on+the rocord, and not by trial dm nova.
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COURT STRUCTURE OF TEXAS
Descriptive Qutline
September 1, 1986

The appellate courts of Texas dinclude a
Supreme Court, & Court of Criminal Appeals, and
14 intérmediate Cotirts of Appeals.

The state trial courts of general jurisdic-—
tion &re the distzict courts. Additionally, the
Texas Condtitution provides for a county court in
each connty, presided over by a ¢ounty judge. To
relieve the dockst congestion of this single
Yeonstitutional comnity court, the Legislature has
egtablished county courts at law and probate
courts in populous zounties,

The Constitution also provides for justice of
the peace courts in each county. These justice
courts also serve as small claims courts, The
Legislature has estdblished municipal courts in
each incorporated city of the State,

SUPREME COURT

1. NUMBER OF COURTS: - One.

2. ~JURISDICTION: The Supreme Court of Texas has
statewide, final appellate jurisdiection in
civil and juvenile cases, and original juris-—
diction to issue writs, = It has general res—
ponaibility for the efficient operation of the
Texas Judicial System, and it is empowered to
meke and enforce all necessary rules of civil
practice and procedure and to promulgate rules
of administration to provide for the efficient
administration of justice in the State. The
Court also has final authority over the in-
voluntary retirement or removal of all judges
in the State.

3. SEAT: Austin.

4, MEMBERSHIP:

a, Numbex:
justices,

b. Selecticn: Partisan, statewide election.
Vacancies between elections are filled by
gubernatbrial eppointment with the advice
and consent of the Senate.

c, Qualifications: Citizen . of the United
States and of Texas; age 35; and a prac—
ticing lawyer, or lawyer end judge of &
court of record together, for at least 10
years.

One Chief Justice and eight

d. Salaries:
Chief Justice:
Effective 9-1-85.......579,310
Effective 9-1-86..4....879,310
Justices:
Effective 9-1-85.......878,795

e. Term: Six-year, overlapping terms.

COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS

i.

2.

NUMBER OF COURTS: One.
JURISDICTION: The Court of Criminal Appeals
has statewide, £f£inal appellate jurisdiction in
criminal cases, exclusive jurisdiction over
automatic appesls in death penalty cases, and
the power to issue writs.
SEAT: Austin.
MEMBERSHIP:
a. Number:
judges.
b. Selection:
(1) Presiding Judge and judges are elec-—
ted in partisan, statewide elections.
Vacancies between elections are
filled by  gubernatorial appointment
with the advice and consent of the
Senate.
{2) The Court has authority to appoint
commissioners.
¢. Qualificationa: Citizen of the United
States and of Texas; age 35; and a prac—
ticing lawyer, or lawyer and judge of =a
court of record together, for. at least 10
years.,

One Presiding Judge and eight

d. Salaries:
Presiding Judge:
Effective 9-1-85.......%$79,310
Effective 9-1-86.......879,310
Judges:
Effective 9-1-85.......878,795
Effective 9-1-86.......$78,795

e. Term: Six-year, overlapping terms.

COURTS OF APPEALS

1.

2.

NUMBER OF COURTS: 14 separate courts.
JURISDICTION: These courts have intermediate
appellate jurisdiction in ecivil and criminal
cages from trial courts in each respective
geographical Court of Appeals district of the
State, (formerly designdated as "Supreme
Judicial Districts.") These courts have limi-
ted original writ jurisdictionm,

SEATS: 1st District, Houston

2nd District, Fort Worth
3zd District, Austin

4th District, San Antonio
5th District, Dallas




4.

6th District, Texarkana

7th District, Amarillo

8th District, El Paso

9th District, Beaumont

10th District, Waco
11th District, Eastland

12th District, Tyler

13th District, Corpus Christi
14th Distriet, Houston

MEMBERSHIP:

a, Number: Each court has one Chief Justice
and from two to 12 additional = justices,
for a total of 80 justices statewide., The
total number of members on each court is:
lat, Houston (9); 2nd, Fort Worth (7);
3rd, Austin. (6); 4th, San Antonio (7);
5th, Dallas (13):; 6th, Texarkana (3); 7th,

Amarillo (4); 8th, E1 Paso (4); 9th,
Beaumont (3); 10th, Waco (3); 11th, East-
land (3); 12th, Tyler (3); 13th, Corpus

Christi (6); 14th, Houston (9).

b. Selection: Partisan elections within each
Court of Appeals district. Vacancies bet-
ween elections filled by gubernatorial
appointment with the advice and consent of
the Senate.

¢, Qualifications: Citizen of the United
States and of Texas; age 35; and a prac-
ticing lawyer, or lawyer and judge of a
court of record together, for at least 10
years.

d. Salaries paid by the State:

Chief Jugtices:
Effective 9-1-85.......871,379
Effective 9-1-86.......$71,379
Justices:
Effective 9-1-85.......570,916
Effective 9-1-86.......870,916

e, Salary supplements: May be paid by the
counties in the districts, not to exceed
815,000 per year and total salary must be
$1,000 less than that received by Supreme
Court justices (8500 in the case of chief
justices) .

f, Term: Six years.

DISTRICT COURTS

1.

2.

RUMBER OF COURTS: 374,

JURISDICTION: There are 374 separate district
courts, identified by =separate numbers, each
having its own geographical jurisdiction. The
Legislature has created one additional court,
effective 1-1-87. At present, each district
court has one judge, but a constitutional
amendment effective in November 1985 allows
the Legislature to establish more than one
judge per court, In a number of areas, the
geographical jurisdiction of two or more
distriet courts is overlapping.

District courts are trial courts of
general subject-matter jurisdiction. = Begin-
ning November 1985, they have '"exclusive,
appellate, and original jurisdiction of. all
actions, proceedings, and remedies, except in
cases wnere exclusive, appellate, or original
jurisdiction may be conferred by (the) Consti-
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tution or other law on some other court...."
Generally, this jurisdiction inecludes original
jurisdiction of felony criminal prosecutions,
suits for divorce, suits over title to land,
election contests, civil suits with an amount
in controversy of at least $500.

County courts at law and constitutional
county courts also exercise limited subject—
matter jurisdiction over civil suits and thus,
to & limited extent, share jurisdiction with
the district courts. Individual statutes
stipulate maximum amounts in controversy over
which each county-level court may exercise
jurisdiction. To the extent that such "dollar
amount" jurisdiction coincides with the dis-
trict court, the two courts have concurrent
jurisdiction., Such concurrent jurisdiction of
the district and county-level courts begins
with suits involving $500 and extends to the
maximum amount stipulated by the applicable
statute pertaining to the individual county-
level court. Above such maximum jurisdic-

tional amount of the county-level court, the
district court exercises exclusive juris-
diction.

The district courts hear contested

matters involved in probate cases and have
general supervisory control over commissioners
courts. In addition, these courts have
general original jurisdiction over &ll causes
of action for which a remedy or jurisdiction
is not provided by law or by the Constitution,
and have the power to issue writs of habeas
corpus, - mandamug, injunction, certiorari,
sequestration, attachment, garnishment, and
all writse necessary to enforce their juris-
diction,

Most district courts exercise both cri-
minal and eivil Jjurisdiction, but 'in the
metropolitan areas there is a tendency for the
courts to specialize in either civil, crimi-
nal, or family lew cases.  In some instances,
the courts that hear criminal cases exclu-
sively are designated criminal district
courts. - A limited number of district courts
also have the subject-matter jurisdiction
normally exercised by county coures.

Appeals from judgments of the district
courts are to the Courts of Appeals, except
those capital offense cases in which the death
penalty has been assessed, which are appealed
directly to the Court of Criminal Appeadls.

SEATS: At the county seat of  each county
included in each respective geographical
district,

MEMBERSHIP:
a., Number:

b. Selections Partisan, district-wide
elections. Vacancies between elections
are filled by gubernatorial appointment
with the advice and consent of the
Senate.

One judge per court,

¢. Qualifications: Citizen of the United
States and of Texas; resident of the
district for two years; licensed to
practice law in Texas and a practicing
lawyer or judge for four years.



d. Salaries paid by the State:
Effective 9-1-85...0044.:856,135
Effective 9-1-86..40404...856,135
Supplements sguthorized by statute may be
paid by counties, Total salary must be
$1,000 less than that received by jus-
tices of the Courts of Appeals serving the
same geographical area.
e, Term: Four years.

WCONSTITUTIONAL™ COUNTY COURIS

1,

2.

NUMBER OF COURTS: 254.

JURISDICTION:

a. Legal jurisdiction: The Texas Constitu-
tion establishes one county court in each
of the 254 counties of the State, but not
all such courts exercise judicial fune-—
tions. In populous counties, the "county
judge® may devote full time to managing
county government.

An amendment effective November 1985
repealed all expressed constitutional
jurisdiction for the county courts and
provides that they have jurisdiction "as
provided by law."

By statute, (Sec. 26.042, Government
Code) constitutional county courts have
juvenile jurisdiction and concurrent eivil
Jurisdiction with ' justice of the peace
courts in cases in which the matter in
contwoversy exceeds $200 but does not
exceed $1,000, exclusive of interest.
County courts have the general jurisdic-
tion of a probate court (Sec. 4, Probate
Code), and they have exclusive original
jurisdiction of misdemeanors where the
fine allowed exceeds $200 or where a jail
sentence may be imposed (Sec. 26.045,
Government Code).

Decisions from the municipal and
justice of the peace courts may be
appealed to the county court, and the
appeal takes the form of a completely new
trial (trial de novo). Appeals from
municipal courts of record are an excep—
tion, where the county court reviews only
the written record from the trial.
Original and appeliate judgments of the
county  court may be appealed to the Court
of Appeals, with certain limitations.

In addition to these general grants
of &statutory Jjurisdiction, many
constitutional - county courts are granted
additional jurisdietion by statutory
provisions which apply only to those
courts (see Secs. 26.101 to 26.354,
Government Code).

b. Geographical juriadiction: County-wide.

SEATS: County seat of county of jurisdiction.
MEMBERSHIP:
a. Number: One judge per court.

b. Selection: County-wide, partisan election
with wvacancies between elections  filled
by county commissioners.

c. Qualifications: '"Shall be well informed
in the law of the State.” (Law license
unnecessary.)

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

e. Term: Four years.

NOTE: The commissioners court. is not a judi-
cial entity; rather it is the governiag body
of the county. It is presided over by the
constitutional county judge and includes four
elected commissioners. Although it performs
no judicial duties, the commissioners court
can issue certain writs and contempt cita-
tions.

COUNTY COURTS AT LAW

1.

2.

NUMBER OF COURTS: 158.

JURISDICTION:

a., Legal jurisdiction:  Under the constitu-
tional provision which authorizes the
Legislature to establish such other courts
as it may deem necessary and to prescribe
the jurisdiction of such courts, the
Legislature has established 158 statutory
county courts at law in 65 counties, pri-~
marily in metropplitan sreas, to relieve
the constitutional county judge of all or
part of his judicial duties.

The legal jurisdiction of the special
county courts varies considersably accord-
ing to the statute under which they are
created. Some of these courts are in-
tended to exercise subject-mattar juris-
diction in only limited fields, such as
civil, eriminal, probate or appellate
(from justice courte or municipal courts).
The concurrent civil jurisdiction of these
statutory courts with the district court
extends to greater amounts in controversy
than the constitutional county courts.

b. Geographical jurisdiction: County-wide.

SEATS: County seat of county of jurisdiction.
MEMBERSHIP:
a. Humber: One judge per court.

b. Selection: County-wide, partisan election
with vacancies between electiong filed by
county commissioners.

c¢. Qualificationg: . Vary according to court-
creation statute. Some include two to
five years' experience as practicing
attorney and requirement of residence in
county.

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

e. Term: Four years.

JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURTS

1.

2.

NUMBER OF ACTIVE COURTS: 954.

JURISDICTION:
the Texas

As amernded in November 1983,
Constitution provides that each
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3.

county is to be divided (depending upon the
population) into at least one, and not more
than eight justice precincts. In each such
precinct, one justice of the peace is to be
elected, provided that if the precinect
includes a city of 18,000 or more inhabitants,
two justices of the peace are to be elected
from such precinct.

Justice of the peace courts have original
jurisdiction in misdemeanor criminal cases
when punishment is by fine only. They have
exclusive jurisdiction over civil cases where
the amount diu controversy is $200 or less;
concurrent . jurisdiction with county courts
when the asmount is more than $200 but less
than $500; and concurrent jurisdiction with
both the county and district courts when the
smount is at least $500 but less than $1,000.
By statute, they are granted jurisdiction over
forcible entry and detainer actions.

A juetice 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
counties where there is no provision for a
medical examiner. The justice court also
functions as a small claims court,

SEATS: Determined by county commissioners.
MEMBRERSHIP:
8. Number: One judge per court.

b. Selection: Partisan elections by wvoters
of respective precincts,

c. Qualifications: No specific gtatutory or
constitutional provisions apply.

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

e. Term: TFour years.

MUNICIPAL COURTS

1.

2.

NUMBER OF ACTIVE COURTS: 847.

JURISDICTION: By a general statute, the
Legislature has created a municipal c¢ourt in
each ot the incorporated cities of the State.
Presently, municipal courts are operating in
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approximately 847 cities and towns.  Metro~
politan cities ‘usually have more than one
municipal court.

These courts. do not have civil juris-
diction, but they have original and exclusive
jurisdiction over wviolation of city ordi-
nanceg. Ordinance violations involving lit=
ter, fire safety, zoning, public health, and
sanitation, are punishable by fines only, up
to a maximum of $1,000. Punishment for viola-
tion of other types of city ordinances is lim—
ited to fines only, not to exceed $200. The
municipal courts also have concurrent juris—
diction with justice of the peace courts 'in
misdemeanor cases resulting from violations of
state laws within the city limits (predomi-
nately .traffic offenses) when punishment is
limited to finea only of $200 or less. Muni-~
cipal judges also serve as magistrates of the
State.

Generelly, municipal courts arg not
courts of record, and appeals from them are by

trial de novo in the county court, county
court at law or district court, The municipal
courts of Austin, El Paso, Houston, Longview,
Lubbock, Marshall, Midland, San Antonio,
Sweetwater, and Wichita Falls are courts of
record, and appeals from these courts are on
the record made therein.

SEATS: Determined by the city or town.
MEMBERSHIP:
d. Number: = Generally, one court per munici-

pality and one judge per court. Statutes
allow some city governing bodies to estab-
lish more than one court and/or more than
one judge per court.

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

¢. Qualifications: Determined by the gover—
ning body of the city.

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

e, Term: Most are appointed for two—year
terms and serve at the will of the gover—
ning body of the city. )



TEXAS JUDICIAL SYSTEM APPROPRIATIONS

STATE FUNDING FOR THE TEXAS JUDICIAL SYSTEM
September 1, 1985 - August 31, 1986

F.Y. 1986*
TOTAL STATE
APPROPRIATIONS
($18,309,566,711)

JUDICIAL APPROPRIATIONS
($59,706,928)
0.33%

JUDICIAL APPROPRIATIONS
($59,706,928)

EXECUT IVE
AND

LEGISLATIVE
BUBGETS

($18,249,£59,783)
99,574

DISTRICT JUDGES

R (820,503, 500)
35.0%

($2,158,999)

COURT OF
CRIRINAL

ATPEALS
($2,077,024)
3.5%

RETIREMENT
(57,041,000
1.8%

goatl DISTRICT
OF APPEALS
(313'2?4§225) Qggggzg&g

TOTAL JUDICIAL APPROPRIATIONS
FIVE-YEAR COMPARISON OF STATE-BUDGETED FUNDS1

FISCAL YEAR FISCAL YEAR FISCAL YEAR FISCAL YEAR FISCAL YEAR
1982 1983 1984 1985 1985

Supreze Court $ 2,165,704 $ 1,082,862 $ 2,236,798 $ 2,183,735 $ 2,158,999

Court of Criminal Appeals 1,670,640 1,801,086 2,222,042 1,939,534 2,077,024

Courts of Appeals 9,129,759 9,384,046 13,623,357 12,949,488 13,094,625

District Judge: 15,947,400 17,292,200 18,972,300 19,527,500 20,903,500

Judicial Retirement System 5,037,930 5,746,110 6,105,000 6,573,500 7,041,000
Judicial Agencies and Other " %

Judicial Appropriations 3,222,661 3,311,959 7,714,848 7,531,938 7,827,780

District Attorneys? 8,414,913" 8,858,450" 6,007,880 6,282,200 6,604,000

TOTAL JUDICIAL BUDGET $ 45,589,007 § 48,376,713 § 56,972,225 = $ 56,978,895 $ 59,706,928

(% of Total State Budget) (0.35%) (0.36%) (0.38%) (0.37%) (0.33%)

TOTAL STATE BUBGET $13,004,338,128  $13,500,991,862  $15,187,570,942  $15,601,860,634  $18,309,566,711

1. -Includes federal funds budgeted by State Legislature.

*  The General Appropriations Act for f.Y, 1982 and F.Y.

Does not include funds provided by local units of
government foi operating expenses, salary supplements,

etc.

2, Includes Criminal District Attorneys.

1983 tncluded funds for salaries of assistant district
attorneys, support personnel, and the Travis County
Public: Integrity Unit as part of the district attorneys®
budget.. -The Act for subsequent Fiscal years included
these funds as part of "Other Judicial Appropriations®.
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TEXAS JUDICIAL SYSTEM

Subject-Matter Jurisdiction of the Courts
September 1, 1986

INTRCDUCTION

The basic structure of the present court sys-—
tem of Texes was established by an 1891 constitu-
tional amendment. The amendment established the
Supreme Court, which is the highest state appel-
late court for civil matters, and the Court of
Criminal Appealg, which makes the final determi-
nation in criminal matters. There are now four—
teen intermediate Courts of Appeals which, since
September 1, 1981, exercise intermediate appellate
jurisdiction in both ecivil and criminal cases.
Prior to that date, these courts had jurisdiction
in intermediate civil appellate cases only.

The state trial courts of general jurisdic-—
tion are the district courts, of which there are
374 as of September 1, 1986, (Ten of these courts
are designated "Criminal District Ccurts.")

The geographical area served by each district
court is established by the specific statute
creating that court and does not  necessarily
correspond to the area served by any previously-—
established court. Each court has one judge,
although, by constitutional amendment (S.J.R. 14)
effective in November 1985, future Legislatures
may provide for more than one district judge per
court. The State pays the base salary of each
judge arid some limited expenses of the judge.

In addition to these state courts, the Texas
Constitution provides for a county court in each
county, presided over by the county judge. The
county judge also serves as head of the county
commissioners court, the governing body of the
county. To relieve the docket of the single
"eonstitutionai county court, the Legislature has
egstablished statutory county courts at law in 65
counties., As of September 1, 1986, there are 12
probate courts and' 146 county courts at law in
operation, Seven additional courts have been
authorized by the Legislature but were not effec~
tive as of September 1, 1986.

The Texas Constitution provides for not less
than one nor more than 16 justices of the peace in
each county. Today there are approximately 950
justice of the peace courts statewide. Since
1953, these courts have also served as small
claims courts.

By statute, the Legislature has created mun-
icipel courts in each dincorporated city in the
State. These courts have original jurisdiction
over violations of municipal ordinances and con-
current ¢riminal jurisdiction with the justice of
the peace courts over state law violations, limi-
ted to the geographical confines of the munici-
pality. Municipal courts do not have civil juris-
diction. ~

Trials in the justice of the peace and
municipal courts (with 10 exceptions) are not of
record, and appeals therefrom -are by +trial de
novo to the <c¢ounty court, except in certain
counties as noted later where the appeal is to a
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county court at law or to & district court. When
an appeal is by trial de nove, the case is tried
again in the higher court, just as if the original
trial had not occurred.

Jurisdiction of the various levels of courts
is -established both by constitutional provision
and by statute. Statutory jurisdiction of the
courts is established by general statutes provid-
ing jurisdiction for all courts om: a particular
level, as well as by the statutes establishing
individual courts. Thus, to determine the juris-—
diction of azny one particular court, recourse must
be had first to the Constitution, second to the
general statutes establishing jurisdiction for
that level of court, third to the specific statute
authorizing the establishment of the particular
court in question, fourth to statutes creating
other courts in the same county (whose jurisdic-
tional provisions may affect the court in ques-
tion), and f£ifth to statutes dealing with specific
subject matters (such as the Family Code, which
requires, for example, that judges who are lawyers
hear appeals from actions by non-lawyer judges in
juvenile cases.)

The State provides full funding for the Su-
preme Court, the Court of Criminal Appeals,  and
the Court of Appeals located in Austin. It pro—
vides a base salary for the appellate and district
judges of Texas. Most counties supplement this
base salary for district and Court of Appeals
judges. Counties pay the costs of "constitu-
tional"™ county courts, county courts ‘at law,
justice of the pesace courts, and the operating
costs of district courts except £for the base
salary of the judge. The cities finance the
operation of municipal courts.

Senate Bill 797 of the 69th Legislature, the
general ‘appropriations bill, appropriated $59.7
million for the operations of the Texas judiciary
—— including the Judicial Retirement System —— in
fiscal year 1986, This represents only 0.33 of
one percent of the §18.3 billionr total = state
budget for fiscal year 1986.

APPELLATE COURTS

The appellate courts of the Texas Judicial
System are: (1) the Supreme Court, which is the
highest state appellate court for civil and juve-
nile cases; (2) the Court of Criminal Appeals,
which is the highest state appellate court for
criminal cases; and (3) the 14 Courts of Appeals,
which are the intermediate appellate courts for
both civil and criminal appeals from the trial-
level courts,

Appellate courts do not try cases, have
jurors, or hear witnesses. Rather, they review
actions and decisions of the lower courts on
questions of law or allegations of procedural
error, In carrying out this review, the appellate
courts are usually restricted to the evidence and



exhibits presented in the trial court.

The Supreme Court

The Supreme Court of Texas was first estab~
lished by the Constitution of the Republic of
Texas, which vested the judicial power of the
Republic in "...one Supreme Court and such inferi-
or courts as the Congress may establish." This
Court was re—established by each successive con-
stitution adopted throughout the course of Texas
history. The various constitutions and amendments
thereto, however, provided for different numbers
of judges to sit on the Court and different
methods for the selection of the judges. The
Constitution of 1845 provided that the Supreme
Court consist of a Chief Justice and two associate
justices, The Constitution of 1866 provided for
five justices, and the Constitution of 1869 re—
verted to a three-judge court; the Constitution of
1873 increased the number to five, and the Consti-
tution of 1876 again reduced the membership to
three. To aid the three justices in disposing of
the ever increasing workload, the Legislature
created two "Commissions of Appeals,” each to
consist of three judges appointed by the Supreme
Court., This system, begun in 1920, continued
until the adoption of the constitutional amendment
of 1945 which abolished the two Commiesions of
Appeals and increased the number of justices on
the Supreme Court to nine, the present number.

A constitutional amendment adopted in 1980
provides:

The Supreme Court shall exercise the judi-
cial power of the state except ds otherwise
provided in this Constitution. Its juris-
diction shall be co-extensive with the
limits of the State and its determinations
shall be final except in criminal law mat-
ters. Its appellate jurisdiction shall be
final and shall extend to all cases except
in criminal law matters and as otherwise
provided in this Cénstitution or by law.

Thug, the Supreme Court of Texas has state—
wide final appellate jurisdiction in most civil
and juvenile cases., In cases of slander, divorce,
and certain other civil matters, the opinion of
the Court of Appeals is usually final, The
Supreme Court is empowered to make and enforce all
necessary rules of civil practice and procedure
for the judicial system and to promulgate rules of
administration to provide for the efficient admin~
istration of justice in the State. A constitu—
tional amendment (S.J.R. 10) passed in November
1985 and effective January 1, 1986, gives the
Supreme Court (and the Court of Criminal Appeals)
jurisdiction to answer questions of state law
certified from a federal appellate court. The
Supreme Court has original jurisdiction to issue
writs and to conduct proceedings for the involun—
tary retirement or removal of judges in the State.

The Supreme GCourt is composed of one Chief
Justice and eight ‘justices, who are elected in
partisan elections on & state-wide barcis for six-—
year terms of office. Vacancies between elections
are filled by gubernatorial appointment with the
advice and consent of the State Senate, until the
next general election. To be eligible to serve as

a justice of this Court, a person must be licensed
to practice law in this State, be a citizen of the
United States and of the State of Texas, be at
least 35 years of age, and have been a practicing
lawyer, or a lawyer and judge of a court of record
together, for at least ten years,

In addition to its major responsibilities of
hearing oral arguments, deciding cases appealed to
it, and writing opinions, the Supreme Court has
many administrative duties placed upon it by the
Legislature to ensure the efficient administration
of justice by the Texas judicial system. These
duties include: (1) promulgating the Rules of
Civil Procedure for the Texas judicial system
(Gov't Code §22.004); (2) promulgating rules of
administration for the Texas judicial system (art.
200a~1, and Gov't Code §72,026); (3) equalizing
the dockets between the 14 Courts of Appeals
(Gov't Code §73.001); (4) promulgating the rules
of procedure for the Commiszgion on Judicial
Conduct, and disciplining or removing judges from
office (art. V, sec. 1l-a, Tex. Comst.); (5)
supervising the operations of the State Bar of
Texas and the rules and regulations for the
admission, discipline, supervision, and disbarment
of lawyers, and approving the law schools of the
State (arts. 304, 306, 320a-1); and (6) promul-~
gating the rules for the operation of the Court
Reporters Certification Board and the disciplinary
rules enforced by this Board (Gov't Code §52.002).

The Chief Justice has the responsibility to:
(1) confer with the presiding judges of the admin-
istrative judicial regions to promote the prompt
dispatch of judicial business (art. 200a-1, and
Gov't Code §74.014); (2) assign judges between
administrative judicial districts (art. 200a-1,
and Gov't Code §74.034); (3) assign retired appel-
late justices to the various Courts of Appeals on
a temporary basis (art. 200a-1 and Gov't Code
§73.012); (4) deliver a "State of the Judieciary"
message at the commencement of each regular ses-~
sion of the Legislature (Gov't Code §21.004); and
(5) ensure that the Supreme Court executes and
implements its administrative duties and respon—
sibilities (art. 200a~1 and Gov't Code §72.026).

The Court of Criminal Appeals

To relieve the Supreme Court of some of its
cageload, the Constitution of 1876 created the
Court of Appeals, composed of three elected
judges, with appellate jurisdiction in all crimi-
nal cases and in thosge civil cases tried by the
county courts. The judiciary article that was
created by the constitutional amendment of 1891
changed the name. of this court to the Court of
Criminal Appeals and limited its jurisdiction to
appellate jurisdiction in criminal cases only.

A constitutional amendment adopted' in 1980
provides: "The Court of Criminal Appeals shall
have ' final appellate jurisdiction co-extensive
with the limits of the State, and its determina-
tion shall be final, in all criminal cases of
whatever grade, with such exceptions and under
such regulations as may be provided in this Con-
stitution or as prescribed by law." The jurisdic—
tion of this Court extends to criminal cases heard
by the intermediate Courts of Appeals and directly
from the trial courts in 8ll cases in which the
death penalty has been imposed. A constitutional
amendment (S.J.R. 10) passed in November 1985 and
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effective January 1, 1986, gives the Court of
Criminal Appeals (and the Supremé Court) jurisdic—
tion to answer questions of state law certified
from a federal appellate court. 1In addition, the
Legislature has authorized the Court of Criminal
Appeals to promulgate "rules of post trial and
appellate procedure" in criminal cases.

The Court of Criminal Appeals, as originally
established, was composed of three judges. As its
workload increased, the Legislature granted it the
authority %o appoint commissioners to aid in the
disposition. of pending cases. The number of
judges on the Court was increased to five by a
congtitutional amendment adopted in 1966, and wes
again increased to nine by another constitutional
amendment adopted in 1977.

Today, the Court of Criminal Appeals consists
of a Pregiding Judge and eight additional judges,
who must have the same qualifications, and are
elected in the same manner, as the justices of the
Supreme Court.

The Courts of Appeals

The first intermediate appellate court in
Texas waes created by the Constitution of 1876,
which created a Court of Appeals with appellate
jurisdiction in all criminal cases and in all
civil ' cases originating din the county  courts.
However, by 1891, the docket of the Supreme Court
had become so crowded that it became apparent that
other changes were necessary to expedite the
disposition of appellate cases. Thus, the amend-
ment of 1891 converted the Court of Appeals.into
the Court: of Criminal Appeals and authorized the
Legislature to establish intermediate Courtse of
Civil Appeals located at various places throughout
the State.  The purpose of this amendment was to
preclude the large quantity of civil litigation
from further congesting the docket of the Supreme
Court, while at the same time providing for a more
convenient and less expensive system of interme—
diate appellate courts for civil cases. Under
this authority, the Legislature has divided the
state into 14 "Supreme Judicial Districts™ and has
established a Court of Appeals in each district.
By constitutional emendment (S.J.R. 14) effective
November 1985, the "Supreme Judicial Districts"
were renamed "Courts of Appeals Districts,®

In the Court Administration Act (art. 200a-
1), effective January 1, 1986, the Legislature
declared its intention to reapportion the Courts
of Appeals Districts "as goon as practicable" so
that the districts will "have judicial burdens
that are as nearly equal as pogsible." The Supreme
Court and Texas Judicial Council are directed to
submit such a reapportionment plan to the next
regular session of the Législature. Courts of
Appeals are now located in the following cities:
Amarillo, Augtin, Beaumont, Corpus Christi,
Dallas, Eastland, El. Paso, Fort Worth, Houston
(two courts), San Antonio, Texarkana, Tyler, and
Waco.

Each - Court of Appeals has jurisdiction of
appeals from the trial courts located in its
respective district. The appeals heard in these
courts are based upon the "record" (a written
trangcription of the testimony given, exhibits
introduced, and the documents filed in the trial
court) and the written and oral arguments of the
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appellate lawyers, The Courts of Appeals do not
receive testimony or hear witnesses in considering
the cases on appeal. In cases of slander,
divorce, and certain other civil matters, the
opinion of these courts is usually final.

Each of the Courts of Appeals has at least
three judges ~- a chief justice and two other
justices, However, the Legislature is empowered
to increase this number whenever thez workload of
an individual court requires additional judges.
Presently, the Dallas Court of Appeals has 13
justices, the two courts located in Houston (the
First and the Fourteenth) each have nine justices,
the courts located in Fort Worth and San Antonio
each have seven, the courts located in Austin and
Corpus Christi each have six, the courts located
in El Paso and Amarillo each have four, and the
remaining courts each retain the constitutional
minimum number of three. Presently there are 80
judges serving on the 14 intermediate Courts of
Appeals.

Judges of these courts are elected in par-
tisan elections for six-year terms of office by
the voters in their own districts. They must have
the same qualifications for office as the justices
of the Supreme Court of Texas.

TRIAL COURTS

The trial courts are those courts in which
witnesses are heard, testimony is received, exhib-
its are offered into evidence, and a verdict is
rendered., In a civil case, the verdict determines
which party to the lawsuit prevails; in a criminal
case, the verdict determines whether the defendant
is guilty or not guilty of the crime alleged. In
all cases, the parties have the right to a trial
by a jury of either six or twelve local citizens,
Except in capital murder cases, the parties have
the right to waive a trial by jury and have the
judge  preesiding over the case make the £final
determination. Generally, determinations made in
the trial courts can be appealed to the appellate
courts for review.

The trial court structure in Texas has
several .different levels, each level handling
different types of cases. The state trial court
of general jurisdiction is known as the district
court. The county-level courts consist of the
"constitutional" county courts, the "statutory"
county courts at law, and the "statutory" probate
courts, In addition, there are the municipal
courts, located in each incorporated city of the
State, and the justice of the peace courts,
located in precincts of each county of the State.

District-Level Courts

The district courts are the primary trial
courts in Texas, the successor to the common law
nisi Erius courts, The Constitution of the
Republic provided for not less than three nor more
than eight district courts, each having a judge
elected by a joint ballot of both houses of Con—
gress for a term of four years. Most constitu-
tions of the State continued the district courts
but provided that the judges were to be elected by
the qualiffed voters. The exceptions were the
Constitutions of 1845 and 1861 which provided for
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the appointment of judges by the Governor with
confirmation by the Senate. All of the constitu-
tions have provided that the judges of these
courts must be chosen from defined districts (as
opposed  to state-wide election) and that court
proceedings be conducted at the county seat of
each county.

District courts are courts of general juris—
diction. The constitutional amendment (S.J.R. 14)
adopted effective in November 1985 amends art. V,
sec. 8 of the Texas Constitution, in pertinent
part, as follows:

District Court jurisdiction consists of
exclusive, appellate, and original juris-
diction of all actions, proceedings, and
remedies, except in cases where exclusive,
appellate, or original jurisdiction may be
conferred by this Constitution or other law
on some other court, tribunal, or admini-
strative body.

This provision, while it extends a district
court's potential jurisdiction to "all actions,”
also mekes such jurisdiction relative in that the
court's jurisdiction excludes any matters in which
exclusive, appellate, or original jurisdiction is
conferred by law upon some other court., For this
reagson, while one can spesk of the "general®
jurisdiction of a district court, the actual
jurisdiction of any specific court will always be
limited by the constitutional or statutory
provisions which confer exclusive, original, or
appellate jurisdiction on other courts serving the
same county or counties.

Taking into account the various constitu—
tional and statutory provisions which confer
general jurisdiction on other levels of court, it
can be said that district courts generally have
the following jurisdiction: original jurisdiction
in all criminal cases of the grade of felony, and
misdemeanors involving official misconduct; cases
of divorce; suits for title to land or enforcement
of liens on land; contested elections; suits for
slander or defamation; suits in behalf of the
state for escheat; and all civil matters wherein
the amount in controversy is $500 or more. (This
lower limit of district court jurisdiction is no
longer c¢learly defined. See amended art. V, §8,
Tex, Const.; §§24.007 and 27.031, Gov't Code; and
art. 1970a, V.T.C.S.) In those counties having
statutory county courts at law, the district
courts generally have exclusive jurisdiction in
civil cases wherein the amount in. controversy is
$5,000 or more -and concurrent jurisdiction with
the statutory county courts at law in cases where
the amount in controversy exceeds $500 but is less
than $5,000. The Legislature has, however, tended
to increase the concurrent jurisdictional amounts
of individual county courts at law above the
$5,000 general limit.

The district courts hear contested matters
involved in probate cases and have general super—
visory control over commissioners courts. In
addition, district courts have the power to issue
writs . of habeas corpus, mandamus, - injunction,
certiorari, sequestration, attachment, . garnish-
ment, and all writs necessary to enforce their
jurisdiction,

Appeals from judgments of the distriet courts

are to the Court of Appeals having jurisdiction
over the locale of the district court.

As of September 1, 1986, the Legislature had
established 374 separate district-level courts,
identified by separate numbers, each having its
own judge elected by the voters of the judicial
district. In a number of locations, the geo—
graphical jurisdiction of two or more district
courts is overlapping.

The 1985 constitutional amendment (S.J.R. 14)
established a Judicial Districts Board to reappor-
tion Texas Judicial Districts, subject to legisla—
tive approval. Th2 same amendment also allows for
more than one judge per judieial district.

Most district courts exercise both criminal
and civil jurisdietion, but in the metropolitan
areas there is a tendency for the courts to spe-
cialize in either civil, criminal, or family lew
matters. In some localities, the courts that
exercise criminal jurisdiction exclusively are
designated criminal district courts. A limited
number of district courts also exercise the sub—
ject-matter jurisdiction normally exercised by
county courts.

Specialized Jurisdiction

The Supreme Court has repeatedly held that
the Legislature cannot reduce the constitutional
jurisdiction of & district court. Lord wv.
Clayton, 163 Tex. 62, 352 S.W.2d 718 (1961); Ex
Parte Richards, 137 Tex. 520, 155 S.W.2d 597
(1941); Reasonover wv. Reasonover, 122 Tex. 512,
58 S.W. 2d 817 (1933); St. Louis S. W. Ry. v.
Hall, 98 Tex. 480, 85 S.W. 786 (1905).  Accord,
Zamora v. State, 508 S.W.2d 819 (Tex. Crim.
App. 1974). See elso, Ward v. State, 523
S.W.2d 681, 682 (Tex. Crim. App. 1975); 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 St. Louis S.W. Ry. v. Hall, the Supreme
Court stated the rule as follows: "If the Legisla-
ture did enough to bring into active existence a
district court, it was at once clothed with the
powerg conferred by the Constitution upon such
courts, and any attempts in the act to unduly
limit those powers must be treated as futile." 85
S.W.2d at 788. In Lord v. Clayton, the Supreme
Court held that, although the statute creating the
136th District Court of Jefferson County purport—
edly limited its jurisdiction to civil cases only,
and other legisletion purported to give exclusive
jurisdiction in ecriminal cases to the Criminsl
District Court of Jefferson County, the 136th
Court was nevertheless a constitutional district
court with full power to impanel a grand jury,
receive an indictment, and try the accused.

A new facet has been added to this jurisdic-
tional issue by the 1985 amendment of art. V, §8
of the Constitution which now grants the district
courts’ jurisdiction over all matters "except in
cases where...jurisdiction may be conferred by
this consgtitution or other law on . some other
court...." The extent to which this provision may
alter the scope of district court jurisdiction
cannot yet be determined. .

Although the Legislature has not been able to
divest a regular district court of any of its
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constitutional jurisdiction, the Legislature may,
under dits constitutional authority to create
"other courts" (Tex. Const. art, V, sec. 1) estab-
lish special "district—level" courts with limited
jurisdiction, Seae Jordan v. Crudgington, 231
8.W.2d 641 (Tex. 1950) (regarding the Court of
Domestic Relations of Potter County); Ex Parte
Richards, 137 Tex. 520, 155 S.W.2¢ 597 (1941)
{regarding the Criminal District Court of Willacy
County) .

One "Criminal District Court" was created
with jurisdiction Iimited to criminal, divorce,
dependent and neglected children, adoption, and
civil habeas corpus proceedings:

Criminal District Court of Jefferscn
County. o+ « o o + o «. » o » 824,920

As will be noted later, most sgpecial
"Criminal District Courts"™ have jurisdiction
concurrent with county-level courts in criminal
matters.,

While the courts have ruled that the Legisla—
ture may not limit the jurisdiction of regular
district courts, the statutes frequently expreas
the intention that certain distriect courts give
primary attention to only a portion of those
matters over which they have jurisdiction,

The 65th ‘Legislature in 1977 converted all
functioning domestic relations and special juve~
nile courts to district courts of general juris—
diction, However, these courts are to have
primary responsibility for cases involving family
law matters. There are now 32 such courts:

q
300th Brazoria. . . . §24.607, §24.608
301st Dallas. . . §24.607, §24.609
302nd Dallas, . . . §24.607, §24.610
303rd Dallas, . . §24.607, §24.611
304th Dallas. . . §24,607, §24.612
305th Dailas. . . §24.607, §24.613
306th . Galveston . §24,607,. §24.614
307th Gregg - - - - - 824.607, §24.615
308th Harris. . . §24.607, §24.616
309th Harris. . . §24.607, §24.617
310th  Harris. . . §24.607, §24.618
311th Harris. . . §24.607, §24.619
312th Harris. . . §24.607, §24.620
313th Harris. . . §24.607, §24.621
314th Harris. . < §24.607, §24.622
315th Harris, . . §24.607, §24.623 2
316th Hutchingon . §24.607, §24.624
317th Jefferson . §24,607, §24.625
318th Midland . §24.607, §24.626
319th Nueces. . §24.607, §24,627
320th Potter. « §24.607, §24.628
321st Smith . . 824,607, §24.629
322nd Tarrant . §24.607, §24,630
323rd Tarrant . §24.607, §24.631
324th Tarrant . §24.607, §24.632
325th Tarrant . . §24,607, §24.633
326th Taylor. . . §24.607, §24.634
327th El Paso . . §24.607, §24.635
328th Fort Bend . §24.607, §24.636
329th Wharton . . §24.607, §24.637
330th Dallas. . . §24.607, §24.638
360th Tarrant . . §24.607, §24.639

-

Six district courts are instructed to "give
preference™ to criminal cases, and all indictments
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in the county are to be returned to one of those
courts: I
144th Bexar §24.245, §24.139, §75.013
175th Bexar §24.268, §24.139, §75.013
186th Bexar §24.274, §24.139, §75.013 3
187th Bexar §24.366, §24.,139, §75.013
226th Bexar §75.013, §24.139, §24.404
227th Bexar §75.013, §24.139, §24.405
Another district court is directed to give
primary preference to juvenile cases and secondary
preference to criminal cases:

289th Bexar . . . art. 199a, §3.115(b) 4

In the same county, ali civil cases are to be

docketed in one of the 11 courts which do not give

preference to criminal cases. (This provision may

not be mandatory on the clerk. See Lord, 352
S.W.2d at 722):

37th BeXa8r + « « « o s « « « «824.139
45th Bexar « « . « « §24.147, §24.139
57th Bexar . + . « . §24.159, §24.139
73rd Bexar . . . « . §24.205, §24.139
131st Bexar . « . . . §24.233, §24.139
150th Bexar . . . . . §24.249, §24,139 5
166th Bexar . . . « . §24.263, §24.139
224th Bexar . . . . . §24.139, §24.402
225th Bexar « « « « . §24.139, §24.403
285th Bexar . . . o « §24.139, §24.462
288th Bexar . . . . . §24.139, §24.465

Thirty—eight courts are instructed to "give
preference"” to criminal cases:
.8§24.207

105th NuecesB. « « « &

107th. Cameron, Willacy. . . . .§24.209
138th Cameron, Willacy. . . . +§24.240
147th TraviSe « « o « o o o o« 824,248
182nd Harris. « « o « « ¢ « « 824,362
183rd Harris. « « o « » + .« o +824.363
184th Harris., . « « « o + .+ « 824.364
185th Harris. e o s s e o s «824,365
194th Dallas. + + s o & « « « 824,373
195th Dallas. . . « « « « « « -824.374
197th Cemeron, Willacy. . . . .§24.376
202nd Bowi€ . v o+ o o s o o +824.381
203rd Dallas. . oo v « « o « .824.382
204th Dallas, . e s v s o o +§24,383

205th . Culberson, El1 Paso,
Hudspeth. + ¢ « « &« « . .§24.384

207th Caldwell, Comal, Hays . .§24.386 6
208th HarriS. « « « « « o o « 524,387
209th Harris. . « « o o « « » 824,388
214th NUECeS:, « « « « « o « « 824,393
228th Harris, « o o« o « o « » «824.406
230th Harris. . « o o « « « » . .824.407
232nd HarriS. o o« o o o s v » +824,409
248th Harris. « + « « o « « . .824.425
252nd Jefferson . .« + o « o « «824.429
262nd HETXTig. + o o o o « o « 824,439
263rd HarriSe o s « o « o« » o« 824,440
265th Dallas. o« « o o« o « o » «8§24.442
282nd Dallas. v « « s « » » « 824,459
283xd Dallas. « v o o « « « o 824,460
290th BeXaT o+ v o o o« o » o « 824,467
291st Dallas: <« o o « o« +» « o 824,468

292nd Dallas. e i v e e e 824,469




. o 824,474
.§24.483
+§24.484

297th Tarrant .

337th Harris, . .

338th Harris, ..

339th Harris. . o 824,485 6

351set Harris. . . o 0824.497

Criminal District Court No.4 of Tarrant
County¥a » « o o o « o o « « 824,913

.
. .
. .
. .
.

» e & e
o s & o

Ten courts are similarly instructed to give
preference to civil cases:

103rd Cameron, Willacy. . . . :§24.205
215th Harris. « « « « &« « +» « 824,394
295th Harris. . « « ¢« « o » « 824,472
298th Dallas. « v o ¢ s o« v « 824,475
333rd HarriB. ¢ o ¢ o ¢ o & o« +824.479
334th Harris. « . « « . « . . .§24.480 7
342nd Tarrant . . . . « . . « 824,488
345th Travig. « o + o ¢ o« o o 824,491
348th Tarrant + « « & « o « o 824,494
352nd Tarrant . « + . . « o . 824,494

Ten district courts are to give preference to
family law matters:

23ist Tarrant . « + + « .« «» . 824,408
233rd Tarrant « + « « « « « « +824.410
245th HErrisS. o o« + o o v « o 524,422
246th Harris. . . « & '« o o « 824,423
247th Harris. « « « + o « « « 824,424 8
254th Dallas. + « « v » o « «» 824,431
255th Dallag. . + o « o« « « « 824,432
256th Dallas. « « + + o « o « 524,433
257th Harris. . + « « « « « o 824,434
279th Jefferson . « « « « «» « «§24.456

One court is directed by statute to give
first preference to family law cases and second
preference to criminal cases:

148th NueceS. . + « . v + » « .§24.353 9
As of September 1, 1986, 146 statutory county
courts at law and 12 probate courts had been
created, largely in metropolitan areas. On or
before January 1, 1987, 4 more courts will become
active, making a total of 150 county courts at law
and 12 probate courts. While the jurisdiection of
these courts is generally carved out of that given
to the "constitutional county courts, the stat—
utes. specify din a few dinstances that certain
jurisdiction normally in the district court is to
be exercised concurrently by the county court at
law and the district court.
Four county courts at law are given con—
current civil jurisdiction with the dirstrict
courts in specified family law matters:

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

County Court at Law No. 2 of Lubbock
County (art. 1970-340.1) 10

County Court at Law of Orange County
(art. 1970-3494)

County Court at Law of Webb County
(art, 1970-360)

—

Six county courts at law have concurrent
jurisdiction with the district court in specified
femily law matters and civil cases when the matter
Ain controversy does not exceed $10,000:

County Court at Law of Randall County
(art, 1970-371)

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

County Court at Law of Val Verde County
(art. 1970~373)

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

County Court at Law of Wichita County
(art. 1970-166d)

County Court at Law No. 2 of Wichita
County (art. 1970-166e) __J

1

Fifteen county courts at law have concurrent
jurisdiction with the distriet court in specified
family law matters and civil casesg when the matter
in controversy does not exceed $20,000:

County Court at Law of Caldwell County
(art. 1970-378)

County Court at Law of Cherokee County
(art. 1970-384)

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

County Court at Law of Ellis County
(art. 1970-338C)

County Court at Law of Hays County
(art, 1970-358)

County Court at Law of Kleberg County
(art. 1970-382)

County Court at Law of Medina County
(art. 1970-376)

County Court at Law of Montgomery 9
County (art 1970-363) 1

County Court at Law No.2 of Montgomery
County (art. 1970-363a)

County Court at Law No.3 of Montgomery
County (art, 1970-363b)

County Court st Law No. 1 of Travis
County (art., 1970~-324)

County Court at Law No. 2 of Travis
County (art. 1970-324a)

Cotinty Court at Law No. 3 of Travis
County (art. 1970-324a.1)

County Court at Law No. 4 of Travis
County (art. 1970-324a.2)

County Court at Law of Waller County
(art. 1970-381)

]

Two county courts at law have concurrent
jurisdiction with the district court in specified
non-jury family law matters and civil cases when
the matter in controversy does not exceed $20,000:

County Court at Law No. 1 of Tarrant
County (art. 1970-33)

County Court at Law No. 2 of Tarrant
County (art. 1970-62.2)

13

Eighteen county courts at law have concurrent
jurisdiction with the district court in specified
family lew matters, appeals of decisions of the
Industrial Accident Board, and civil cases when
the matter in controversy does not exceed $50,000:

County Court at Law No. 1 of Brazoria

County (art. 1970-357) 14
County Court at Law No. 2 of Brazoria

County (art. 1970-357)
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1County Court at Law No. 3 of Brazoria

County (art. 1970-357a)

County Court at Law No. 2 of Ector
County {art, 1970-346a)

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

County Court at Law No. 2 of Galveston
County (art. 1970-342b)

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

County Court at Law of Henderson
County (art. 1970-366a)

County Court at Law of Liberty. County
(art. 1970-379)

County Court at Law of Midland County
(art. 1970-370)

County Court at Law No. 2 of Midland 14
County (art. 1970-370a)

County Court at Law of Moore County
(art. 1970-390)

County Court at Law of Nplan County
(art. 1970-347)

County Court at Lsw of Panola County
(art. 1970-~323b)

County Court at Law of Parker County
(art. 1970-353a)

County Court at Law of Smith County
(art. 1970-348)

County Court at Law No, 2 of Smith
County (art. 1970-348a)

County Court at Law of Starr County
(art., 1970-386) ]

2

Two county courts at law have concurrent
jurisdiction with the districet court in specified
family law matters and civil cases when the matter
in controversy does not exceed $50,000:

County Court at Law No. 1 of Johnson
County {(art. 1970-335a) 15

County Court at Law of Kerr County
(art. 1970~388) '

One county court at law has concurrent juris—
diction with the district court in ‘specified
family law cases, tax cases, appeals of decisions
of the Industrial Accident Board, &nd civil cases

when the matter in controversy does not exceed
$50,000:

County Court at Law of Polk County 16
(art. 1970-389)

Five county courts at law have concurrent
jurisdietion with the district court in eivil
cases when the matter in controversy does not
exceed $10,000: o

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

County Court at Law Neo. 1 of Jeffer-
son County (art. 1970-112)

County Court at Law No. 2 of Jeffer— 17
son County (art. 1970-126a)
County Court at Law of Tom Green

County (art. 1970-369)
County Court at Law of Williamson
County (art. 1970-380)

1, Bffective 1-1-87.

Sixteen county courts at law have concurrent
jurisdiction with the district court in civil
cases when the matter in controversy does not
exceed $20,000:

County Court at Law No. 1 of Cameron
County (art. 1970-305)

County Court at Law No. 2 of Cameron
County (art. 1970-305c)

County Court at Law of Ector County
(art. 1970-346)

County Ceurt at Law of Gregg County
(art. 1970~375)

County Court at Law No. 1 of Harris
County (art. 1970-110g)

County Court at Law No, 2 of Harris
County (art. 1970-110g)

County Court at Law No, 3 of Harris
County (art. 1970-110g)

County Court at Law No, 4 of Harris
County (art. 1970-110g)

County Court at Law of Hidalgo 18
County (art. 1970-341, § 24)

County Court at Law No. 2 of Hidalgo
Coraty (art. 1970-34la)

County Court at Law No. 3 of Hidalgo
County (axt. 1970-341b)

County Court at Law No. 1 of Nueces
County (arts. 1970-339, 1970-339A,
1970-339¢C)

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

County Court at Law No. 3 of Nueces
County (arts. 1970-339B, 1970-339C)

County Court at Law No. 4 of Nueces
County (art. 1970-339D)

County Court at Law No. 2 of Victoria
County (art. 1970-356a)

One county court at law has concurrent juris-
diction with the district court in appeals of
decisions of the Industrial Accident Ldard and in
civil cases when the matter in controversy does
not exceed $20,000:

County Court at Law No. 1 of Calhoun 19
County {art. 1970-385)
Five county courts at law have concurrent
jurisdiction with the district court in appeals of
decisions of the Industrial Accident Board and in
civil cases when the matter in controversy does
not exceed $50,000:
e
County Court of Dallas County at Law
No. 1 (art. 1970-3)
County Court of Dallas County at Law
No. 2 (art. 1970-3, 1970-16)
County Court of Dallas County at Law
No. 3 (art. 1970-3, 1970-31.1)
County Court of Dallas County at Law
No. & (art. 1970-3, 1970-31.1)
County Court of Dallas County at Law
No. 5 (art. 1970-3, 1970-31,2)

20

encwedk
One county court at law has concurrent juris—
diction with the distriect court in specified

2, Effective 1~1-87 or stuch earlier date as mey be determined by the county commissioners.
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family law matters and civil cases when the amount
in controversy does not exceed $40,000:
| 21

Seven county courts at law have concurrent
jurisdiction with the district court in specified
family law matters and civil cases when the amount
in controversy does not exceed $50,000:

County Court at Law of Rusk County
(art. 1970-383)

County Court at Law of Andexson County
(art. 1970-377)

County Court at Law of Austin County
(art. 1970-392)

County Court at Law of Bastrop County
(art. 1970-393)

County Court at Law of Brazos County 29
(art. 1970-359)

County Court at Law No. 2 of Brazos
County (art. 1970-359)

County Court at Law No. 1 of Fort Bend
County (art. 1970-364)

County Court at Law No. 2 of Fort Bend
County (art. 1970~364)

Nine county courts at law have concurrent
jurisdiction with the district courts in eivil
cases when the matter in contvoversy does pat
exceed $50,000: -

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

County Court at Law No. 2 of Collin
County {art. 1970-362b)

County Court at Law No. 3 of Collin
County (art. 1970-362b)

County Court at Law No. 1 of Denton
County (art. 1970-352b)

County Court at Law No. 2 of Denton 23
County (art. 1970-352b)

County Court at Law No. 3 of Denton
County (art. 1970-352b)

County Court at Law of Harrison
County (art. 1970-223a)

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

County Court at Law No. 3 of Jeffer-
son County (art. 1970-126b)

Five county courts at law have concurrent
jurisdictien with district courts in civil cases
and no upper limit on the amount in controversy:

County Court at Lew No. 1 of El Paso
County (art. 1970-127b)

County Court at Law No. 2 of El Paso
County (art. 1970-127b)

County Court at Law No. 3 of El Paso 24
County. (art. 1970-127b)

County Court at Law No. 4 of El Paso
County (art. 1970-127b)

County Court at Law No. 5 of El Paso
County (art. 1970-127b)

A wide wvariety of statutory changes have
been made blurring the line between district court
jurisdiction and county court jurisdiction.

1. Effective 1-1-87.

In six counties, all civil and criminal
jurisdiction of the county court, except probate,
has been transferred to the district court:

Bowie (5th, 102nd, 202nd District

Courts) . « « + « » §24.105, §26.119

Comal (22nd District Court)
. §24.,123, §26.146
Jones (259th Dlstrlct Court). . §24.436
Shackelford (259th District Court) %

e e e e e s e 5 s e s o v o 824,436
Stephens (90th District Court)

. e o o o o« §24,192, §26.315
Webb (49th 111th, 341st District

Courts) v « o v & o« o » « .+ .824.151

) " e e e s »

All edivil and criminal jurisdiction of the
county court, except for probate matters and the
jurisdiction to receive guilty pleas in mis-
demeanor cases, has been transferred to the
district court in six counties:

Baylor (50th District Court)
« o« o « 824,152, §26.112
Cass (Sth Dlstrlct Court)
. « o« §24.105, §26.134
Cottle (50th Dmstrzct Court)
e o0 e e o o« 824,152, §26.151 26
Eastland (91st District Court)
o oo o s s » §24,193, §26.167
Klng (SOth District Court)
§24.,152, §26.235
Knox (50th Dlstrlct Court)
. §24,152, §26.238

¢ a4 e s e = 8 &
o

In another county, &ll civil and criminal
jurisdiction of the county court, except in pro—
bate matters, has been transferred to the district
court, and the two levels of courts have been
granted concurrent jurisdiction to receive guilty
pleas in misdemeanor cases:

Marion (115th, 276th District Courts) 27
o e e o s o 824,117, §24.453, §26.258

In another county, all civil cases, except
those involving probate matters, and all criminal
caseg appealed from the justice and municipal
courts have been transferred to the districet
court, and the county and district courts have
concurrent jurisdiction' in cases in which the
county court would have had original criminal
jurisdiction:

Red River (102nd Distriect Court) 28
e o s e s s o o o s §24,106, 526,294

All civil jurisdiction of the county court,
except in probate matters, has been transferred to
the district court in six counties:

Glasscock (118th District Court)
e e e §24.220, §26.187
Mllls (35th Distriet Court) 29
e e s e s s o 824,137, §26.267
Navarro (13th District Court)
. §24,114, §26.275

* o @ e & « & & @

2. Bffective 1-1-87 or such earlier date as may be determined by the county commissioners.
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Sabine (1st, 273xrd District Courts)
« + o « s +824,101, §26.302, §26.303
San Augustine (1st, 273rd District o
Courts) . .§24.101, §26.302, §26.303 29
Wichita (89th District Court)
e v s e e e v e e« §24.132, §26.343

Rather than transfer jurisdiction absolutely
from the county court to the district court, the
Legislature in séveral instances has given both
the district-level and the county courts concur—
rent jurisdiction in certain matters,

Twenty—one district-level courts have concur-
rent criminal jurisdiction with the county -court
in matters normally in the county court:

9th Polk . . o« s s e« «824.109
2nd 9th Polk. . e e o« v o« 824,110
14th Dallas. . - §24.901, §24.115
44th Dallas. ., . §24.901, §24.115
68th Dallas. . . . . §24.901, §24.115
95th Dallas, . . . . §24.901, §24.115
10ist Dallas., . . . . §24.901, §24.115
116th Dallas. . . . . §24.901, §24.115
134th Dallas. . . . . §24.501, §24.115
160th Dallas. . . . . §24.901, §24.115
162nd Dallas. . . . . 524,901, §24.115
207th Caldwell. . ¢ . . . . .+ .§24.386
258th Polke o« v = s « s « o « «§24.435
Criminal Distriect Court of Dallas
County. . + » « o . §24.901, §24.115 30
Criminal District Court No.2 of Dallas
County. . .§24.902, §24.901, §24.115
Criminal District Court No.3 of Dallas
County. '. .§24.903, §24.901, §z4.115
Criminal District Court No.4 of Dallas
County. . .§24.904, §24.901, §24.115
Crimine’ District Court No.5 of Dallas
County. . .§24.905, §24,901, §24.115
Criminal District Court No.l of Tarrant
Counttye « « o o » » o « & o 824,910
Criminal District Court No.2 of Tarrant
County. . . . . . . §24,910, §24.911
Criminal District Court No.3 of Tarrant
County. . . . « . . 824,910, §24.912
The statute creating one criminal district
court provides that it shall have concurrent
jurisdiction with the county courts at law in the
county in matters of county court criminal
jurisdiction:

Criminal District Court of Jefferson 31
County « o v s s o s s « « » §24,920
In one cotiity, the district court has concur-—

rent Jjurisdiction with the county court in all
matters except probate:

Upshur (115th District Court) 32

« 4 ¢ s = s s s« « . art, 1970-387 ‘

In five counties, the district and county
courts have concurrent jurisdiction in all civil

and criminal matters normally vested solely in the
county court:

Hardin (356th District Court). .§24.502 ::] 33

a & s e
“ o s e

Hill (66th District Court)
e e e e o s e e o« «824.168, §26.209

22

Johnson (18th District Court)
i e e e e o« v e 824,119, §26.226
Van Zandt (294th District Court)
T VL Y 8
Wood (294th District Court) « . §24.471

In one county, if the county judge is licen-
sed to practice law ih Texas and has practiced for
at least two years, the jurisdiction of the con~
stitutional county court is expanded to dinclude
(concurrent with district court) family law cases,
eminent domain, and civil matters when the amount
in controversy does not exceed $20,000:

Fayette, . « « + . o art. 1970-310 note :::] 35

County—-Level Courts

The . county courts were established by the
Constitution of 1836. They were presided over by
a chief justice, who was appointed by the Congress
of the Republic of Texas for a term of four years.
This continued from 1836 to 1841, when the office
was made elective, The term was shortened to two
years in the Constitutions of 1845 and 1861.
Under the Constitution of 1866, the name of the
presiding officer of the court was changed from
chief justice to county judge, and the term of
office was again established at four years.

The county court was abolished by the Consti-
tution of 1869, but was re-established by the
Constitution of 1876 with an elected presiding
officer, the county judge, with & two-year term.
The term of office wae increased to four years by
a constitutional amendment adopted in 18954.

Today., the Texas Congtitution provides for a
county court in each county. Generally, "consti-
tutional" county courts uave concurrent jurisdic-—
tion with justice of the peace 'courts in civil
cases where the amount in controversy is $200 or
more, and less than $1,000; general jurisdiction
over probate cases; and exclusive original juris-
diction over all misdemeanors where 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, sec. 16). County
courts generally have appellate jurisdiction (by
trial de novo) over cases tried originally ‘in
the justice of the peace and municipal courts,

Original and appellate judgments of the
county courts may be appealed. to the Courts of
Appeals, The Constitution provides that the
county judge "shall be well informed in the law of
the State ..." This has been interpreted to mean
that neither formal study of the law nor a license
to practice law is a necessary qualification to
hold office as county judge.,  Presently, of the
254 county judges in the State, approximately one-
fourth are licensed to practice law.

Under its constitutional authorization to
", ,.egtablish such other courts as it may deem
necessary...land to] conform the jurisdiction of
the district and other inferior courts thereto,®
the Legislature has created statutory county
courts, primarily in metropolitan counties, t¢
provide assistance to the single "constitutional
county court, The Legislature has authorized a



total of 165 of these statutory courts in 68 Probate Court No. 2

counties to relieve the county judge of some or Probate Court No. 3
all of the judicial duties of office. As of Denton (3) County Court at Law
September 1, 1986, 158 of these courts were in County Court at Law No., 2
actual operation. (See table below.) County Court at-Law No. 3
Under the constitutional grant of authority Ector (2) County Court at Law
the Legislature has established the following County Court at Law No. 2
statutory cotinty courts (the number of statutory Ellis 9] County Court at Law
courts in each county is shown in parentheses): El Paso (5) County Court at Law No. 1
Anderson (1) County Court at Law County Court at Law No. 2
Angelina (1) County Court at Law County Court at Law No. 3
Austin (1) County Court at Law County Court at Law No. 4
Bagtrop (1) County Court at Law County Court at Law No. 5
Bell (2) County Court at Law No, 1 Fort Bend (2) County Court at Law
County Court at Law No. 2 County Court: at Law No. 2
Bexar (11)  County Court at Law No. 1 Galveston 3) County Cou#t No.. 1
County Court at Law MNo. 2 County Court No. 2
County Court at Law No, 3 Probate and County Court
County Court at Law No. 4 Grayson (2) County Court at Law
County Court at Law No. 5 County Court at Law No. 2
County Court at Law No. 6 Gregg (1) County Court at Law
County Court at Law No. 7 Guadalupe (1) County Court at Law
County Court at Law No. 8 Harris (22) County Civil Court at Law
County Court at Law No. 9 No, 1
Probate Court No. 1 . County Civil Court at Law
Probate Court No. 2 No, 2 -
Brazoria (3) County Court at Law No. 1 County Civil Court at Law
and Probate Court No. 3 .
County Court at Law No. 2 County 21V11 Court at Law
1 and Probate Court Couﬁo‘ Crimingl Court at
County Court at Law No. 3 L:z No. 1
and Probate Court County Criminal Court at
Brazos (2) County Court at Law Law No. 2
County Court at Law No. 2 County Criminal Court at
Caldwell (1) qCounty Court at Law Law No, 3
Calhoun (1) County Court at Law County Criminal Court at
Cameron (2) County Court at Law Law No. 4
County Court at Law No. 2 County Criminal Court at
Cherokee (1) County Court at Law Law No. 5
Collin (3) County Court at Law County Criminal Court at
County Court at Law No. 2 Law No. 6
County Court at Law No. 3 County Criminal Court at
Comal (v County Court at Law Law No. 7
Coryell (1) County Court at Law , County Criminal Court at
Dallas (20) County Court at Law No. 1 Law No. 8
County Court at Law No. 2 County Criminal Court at
County Court at Law No. 3 Law No. 9
County Court at Law No. 4 County Crimingl Court at
County Court at Law No., 5 Law No. 10

County Criminal Court County Criminal Court at

County Criminal Court No. 2 Law No. 11

County Criminal Court No. 3 County Criminal Court at

County Criminal Court No. 4 Law No. 12

County Criminal Court No. 5 County Criminal Court at

County Criminal Court No. 6 Law No. 13

County Criminal Court No. 7 County Criminal Court at

County Criminal Court No., 8 Lay No. 14

County Criminal Court No. 9 Probate Court No. 1

County Cgiminal Court No. 10 Probate Court No. 2

County Criminal Court of Probate Court No. .3
Appeals Probate Court No. 4

County Criminal Court of Harrison (1) County Court at Law
Appeals No. 2 Hays (1) County Court at Law

Probate Court Hendexrson (L County Court at Law

1. Bffective 1-1-87,

2, Bffective 1-1-87 or such earlier date as may be determined by the county commissicners.
3. Effective 1~1-88 or such earlier date as may be determined by the county commissioners.
4, Effective 1-1~92 or such earlier date as may be determined by the county commissioners.
5. Authorized but not active as of 9-1-86.
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Hidalgo

Houaton
Hunt
Jefferson

Johngon
Kerr

Kleberg
Libarty
Lubbock

McLennan

Madina
Midland

Montgomary

Moorxe
Nacogdochas
Nolan
Nuaces

Orange
Panola
Parker
Polk

Potter

Randall
Reeves
Rusk
Smith

Starr
Tarrant

Taylor

Tom Green
Travia

Val Verde
Victoria

Walker
Waller
Wabb

(3) County Court at Law
County Court at Law No. 2
County Court at Law No. 3
(1) County Court at Law
(1) County Court at Law
(3) County Cotirt at Law
County Court at Law No. 2
County Court at Law No. 3
(1) County Court at Law No. 1
(1) County Court at Law
(1) County Court at Law
(1) County Court at Law
(2) County Court at Law No. 1
County Court at Law No. 2
(2) County Court at Law
County Court at Law No. 2
(1) County Court at Law
(2) County Court at Law
County Court at Law No. 2
(3) County Court at Law No. 1
County Court at Law No. 2
1County Court at Law No. 3
(L County Court at Law
(1) County Court at Law
(1) County Court at Law
(4) County Court at Law No, 1
County Court at Law No. 2
County Court at Law No. 3
County Court at Law No. 4
(1) County Court at Law
(1) County Court at Law
(1) 3County Court at Law
(1) County Court at Law
(2) County Court at Law
County Court at Law No. 2
(1) County Court at Law
(1) County Court at Law
(1) County Court at Law
(2) County Court at Law
County .Court at Law No. 2
(1) County Court at Law
(10)  County Court at Law No. 1
County Court at Law No. 2
County Criminal Court No.
County Criminal Court No.
County Criminal Court No.
County Criminal Court No.
County Criminal Cotirt No.
Courity Criminal Court No.
Probate Court
Probate Court No. 2
(2) 2County Court at Law
County Court at Law No. 2
(1) County Court at Law
(4 County Court at Law No. 1
County Court at Law No. 2
County Court at Law No. 3
County Court at Law No. 4
(1) County Court at Law
(2) County Court at Law
County Court at Law No. 2
(1) County Court at Law
(1) County Court at Law
(1) County Court at Law

S bW e

Wichita (2) County Court at Law
County Court at Law No. 2
County Court at Law

County Court at Law

Williamson (1)
Wise (1)

The judges of these statutory courts. are
elected in county-wide, partisan elections for
four-year terms. Any vacancies occurring between
elections are filled by appointment of the county
commisgioners, The statutes creating these courts
uniformly require that the persons serving as
judges must be licensed to practice law in Texas.

The legal jurisdiction of the special county
courts varies considerably and is determined by
the specific statute that establishes the particu-
lar court. As the varied names suggest, some of
these courts have subject-matter jurisdiction in
only limited £ields, such as eivil, criminal,
probate, or appellate (from justice courts or
municipal courts); however, even the specialized
name does not always disclose the complete func-
tion of the court., The concurrent civil jurisdie-
tion of the county courts at law with the district
courts extends to & higher dollar amount in con-
troversy than for “constitutional county courts,
but to determine the exact jurisdiction of any one
of the courts, it is necessary to review the
gpecific statute that established it,

In general, county courts at law have concur-
rent jurisdiction with district courts in civil
matters where the amount in controversy is at
least $500 and not more than $5,000. Ninety-three
of such courts, however, have had had higher
maximum ~jurisdictional amounts established by
gtatute. (See below for specific examples.) Other
jurisdiction of a county court at law is, broadly
aspeaking, either carved out of the "constitu—
tional™ county court's regular jurisdiection or
shared with it (concurrent).

The jurisdiction of county courts at law and
their relation to the "constitutional" county
courts take many forms. 1In the creation of two
county courts at law, all civil, criminal, and
rrobate jurisdiction of the county court was
transferred to the county court at law:

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

County Court at Law of Reeves County
(art. 1970-372)

36

In one county, all civil,  crimingl, and
prtobate jurisdiction of the county court is
izansferred to the county court at law and, if the
county judge is an attorney, “the county court
exerciges concurrent jurisdiction in all matters.
If the county judge is not an attorney, the county
court - exercises concurrent jurisdiction only d4n
probate and mental health matters:

County Court at Law of Bastrop County a7
(art. 1970-393)

In the creation of 25 county courts at law,
all ¢ivil and c¢riminal jurisdiction of the county
court was transferred to the county court at law

1. Bffactive 1-1~-87 or such earlier date as may be determined by the county commissioners.
2, Effective 1-1-88 or such earlier date as may be determined by the county commissionears.
3. Authorized but rot active as of 9-1-86.



and it was provided that the courtz would have
concurrent jurisdiction in probate matters:

County Court at Law of Anderson County
(art, 1970-377)

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

County Court at Law No. 2 of Brazos
County (art. 1970-359)

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

County Court at Law No. 2 of Cameron
County (art. 1970-305c)

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

County Court at Law No., 2 of Collin
County (art. 1970-362a)

County Court at Law No, 3 of Collin
County (art. 1970-362b)

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

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

County Court at Law No. 3 of El Paso
County (art. 1970-141.2)

County Court at Law No. 4 of El Paso
County (art. 1970-141.3)

County Court at Law No. 5 of El Paso
County (art. 1970-141.4) 38

County Court at Law No. 2 of Graysou
County (art. 1970-332a)

County Court at Law of Hidalgo County
(art. 1970-341)

County Court at Law No. 2 of Hidalgo
County (art. 1970-34lg)

County Court at Law No. 3 of Hidalgo
County (art. 1970-341b)

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

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

County Court at Law No. 3 of Nueces
County (arts. 1970-339B, 1970-339C)

County Court at Law No. 1 of Travis
County (art. 1970-324)

County Court at Law No. 2 of Travis
County (art. 1970-324a)

County Court at Law No. 3 of Travis
County (art. 1970-324a.1)

County Court at Law No. 4 of Travis
County (art. 1970-324a.2)

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

Two ‘county courts at law exercise concirrent
jurisdietion with the district court in all civil
and criminal matters that had earlier been trans-
ferred from the county court to the district court
and in specified family law matters. The county
court at law: and county court have concurrent
probate jurisdiction: ’

County Court at Law of Comal County
N (art. 1910-368) 39
County Court at Law of Webb County

(art. 1970-360)

The Legislature provided, in the creation of
four county courts at law, that all civil and
criminal jurisdiction of the county court, except

probate, was transferred to the county ccurt at
law, and that the judge of the county court at law
could "act for" the constitutionsl county judge in
probate matters:
County Court at Law No. 2 of Bexar
County (art. 1970-301)
County Court at Law No. 3 of Bexar
County {art. 1970-301d)
County Court of Jefferson County at Law
(arts. 1970~112, 1970-113)
County Court of Jefferson County at Law
No. 2 (art. 1970-126a)

Similarly, another county court at law was
transferred all civil and eriminal jurisdiction of
the county court, except probate, the judge of the
county court at law could "act for" the constitu~
tional county judge in probate matters, and the
county court at law is instructed to give prefe-
rence to criminal tases:

County Court of Jefferson County at 41
Law No, 3 (art. 1970-126b)

For seven county courte at law, all civil and
criminal 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. 5 of Bexar
County (art. 1970-30le.l)

County Court at Law No. 7 of Bexar
County (art. 1970-301«.3)

County Court at Law No. 8 of Bexar 42
County (art. 1970-30le.3)

County Court at Law No. 9 of Bexar
County (art. 1970-301e.3)

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

County Court at Law of Taylor County
(art, 1970-343)

Two county courts at law were transferred all
civil and criminal juriediction of the county
court, except probate, and the county courts at
law were instructed to give preference to criminal
matters and appeals de novo from municipal and
justice courts:

County Court at Law No. 4 of Bexar

County (art. 1970-30l1e.2) 43
County Court at Law No. 6 of Bexar

County (art. 1970-30le.2)

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 the county

court at law is inatructed to give preference to
original jurisdiction criminal cases:

County Court at Law No, 1 of Nueces
County (arts. 1970-339, 1970-339A, 44
1970-339C)

Similarly, another -county court at law in the
same county was transferred all civil and criminal

- 25




jurisdiction of the county court, the courts have
concuryunt jurisdiction in probate, and the county
court at law is instructed to give preference to
civil cases and criminal caseg appealed £rom
courts of inferior jurisdiction:
County Court at Law No. 2 of Nueces 45
County (arts. 1970-3394, 1970~339C)

Civil jurisdiction of the county court,
except probate, wae transferred to six county
courts at law:

S
County Civil Court at Law No. 1 of
Harris County (art. 1970-76)
County Civil Court at Law No. 2 of
Harris County (art. 1970-110d)
County Civil Court at Law No, 3 of
Harris County (art. 1970-110e) 46
County Civil Court at Law No. 4 of
flarris County (art. 1970-110f)
County Court at Law No. 1 of Tarrant
County (art., 1970-33)
County Court at Law No. 2 of Tarrant
County (art. 1970-62.2)

—

In 53 instances, the "constitutional®™ county
court and the county court(s) at law have
eoncurrent jurisdiction in all matters:

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

County Court at Law of Austin County
(art. 1970-392)

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

County Court at Law No. 2 of Bell County
(art. 1970-350a)

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

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

County Court at Law of Caldwell County
(art. 1970-378)

County Court at Law of Calhoun County
(art. 1970-385)

County Court at Law of Cherokee County 47
(art. 1970-384)

County Court at Law of Coryell County
(art. 1970-391)

County Court at Law No. 1 of Denton
County (art, 1970-352b)

County Court at Law No. 2 of Denton
County (art. 1970-352b)

County Court at Law No. 3 of Denton
County (art. 1970-352b)

County Court at Law of Ector County
(art. 1970-346)

County Court at Law No. 2 of Ector
County (art. 1970-346a)

County Court at Law of Ellis County
(art. 1970-338C)

County Court at Law No. 1 of Fort
Bend County (art. 1970-364)

County Court at Law No. 2 of Fort
Bend County (art. 1970-364)

2

County Court at Law of Gregg County
(art. 1970-375)

County Court at Law of Guadalupe
County (art., 1970-351)

County Cotrt at Law of Harrison
County (art., 1970-223a)

County Court at Law of Hays County
(art. 1970-358)

County Court at Law of Houston County
(art. 1970-365)

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

County Court at Law No. 1 of Jchnson
County (art. 1970-335a)

County Court at Law of Kleberg County
(art. 1970-382)

County Court at Law of Liberty County
(art. 1970-379)

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

County Court at Law No, 2 of McLennan
County (art. 1970-298d)

County Court at Law of Medina County
(art. 1970-376)

County Court at Law of Midland County
(art. 1970-370)

County Court at Law No. 2 of Midland
County (art. 1970-370a)

County Court at Law No. 1 of Montgomery
County (art. 1970-363)

County Court at Law No. 2 of Montgomery
County (art. 1970~-363a)

County Court at Law No., 3 of Montgomery
County (art. 1970-363b)

County Court at Law of Moore County
(art, 1970-390)

County Court at Law No. 4 of Nueces

County (art. 1970-339D)

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

County Court at Law of Panola County
(art. 1970-323b)

County Court at Law of Polk County
(art. 1970-389)

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

County Court at Law of Randall County
(art. 1970-371)

County Court at Law of Rusk County
(art. 1970-383)

County Court at Law of Smith County
(art. 1970-348)

County Court at Law No. 2 of Smith
County (art. 1970-348a)

County Court at Law of Starr County
(art. 1970-386)

County Court at Law of Tom Green
County (art. 1970-369)

County Court at Law of Val Verde
County (art. 1970-373)

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

County Court at Law No. 2 of Victoria
County (art. 1970~-356a)

County Court at Law of Waller County
{art. 1970-3861)

County Court at Law of Williamson
County (art. 1970-380)

N>

1. Effective 1~1-88 or such earlier date as pay be determined by the county commissioners.

2. Authorized but not active as of 9-1-86.
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County Court at Law of Wise County

(art. 1970-374) i 47

I

In one county, concurrent juriediction may be
exercised by the "constitutional" county court and
the county court at law in all matters except
civil cases up to $500, over which the county
court retains exclusive jurisdiction. The county
court &t law may exercise probate and mental
health jurisdiction only when the county judge is
absent or unable te handle proceedings in those
matters:

County Court at Law of Wichita 48
founty (art. 1970~1664d)
One county court at law may exercise

concurrent jurisdiction with the "constitutional"
county court in all matters except civil cases
with less than $500 in controversy, over which the
county court retains exclusive jurisdiction. The
county court at law has concurrent probate
jurisdiction with the county court:

County Court at Law No. 2 of Wichita 49
County (art., 1970-166e)
Ten of the county courts at law have concur-
rent jurisdiction with the "constitutional™ county
court in all matters except probate:
County Court of Dallas County at Law
No. 1 (art, 1970-3)
County Court of Dallas County at Law
No, 2 f{art. 1970-16;
County Court of Dallas County at Law
No. 3 (art. 1970-31.1)
County Court of Dallas County at Law
No. 4 (art. 1970-31.1)
County Court of Dallas County at Law
No. 5 {art. 1970-31.2) 50
County Court at Law of Henderson County
(axt. 1970-366)
County Court at Law of Nolan County
(art, 1970-347)
County Court at Law of Parker County
(art. 1970-353a)
County Court at Law of Potter County
(art. 1970-311a)
County Court at Law No. 2 of Taylor
County (art. 1970-343a)

1

vervesel

One county court at law has concurrent juris-
diction with the county court in all matters
except mental health cases, over which the county
court retains exclusive jurisdiction:

County Court at Law of Kerr County 51
(art. 1970-388)

Two county courts at law were created with
the proviso that they and the county court were to
have concurrent jurisdiction in all matters, but
that no probate cases were to be filed in the
county court .at law:

County Court No. 1 of Galveston County 52
(art. 1970-342a)

County Court No. 2 of Galveston County
(art. 1970-342b) 52

In four counties, the probate jurisdiction
of the county court has been vested in specialized
probate courts. The statutes  creating ten . of
these probate courts provide that they are to have
concurrent probate . jurisdiction only with the
“constitutional" county court:

Probate Court No. 1 of Bexar County

(art. 1970~30le.2)

Probate Court No. 2 of Bexar County

(art, 1970-301le.2)

Probate Court of Dallas County

(art. 1970-31a)

Probate Court No. 2
(arts. 1970-31a,
Probate Court No. 3

(art., 1970-31c)

Probate Court No. 1
(art., 1970-110a)
Probate Court No. 2 of Harris County

(art. 1970-110a.2)

Probate Court No. 4 of Harris County

(art. 1970~110a.4)

Probate Court of Tarrant County

(art., 1970-345)

Probate Court No. 2 of Tarrant County

(art, 1970-345a)

of Dallas County
1970-31b)
of Dallas County

of Harris County

One probate court has concurrent jurisdiction
only with the "constitutional" county court and is
to have "primary" responsibility at all times for
all mental illness proceedings:

Probate Court No. 3 of Harris County 54
(art, 1970-110a.3)

Another specialized probate court has concur-

rent 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
County (art. 1970-342) 55

One probate court has concurrent juris-
diction with the county court in all matters, it
is to give preference to specifigd non-criminal
matters, and (effective 1-1-87) all probate
matters in the county are to be filed in such
court:

County Court at Law Mo. 3 and Probate
Court of Brazoria County 56
(art. 1970-357a)

Some county courts at law have been created
primarily to handle criminal cases. Twenty-eight
are limited to criminal cases, concurrent with the
constitutional county court:

County Criminal Court of Dallas County

(art, 1970-31.10) 57
County Criminal Court No. 2 of Dallas

County (art. 1970-31.11)

1. EBffective 1-1-88 or such earlier date as may be determined by the county commissioners.
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County Criminal Court No. 3 of Dallas
County (art. 1970-31.12)

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

County Criminal Court No. 5 of Dallas
County (art. 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 No. 8 of Dallas
County (art. 1970-31.16)

County Criminal Court No. 9 of Dallas
County (art. 1970-31.17)

County Criminal Court No. 10 of Dallas
County (art. 1970-31.18)

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)
County Criminal Court at Law No. 3 of

Harris County (art. 1970-110c)
County Criminal Court at Law No. 4 of
Harrie 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. 1970-110c.3)
County Criminal Court et Law No. 9 of
Harris County f(art. 1970-110c,3)
County Criminal Court at Law No. 10 of
Harris County (art. 1970-110c.4)
County Criminal Court at Law No. 11 of
Harris County (art. 1970-110c.5)
County Criminal Court at Law No. 12 of
Harrie County (art. 1970~110ec.5)
County Criminal Gourt at Law No. 13 of
Harris County (art. 1970-=110c.6)
County Criminal Court at Law No. 14 of
Harris County (art. 1970-110c.6)
County Criminal Court No., 1 of Tarrant

County (art. 1970-62a)

County Criminal Court No. 2 of
Tarrant County (art. 1970-62.2)
County Criminal Court No., 5 of Tarrant

County (art. 1970~62¢)
County Criminal Court No. 6 of Tarrant
County (art. 1970-62e)

57

Four county courts at law have concurrent
jurisdiction - with the ‘Yconstitutional" councy
court in criminal matters, and have sole juris-
diction 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 of Appeals No. 2 of
Dallas County {(art. 19870-31.12)

County Criminal’ Court No. 3 of Tarrant
County (art. 1970-62c¢)

County Criminal Court No. 4 of Tarrant
County (art. 1970-62d)

58

Justice of the Peace Courts

The position of justice of the peace was
established by the Constitution of the Republic
which provided for a "convenient number of Jus-
tices of the Peace" to be elected by the qualified
voters of each county, for terms of two years.
Thie office has been retained in all subsequent
congtitutions, although the jurisdiction of these
courts has been severely restricted in later
congtitutions.

The justice of the peace is important in the
capacity as- a committing magistrate, with the
authority to issue warrantas for the apprehension
and arrest of persons charged with the commission
of public offenses, both felonies and mnisde-
meanors. Az a magistrate, the justice of the
peace may hold preliminary hearings, reduce testi-
mony to writing,  discharge the accused, or remand
the accuged to jail and fix bail. In addition,
the justice of the peace serves as the coromer in
those counties where there is no provision for a
medical examiner, serves as an ex officio notary’
public, and may perform marriage ceremonies.

As amended in November 1983, the Texas
Congtitution provides that each county is to be
divided: into at least one, and not more than
eight, justice precinects, in each of which is to
be elected a justice of the peace. If the
precinct includes a city of 18,000 or more
inhabitants, an additional justice of the peace is
authorized. Approximately 950 justice of the
peace courts are in operation today.

Justices of the peace are elected by the
voters of the respective precincts of the county
in partisan elections for four-year terms of
office. There are no constitutional or statutory
qualifications to hold this office and only sbout
eight percent of the justices of the peace in the
State are lawyers.

Justice of the peace courts have original
jurisdiction in misdemeanor criminal cases where
punishment upon conviction may be by fine only.
These courts generally have exclusive jurisdiction
of civil matters when the amount in controversy
does not exceed $200, and concurrent jurisdiction
with the county courts when the amount in contro-
versy is from $200 to $1,000. By statute, they
are given jurisdiction over forcible entry and
detainer cases. The justice of the peace courts
also function as small claime courts, Trials in
justice of the peace courts aré not of record.
Appeals from these courts are upon trial de novo
in the county court, the county court at law, or
the district court, i

In 37 counties, the county court, by special
statute, has been given concurrent civil jurisdic-
tion with justices of the peace in that county:

Armstrong .+ + . ¢ o 4 » 4 « o 826,106
Atascosa . .+ v e s o o o o §26,107
Bailey + + o+ o s s o+ s o o« §26.,109
Be€ v v v o s 6.5 % s o « o o §26,113
Burlegon . « « o o« » 4 o o + §26.126 59
Cochran . « s « s « o« o «» « « §26,140
Collingsworth . . . i « . « »  §26.144
Colorado 4 v & « » o« ¢ « o + §26.145




Crosby & ¢« ¢ ¢ s &+ o« « .« « §26.154
Dawson & ¢ o « o s s o s o » $§26,158
Deaf Smith . . « + « » ¢« &« » §26,159
Dickens . . « o + « o §26.042, §26.163
Fisher . « ¢« + o ¢« « « » « « §26.176
Gaines . « + o + s s 2+ » » §26.183
GarZa « o s o v o o + o « o+ §26,185
Goliad . . . « « . « §26.042, §26.188
Gonzales . . +» « « « §26.042, §26.189
Hagkell . . . . . . . §26.042, §26.204
Hemphill . . « « . ¢« o « « . §26.206
Hockley . « o ¢« ¢« o » « o + » -§26.210
Karnes . . . « « =« « » « « « §26,228
RKent . & ¢ ¢ ¢« o ¢ o o+ o« « -§26.232
Lamb & v 4 v e e 0 e« . o« §26.240 59
Le@ « ¢ v v v ¢« s o s o o« o 8§26.244
Lynn + & o o o o « o o o« o §26.253
McMullen . . « + v & §26.256

Mitchell . . . . . . §26.042, §26.268

Parmer . . . 4+ ¢ & + ¢ 5 . « §26.285
Randall & & o v ¢« s o o« & «» «» §26.291
Reagan . « « o« » o o« .« . 8§26.292
SCUELY ¢ o« o « ¢« o v o & « » §26,308
SEABTY « 4 o ¢ ¢ + o o & + « « 8§26.314
Stonewall . « . ¢« « « » + « + §26.317
TEXTry « o o = o « o o o o « o §26.323
Washington .« + &+ « « « o « » §26.339
Wheeler « + & « « + & o « « « §26.342
Yoakum . . 4 o« 4+ 4+ o o « o « §26.351

In two additional counties, the county courts
at law have been given concurrent civil
jurisdiction with the justice of the peace
courtss:

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

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

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

I
2

In three counties, the county courts at law
have been given concurrent criminal jurisdiction
with the justice of the peace courts:

1County Court at Law No. 1 of Calhoun
County (art. 1970~-385)
County Court at Law of Panola
County (art. 1970-323b)
County Court at Law of Williamson
County (art. 1970-380)

61

[

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

Blanco « + v o o =« o » « o.+ §26.116
Edwards . . v s ¢ ¢« o« » o « « 8§26,169
Gillespie . o « v o s + v » o §26.186
Irion o o % « o o = o« « o « o  §26.218 62
Kimble « . ¢« v o ¢ v o« ¢ « » §26.234
Menard . 4 &« ¢« o o« o o . §26.264
Schleicher . + + v o » « « - §26.307
Sterling . .« + ¢« « &+ +» « » §26.316

Ten county courte at law have been given

concurrent jurisdiction with the justice of the
peace courtsg in both civil and criminal cases:

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

County Court at Law No. 2 of Cameron
County (art. 1970-305c¢)

County Court at Law of Grayson County

(art. 1970-332)

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

County Court at Law No. 1 of Lubbock
County (art. 1970-340) 63

County Court at Law No. 2 of Lubbock
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)

County Court at Law No. 4 of Nueces
County (art. 1970-339D)

Municipal Courts

Under its conatitutional authority to create
"...8uch other courts as may be provided by law,"
the Texas Legislature has created municipal courts
in each incorporated city of the State.

Pregently, municipal courts are opérating in
approximately 847 cities. Metropolitan cities
usually have more than one municipal court., These
courts have neither civil nor appellate juris—
diction, but do have original and ‘exclugive
jurisdiction over violations of city ordinances,
Such ordinances are generally punishable by fines
up- to $200, but since September 1, 1983, fines of
up to. $§1,000 may be provided for wviolation of
ordinances relating to fire safety, zoning, public
health, and sanitation. The municipal courts also
have concurrent jurisdiction with justice courts
in misdemeanor cases resulting from violations of
state laws occurring within the city limits, when
punishment upon conviction may be by fine only,
not to exceed $200.

Municipal judges also serve as magistrates -of
the State. In this capacity, the municipal judge
has authority to issue warrants for the apprehen—
sion and arrest of persons charged with the com—-
mission of public offenses, both felonies and
misdemeanors., As a magistrate, the municipal
judge may issue search and arreat warrants, hold
preliminary hearings, reduce testimony to writing,
discharge an accused, or remand the accused to
jail and fix bail,

Trials in the municipal courts, except 10,
are not of record, and appeals go to the county
court, the county court at law, or the district
court upon trial de novo.

Under the authority ' .of special statutes,
municipal courts in the following 10 cities
operate as "courts of record":

Augtin Marshall
El Paso Midland
Houston San Antonio
Longview Sweetwater

1. Effective 1-1-88 or &uch earlier date ds may be determined by the county commissionezs,



Lubbock

Statutory authorization to establish munici-
pal courts of record in Dallas, Fort Worth and
Odessa had not been implemented as of September 1,
1986.

In the courts of record, a formal record and
transcript is made of the proceedings in the trial
and appeals of these cases are made on the record
perfected in the municipal courts. Such &ppeals
are generally heard in the county court or county
court at law, but the Legislature has authorized
the City of El Paso to create a municipal court of
appeals to hear appeals from that city's municipal
courts. The statutes creating these municipal

Wichita Falls

30

courts of record uniformly require the judge to be
licensed to practice law in this State. No such
provision is required of the other municipal
judges, and of the approximately 1,109 municipal
judges in this State, sbout 41 percent presently
are licensed as attorneys.

Selection . and terms of office of municipal
court judges vary from city to city. While in a
few of the smaller cities of the State, ‘municipal
judges are elected at city elections, the vast
number are appointed by the governing body of the
city, Terms of office range from two years to an
indefinite term—-at the will of the governing
body.
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CRIMINAL DISTRICT COURT REFERENCES
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Criminal District Court of Dallas County. . + .

e e e 30 Criminal District Coust of Jefferson CAMEY « « « o s o o ¢ v « ¢ v o o + o1,3L
Criminal District Court Mo, 2 of Dallas Comtye o + o v v s v 0 s o 2 ¢ o 30 Criminal District Court No. 1 of Texrant COUBLY + o « o s o s « o o o 4 o »30
Criminal District Court No. 3 of Dallas Conty, ¢ o o v o o o oo o o o o 230 Crimiral District Court No, 2 0f Tarrant COMEY + « v v v o v v v s v v o » &30
Crimingl District Court No. 4 of Dallas Canty. s « o « o s o oo o s v 030 Crimimal District Court No. 3 of Tarrant Camty « « o o v v v o v v s s o s 430
Criminal District Court No. 5 of Dallas Caumtys o » « v v o v o+ oo « s 230 Criminal District Court No, 4 of Tarrant COUNLY « o o o s 4 o c s 0 0 s o 0 s 6

COUNTY REFERENCES

BRACKET BRACKET BRACKET BRACKET BRACKET BRACKET
REFERENCE PEFERENCE REFERENCE REFERENCE REFERENCE REFERENCE
22,37 Collin . . . . .23,37 Galveston. . . 42,14, Jefferson. « . . 1,2,6,8, Nacogdochess « v s » » 33 Stonewall, « « o o 4+ 58
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ver e B Coryell ... ... .86 Kent o o oo s s 46,62 TErTYs e v 4 s e s e e
ve 02236 0 Cottle.os. 0. B Rert oo v oo v ¢ 015,50 Oramge . .. u .. 0,46 TomGreem. . . & . 17,46
[P} Croshy « «'o s o o v « 3B Kimble + s « « » « o0 61 Panola o v o o o 14,46,60 Travis « « « « +6,7,12,37
v e B Culberson. + 4 4+ 4 « « 6 KR e v v vanas o2 PEOMEr o o o o s s o+ 8 Upshiar o v v v o o o s 32
Dallss + o 4 « » 2,6,7,8, Kleberg, oo« o o 412,46 Pollt v i v o ¢ 16,30,66  Val Verde. . . . . 11,46
+ 34,56, 20,30,49,52, KOX o oo ovoes e Potter ... .24609,5  VanZamdt. ... ...33
39,41,42, 56,57  Harris . . 4 42,6,7,8,18, Lab...v.....58  Rendall. ....1,66,5  Victoria . . . . . (18,46
52 DAOWEON v o o s s s s o 38 45,52,53,56 Iee. o v s o0 s s o 58 Red Rivers o « o 2 « +. 28 Walker s o + « « « 11,37
Blanco » « 4 o 50 v o+ BL Deaf Smith'. + o » + 38 Harrison + o o ».« 42,46 Liberty. « o » ¢ o 14,46 Reeves o o o o s ¢ «11,35 wauig-.......lz,l;é
BowiBs s s o s o e ve B Denton . « o o o o 23,46 Haskell, . « v o .. .58 lubbock. . « . o 10,37,62 Rusk o oo o o o v #2146 Washington « « o+ o o
Brazoria . . . 2,14,46,55 Dickens, « « o s o » + 8 Hays . , » + « « 46,12,46 Lymesasan Sabing + v s 0 s ¢4+ B Webb , + . .. . 10,25,38
Brazos « y e o o o 122,37 Fastland v v 0 s 0« o B Hemphill . . . 0 o 0 . 38 Marion « « » o4 s San Augustine, . . .+ B Whartone o o o s o s o e
Borleson « « s o+ 5 » 58 Ector. « « » » o 14,18,46 Henderson. + » ¢ « 14,49 Mlennan « + o 4 » Schleicher « « o « « ¢ 61 Wichita, « » % « « 11,29,
Caldwell . . . 6,12,30,46  Edwards. . « « oo o 4 61 i . Mllen . . . . SUITY « s o s 000+ B . 41,48
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COURTS OF APPEALS DISTRICTS

Primary Seats

1 st - Houston
2nd ~ Fort Worth

8 th - El Paso
9 th - Beaumont
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COUNTIES IN MORE THAN ONE - o
COURTS OF APPEALS DISTRICT : et i
Wabary 3
Districts Quam e = w
1,14 & 10 IBIHHH]D Brazos Eopate] simttana] oo s, ‘miler
. ) N
6&12 V773 Gregs, Hopkins, Panoln, Rusk, Upshur, Wood

5&86 E= Hunt

5&12 Y Kaufman, Van Zandt

Sher Wasey
Hidatye
e

The First and Fourteenth Courts of Appeals Districts are coextensive.
The Corpus Christi, El Paso and Texarkana Courts may sit in uny county seat within the Courts of Appeals District.

* Indicates major seat of court

Counties Included in Each District

First
Austin
Brazoria
Brazos
Burleson
Chambers
Colorado
Fort Bend
Galveston
Grimes
Harris
Trinity
Walker
HWaller
Washington

Second
Archer
Ciay
Cooke
Denton
Hood
Jack
Montague
Parker
Tarrant
Hichita
Hise
Young

Third
Bastrop
Beli
Blanco
Burnet
Caldwell
Coke
Comal
Concho
Fayette
Hays
Irion
Lampasas
Lee
Liano
McCul loch
Milam
Milis
Runnel s
San Saba
Schleichar
Sterling
Tom Green
Travls
Wittiamson

Fourth
Atasoosa
Bandera
Bexar
Brooks
Dimmit
Duval

Fourth
(Conttd)
Edwards
Frio
Gillesple
Guadalupe
Jim Hogg
Jim Wells
Karnes
Kendal )
Kerr
Kimble
Kinney
LaSalle
McMul len
Mason
Maverick
Medina
Menard
Real
Starr
Sutton
Uvalde
Yal Verde
Webb
Wilson
Zapata
Zavata

Fifth
in

Dailas
Grayson
Hunt
Kaufman
Rockwall
Van Zandt

Sixth

Bowie
Camp
Cass
Deita
Fannin
Franklin
Gregg
Harrison
Hopkins
Hunt
Lamar
Marlon
Morris
Panola
Red River
Rusk
Titus
Upshur
Wood

Sevanth
Armstrong
Bailey
Briscoe

Seventh Eighth
{ConTTd) Zgon7'd)
Carson Reagan
Castro Reeves
Childress Terrel |
Cochran upton
Col {ingsworth Ward
Cottle Winkler
Crosby
Dailam Ninth
Deaf Smith Angel ina
Dickens Hardin
Dontey Jasper
Floyd Jefferson
Foard Liberty
Garza Montgomery
Gray Newton
Hale Orange
Hall Polk
Hansfoid San Jacinto
Hardeman Tyler
Hartlay
Hemphill Tenth
Hockley Bosgue
Hutchinson Brazos
Kent Coryel|
King Ellls
Lamb Falls
Lipscomb Freestone
Lubbock Haml | ton
Lynn Rttt
Moore Johnson
Mot ley Leon
Ochiltree LImestone
Ol dham Mclennan
Parmer Madison
Potter Navarro
Randal | Robertson
Roberts Somervel |
Sherman
Swisher Eleventh
Torry aylor
Wheeler Borden
Wilbarger Brown
Yoakum Cal lahan

Coleman

Eighth Comanche
Andrews Dawson
Brewster Eastland
Crane Erath
Crockett Fisher
Culberson Haskell
Ector Howard
El Paso Jones
Galnes Knox
Glasscock Mitchel |
Hudspeth Nolan
Jaff Davis Palo Pinto
Loving Scurcy
Martin Shackel ford
Midland Stephens
Pecos Stonewal |
Presidlo

Efeventh
n
Taylor
Throckmorton

Tuel fth

Anderson
Cherckee
Gregg
Henderson
Hopkins
Houston
Kaufman
Nacogdoches
Panola
Rains

Rusk
Sabine
Smith

San Augustine
Shelby
Upshur

Van Zandt
Wood

Thirteanth
Aransas
Bee
Calhoun
Cameron
DeWitt
Goliad
Gonzales
Hidalgo
Jackson
Kenedy
Kisberg
Lavaca
Live Oak
Matagorda
Nuaces
Refugio
San Patricio
Victoria
Wharton
Wil lacy

Fourteenth
Austin
Brazorla
Brazos
Burleson
Chambers
Colorado
Fort Bend
Galveston
Grimes
Harris
Trialty
Walker
Wat ler
Washington
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~ASSIGNMENTS OF JUDGES TO COURTS OF APPEALS

For the Year Ending August 31, 1986

OPINIONS WRITTEN BY RETIRED APPELLATE JUDGES

ASSIGNED TO COURTS OF APPEALS UNDER SEC. 73.011-73.015, TEX. GOV'T. CODE

JUDGES ASSIGNED

Clyde R. Ashworth
Gerald T. Bissett
Spencer Carver

T. C. Chadick

Tom F. -Coleman
James A. Ellis
Thurman M. Gupton
W. A. Hughes

John A. James
Quentin Keith
Fred V. Klingeman
Frank A. Massey
T. Gilbert Sharpe
Charles H. Storey
Bert H. Tunks

TOTAL

OPINIONS WRITTEN BY ASSIGNED JUDGE DURING YEAR

Original ) Opinions Opinions Opinions Per
Opinions Dissenting Refusing Granting Dismissing Curiam
On Merits Opinions Rehearing Rehearing Appeal Opinions
2 0 0 0 0 0
5 0 1 0 1 0
13 1 0 0 0 5
5 0 2 0 1 11
5 0 2 0 0 0
1 0 0 0 0 0
5 0 0 0 0 0
56 0 0 1 0 3
19 0 0 1 0 0
10 0 0 1 0 0
5 0 0 0 1 0
2 0 0 0 1 0
8 0 0 0 0 0
7 0 0 1 0 0
2 1 0 0 0 0
145 2 5 3 4 19

TOTAL
OP INIONS

W o >

178
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ADMINISTRATIVE JUDICIAL REGIONS

PRESIDING JUDGES

FIRST

Rott Ghapman1

County Govt. Center
Dallas 75202
214/749-8471

SECOND

Thomas M, Stovall
P.0. Box

Seabrook 77586

713/471-3911
THIRD

James F, Clawson
P.0. Box 747
Belton 76513
817/939-3521

FOURTH

Joe E. Kelly
P.0. Box 2502
Victoria 77902
512/576-5092

FIFTH

Joe B. Evins
P.0. Box 215
Edinburg 78539
512/383-2751

SIXTH

George M. Thurmond
P.0. Drawer 1089
Del Rio 78840
512/774-3611

SEVENTH

Weldon Kirk
P.0. Box 588
Sweetwater 79556
915/235-3133

EIGHTH

Charles J. Murray
County Courthouse
Fort Worth 76196
817/334-1460

NINTH

Ray D. Anderson
County Courthouse
Brownfielid 79316
806/637-7742

Article 200a-1, Ch. 4, V.T.C.S.,
egtablishes nine administrative judi-
cial regions in the State for admin-
istrative purposes. An active or
retired district judge or an active
or retired appellate judge with judi-
cial experience in & distriet court
serves as the Presidijpg Judge in each
such region, upon appointment by the
Governor. o

The duties of & presiding judge
include promulgation of regional
rules of administration,  advising
local judges on caseflow management,
recommending to the Supreme Court
regional changes necessary for the
improvement of judicial administra-
tion, acting for local administrative
judges who do not perform their
duties, and implementing administra—
tive rules adopted by the Supreme
Court,

The Presiding Judge convenes an
annual conference of the district and
statutory county court judges in the
administrative region to congult on
the state of business in the courts.
This conference is empowered to adopt

rules for the administration of cases
in the region. The Presiding Judge
may assign active and senior district
judges and active, retired or former
county court at law judges residing
within the administrative region to
courts within the region, The
Presiding Judge of one administrative
region msy request the Presziding
Judge of another region to assign a
judge from that region to git in a
court located in the administrative

region of the Presiding Judge making -

the request,

The Chief Justice of the Supreme
Court  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 ‘assignment of
judges. The Chief Justice is
empowered to assign judges of  one
administrative region for cervice in
another whenever such assignments are
necessary for the prompt and effi-
cient administration of justice.

1, Appointed effective 7-9-86 to replace John Overd whose term expired.
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ADMINISTRATIVE JUDICIAL REGIONS
Summary of District Court Activity for Year Ending August 31, 1986

(By Administrative Judicial Region)

ADMIN No. of

CRIMINAL CAUSES

CIVIL AND JUVENILE CAWSES

TOTAL CALSES

JUD|~ Cts In Causes Causes  Causes Causes Causes  Causes Causes Causes  Causes
CIAL Admin Pending Causes Dis~ Pending Pending Causes Dis- Pending Pending: Causes Dis- Pending
REGION  Reglon 9-1~85 Added posed 8-31-86 9~1-85 Added posed - B-=31-86 9-1-85 Added posed 8-31-86
First 73 14,959 35,544 32,541 17,962 84,757 83,431 86,783 81,405 99,716 118,975 119,324 = 99,367
Second i 23,504 46,231 42,569 27,166 185,768 122,207 131,625 176,350 209,272 168,438 174,194 203,516
Third 38 13,062 15,223 14,145 14,140 50,891 48,625 47,090 52,426 63,953 63,848 61,235 66,566
Fourth 31 6,777 11,554 10,549 7,782 61,87t 41,328 52,319 50,880 68,648 52,882 62,868 58,662
Fifth 21 4,271 6,813 6,106 4,978 39,599 25,428 38,762 26,265 43,870 32,241 44,868 31,243
Sixth 17 4,085 5,609 5,100 4,594 23,487 17,888 17,374 24,001 27,572 23,497 22,474 28,595
Seventh 24 6,722 8,079 7,625 7,176 25,511 20,387 20,904 24,994 32,233 28,466 28,529 32,170
Elghth 38 9,504 16,181 14,622 11,063 49,729 51,850 53,612 47,967 59,233 68,031 68,234 - 59,030
Ninth 26 3,765 7,072 6,008 4,829 22,959 18,452 19,837 21,574 26,724 25,524 - 25,845 26,403

TOTALS *379 86,649 152,306 139,265 99,690 544,572 429,596 468,306 505,862 631,221 581,902 607,571 605,552

* Yoes not balance with sum of column above because some courts are located In more than one adminlistrative judiclal region.
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ASSIGNMENTS OF JUDGES TO DISTRICT COURTS
(By Administrative Judicial Region)
For the Year Ending August 31, 1986

ADMINISTRATIVE JUDICIAL REGION

ist 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th 9th
Region . Region Reglon Reglon Reglon Reglon Region Region Reglon TOTALS

BY CHIEF JUSTICE OF THE SUPREME COURT

Agsignments to the Admin. Reglons:

Number of assignmesis:

Actlve District Jidges . « & o o o & 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Senior District Judges & & o v « o & 25 17 48 4 0 0 0 43 0 137

Former District Judges . » v« ' + o [0} 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nays served:

Actlve District Judges . « ¢ & o & & 0 0 0 o] 0 0 0 o] 0 0

Senlor District Judges « « o » o'« & 127 151 57 20 0 0 4] 146 0 501

Former District Judges « « « . - . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

BY PRESIDING JUDGES OF ADMIN. REGIONS

Assignmants within Admin. Regions:

Number of assignments:

Active District Judges « v o o = & o 141 62 48 23 26 7 60 3 98 538
Senlor District Judges « « o o & & & 274 115 343 137 45 31 86 924 6 1,131
Former District Judges . o & & « « & 19 69 30 1 5 45 0 123 5 297
Active County Court at Law Judges. . 7 5 6 0 ] 3 1 1 i 24

Days served:

Active District Judges « » . o & & 488 125 48 69 59 9 81 95 1"t 1,085 °
Senior District Judges . « . . « « . 1,285 668 635 460 124 45 190 325 12 3,744
Former Distriet Judges . o o o 4 o 4 88 444 123 1" 21 147 0 406 9 1,249
Active County Court at Law Judges. . 32 5 5 0 0 3 1 1 4 51

Assignments from other Admin. Regions:

Number of assignments:

Active District Judges . '« o o o + & 28 33 ] 16 ! 16 32 15 9 156
Senlor District Judges o « < 2 & & & 64 110 15 22 26 9 8 51 1 306
Former District Judges « « o o o & & 30 22 12 0 0 1 1 17 1 84
Active County Court at Law Judges. . 0 6 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 16
Days served:
Active District Judges « +« » o' o = 74 177 18 75 3 16 48 25 14 450
Senfor District Judges , » ¢ 4 « & &« 282 569 60 88 121 83 22 131 7 1,363
Former District Judges .« « «w « o 4 110 21 56 n 0 1 1 64 1 444
Actlve County Court at Law Judges. . 0 6 10 0 0 [ 0 0 0 16
TOTALS=-DISTRICT COURT ASSIGNMENTS
Number of Assignments . ... o o « = o » 588 439 518 203 103 112 188 417 121 2,689
Days served . . o & o o o a s s o o s o 2,486 2,356 1,012 723 328 304 343 1,193 158 8,903

Assianment authorized by Sec. 4.014 of Art. 200a-1 V.T.C.S.
Information provided by the Presiding Judges of the Administrative Judiclal Reglons.
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SENIOR AND FORMER JUDGES

Serving on Assignment to District Courts
During the Year Ending August 31, 1986

JOSE R, ALAMIA
Edinburg

CARL C. ANDERSON
Loreno

CLYDE R, ASHWORTH
Arlington

K. BAKER
Carthage

EVA BARNES
Fort Worth

THOMAS BARTLETT
Marlin

CHARLES 0, BETTS
Austin

MARVIN £, BLACKBURN, JR,
Junction

THOMAS D, BLACKWELL
Austin

MAX W, BOYER
San Antonlo

JOHN BRADSHAW
Graham

J. TAYLOR BRITE
Pleasanton

DAVID BROWN
Sherman

JOE FRAZIER BROKN, SR.
San Antonia

SOLOMON CASSEB, JR,
San Antonlo

R. W. CATON
Big Spring

JAMES F. CLAWSON, JR,
Belton

ERNEST A, COKER
Conroe

TO4 Fy COLEMAN
Houston

EARL .CONNER, JR,
East]and

C. C, "KIT" COOKE
Cleburne

THOMAS H. CROFTS
Terrell

J. NEiL DANIEL
Abllene

WILLIAM H, EARNEY
Marfa

WILLIAM R, ELLIOTT
Sherman

CLARENCE M, FERGUSON
Groasbeck

THOMAS C. FERGUSON
Burnet

HERMAN FITTS
Mineral Wells

JOHN F/IRRH
Marshal |

HOLLIS D, GARMON
Greenville

L. D. GODARD
Texas City

GORDON GRAY
Fort Worth

F. M. GUERRA
McAl len

THURMON M. GUPTON
West Columbia

D, Y. HAMMOND
Burnet

WAYLAND G, HOLT
Snyder

FRED M, HOOEY
Houston

WELLIAM A, HUGHES, JR.
Decatur

JOE BAILEY HUMPHREYS
Dal las

JOHN A, JAMES, JR,
Vaco

MYRLIN O, JOHNSON
Kerrvilie

HERMAN JONES
Austin

E. E. JORDAN
Amariilo

E. JAMES KAZEN
Austin

JOE E, KELLY
Victoria

GEORGE M, KELTON
Odessa

STEVE LATHAM
Whitney

M, C. LEDBETTER
Morton

SNOWDEN M, LEFTWICH, JR.
Dallas

ARTHUR C. LESHER, JR,
Houston

HARRY LEWIS
Brownsvil le

HERBERT LINE
Texarkana

JAMES F, McCARTHY
Dal jas

BYRON L, McCLELLAN
Gatesville

JAMES A, mMcKAY, JR.
San Antonlo

RAY L, McKIM
Midland

CHARLES D, MATHEWS
Austin

BYRON MATTHEWS
Fort Worth

JOHN MAY
Austin

C. V. MILBURN
Odessa

ROBERT MONTGCMERY
Memphls

CAVID C, MOORE
Gladewater

WALLACE €, MOORE
Houston

E. W, PATTESON
Gonzales

PERRY D, PICKETT
Midland

FRANK C, PRICE
Housten

TRUMAN ROBERTS
Austin

THOMAS LEO RYAN
Plano

WILLIAM SCANLAN
Brownsvil le

CHARLES E, SHERRILL
Kerrville

EARL W, SMITH
Austin

HUGH SNODGRASS
Dallas

KENNETH G, SPENCER
Crane

ALLEN L, STILLEY
Pointbtank

HENRY J, STRAUSS
Abilene

HAROLD THOMAS
Corpus Christi

ARTHUR TIPPS
Wichita Falls

BERT H, TUNKS
Houston

Ry C. VAUGHAN
Shermas

WILLIAM C, WALLACE
Cameron

DAN E. WALTON
Houston

CLYDE WHITESIDE
Nocona

CLAUDE WILLIAMS
Dal las

EUGENE C, WILLIAMS
San Antonlo

RICHARD J, WOODS
+ San Antonlo

ROBERT C, WRIGHT
Marble Falls

Assignments authorized by Sec. 4.014 of Article 200a-1 V.T.C.S.
information reported by the Presiding Judges of the Administrative Judicial Regions.
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FIRST ADMINISTRATIVE JUDICIAL REGION

Ron Chapman*
Presiding Judge
County Government Center
Dallas, Texas 75202
214/749-8471

Map
Symbols

286

@@®

oog

AAA

AAA

00

00O

Anderson
Bowie
Camp
Cass
Cherokee
Collin
Dallas

Court

241
321

62

76

87

- 102

196

Counties Included in First Region

Delta
Ellis
Fannin
Franklin
Grayson
Gregg
Harrison

Henderscn
Hopkins
Houston
Hunt
Kaufman
Lamar
Marion

District Courts

with Overlapping Districts

Counties
Included

Anderson
Henderson
Houston

Bowie
Cass

Fannin
Lamar
Red River

Smith

Delta
Franklin
Hopkins
Rains

Delta
Franklin
Hopkins
Lamar

Camp
Morris
Titus

Anderson
Freestone
Leon
Limestone

Bowie
Red River

Hunt

* Appointed 7-9-86, replacing John D. Ovard.
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Map
Symbols Court
LIEE 124
BEREE 1
LOL 202
i Jx] 276
R =273
KRR 294
@®P 123
AAA 336
5
OEE é
XX 173
DDA 349
AAA 354

Morris

Nacogdociies

Panola
Rains

Red River

Rockwall
Rusk

Counties
Included

Smith
Wood

Marion
Upshur

Bowie

Camp
Marion
Morris
Titus

Sabine
San Augustine
Shelby

Van Zandt
Wood

Panola
Shelby

Fannin
Grayson

Grayson

Henderson

Anderson
Houston

Hunt
Rains

Shelby
Smith
Titus
Upshur
Van Zandt
Wood

District Courts

with No Overlapping Districts

Map
Symbols

Counties

Court JIncluded
2 Cherokee
4 Rusk

14 44 Dallas

68 95

101 116

134 160

162 191

182 193

194 195

203 204

254 255

256 265

282 283

291 292

298 1591

302 303

304 305

330

Criminal

1 2 3

4 5

40 Ellis
71 Harrison

86 Kaufman

Rockwall
124 Gregg
188
307
145 Nacogdoches
189 Collin
219 ‘
296



JUDICIAL DISTRICTS IN THE
FIRST ADMINISTRATIVE JUDICIAL REGION
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*Freestone, Leon, Limestone, San Augustine and Sabine Counties are in the Second Admjnistrstive Judicial Region
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SECOND ADMINISTRATIVE JUDICIAL REGION

Thomas J. Stovall

Map
Symbols

OXONE]

eoe

AAA

S S

EE

000

40

ket

Presiding Judge
PO. Box 40
Seabrook, Texas 77586
713/471-3911
Counties Included in Second Region
Angelina Freestone Lee Newton Trinity
Bastrop Galveston Leon Orange Tyler
Brazoria Grimes Liberty Polk Walker
Brazos Hardin Limestone Robertson Waller
Burleson Harris Madison Sabine Washingten
Chambers Jasper Matagorda San Augustine Wharton
Fort Bend Jefferson Montgomery San Jacinto
District Courts Distriet Courts
with Overlapping Districts with No Overlapping Districts
Counties Map Counties Map Counties
Court Ineluded Symbols Court Included Symbols Court Included
1 Jasper 0XOXC] 88  Hardin 1;2 2?2 Galveston
Newton Tyler 308
Sabine 11 — i
San Augustine arris
f&@_@_ égg Brazoria 61 80
1A Jasper 300 113 125
Newton 127 129
Tyler @@®® 155 sustin 133 ig%
Fayette 164 165
o Montgomery Waller 174 176
Polk 177 178
gag Jacinto 221 Montgomery 179 180
aller 284 182 183
359 184 185
2nd 9 Montgomery H A A 258 Polk égg %gg
Polk - San Jacinto 215 228
San Jacinto Trinity 230 232
Trinity 234 245
@ @ 328 Wharton 246 247
12 Grimes 248 257
2178 Leon 262 263
Madison Q@ 130  Matagorda 269 270
Walker 280 281
295 308
s 86 273 Sabine 309 310
23  Brazoria 0 San Augustine 311 312
Matagorda Shelby g}g 314
Wharton 334 ggg
A AL 75 Liberty 338 339 351
11
77 ¥reestone 82 ggbe:tson
Limestone iGN 344 . Chambers
21 Bastrop
3 Burleson
87  Anderson ® @ ® 253 Chambers 385 %
ireestone Liberty Washington
eon
58 60 136 Jefferson
Limestone AAA 356 Hardin 172 252
279 - 317
Criminal
Brazos
128 Orange
163
260
159 . Angelina
217
240 Fort Bend
268
328




JUDICIAL DISTRICTS IN THE
SECOND ADMINISTRATIVE JUDICIAL REGION

= EH T O
—SoaoBYse e
A gt \'o&e‘eaeee;s\
% **DL’ \\% ™
< o SHELBY** %,

*Austin, Falls, and Fayette Counties are in the Third Administrative Judicial Region
**Anderson and Shelby Counties are in the First Administrative Judicial Region



THIRD ADMINISTRATIVE JUDICIAL REGION

James F, Clawson, Jr.
Presiding Judge
" P.O.Box 747
Belton, Texas 76513
817/939-3521

Counties Included in Third Region

Austin Comal Hamilton McLennan
Bell Comanche Hays Mason
Blanco Coryell Hill Milam
Bosque Palls Johnson Navarro
Burnet Fayette Lampasas San Saba
Caldwell Gonzales Lavaca Somervell
Colorado Guadalupe Llano Trevis
Williamson

District Courts with Overlapping Districts District Courts with No Overlapping Districts

Map Counties Map Counties
Symbols Court Included Symbols Court Ineluded
80 & 22 Caldwell 13 Navarro
—_— 207 Comal

Hays 18 Johnson
RRXQ 95 Colorado 249 Somervell
2nd 25 Gonzales
" Guadalupe 19 McLennan
Lavaca 54
74
ESE 27 Bell 170
Lampasas 20 Milam
OpoO 146 Bell .
I 169 26 Williamson
o 264 277 s
Z&Z&Z& 155 Austin 33 Blanco
Fayette Burnet
Waller Llano
Mason
OJOIO) 274 Caldwell San Saba
Comal
Guadalupe 52 Coryell
Hays
53 98 - 126 Travis
147 167 200
201 250 261
299 331 345
353
66 Hill
82 Falls
Robertson
220 Bosque
Comanche
Hamilton
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JUDICIAL DISTRICTS IN THE
THIRD ADMINISTRATIVE JUDICIAL REGION

* Robertson and Waller Counties are in the Second Administrative Region
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FOURTH ADMINISTRATIVE JUDICIAL REGION

Joe E. Kelly
Presiding Judge
PO. Box 2502
Victoria, Texas 77902
512/576-5092

Counties Included in Fourth Region

Aransas Frio McMullen
Atascosa Goliad Refugio
Bee Jackson San Patricio
Bexar Karnes Victoria
Calhoun LaSalle Webb
DeWitt Live Oak Wilson
Dimmit Maverick Zapata
Zavala
District Courts with Overlapping Districts District Courts with No Overlapping Districts
Map Counties Map Counties
Symbols Court Included Symbols Court Included
Q00 49 Webb 24 Calhoun
~ Zapata 135 DeW}tt
267 Goliad
0 0 Q Jackson
Refugio
—— ézi Webb Victoria
36 156 Aransas
343 Bee
Live Oak
McMullen
San Patricio
37 45 Bexar
] » 57 73
131 144
150 166
175 186
187 224
225 226
227 2856
288 289
290
81 Atascosa
218 Frio
Karnes
LaSalle
Wilson
293 Dimmit
Maverick
Zavala




JUDICIAL DISTRICTS IN THE
FOURTH ADMINISTRATIVE JUDICIAL REGION

DEWITT

ZAVALA ATASCOSA

DIMMIT

LASALLE MC MULLEN LIVE OAK

fe0e 000000000
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FIFTH ADMINISTRATIVE JUDICIAL REGION

Joe B. Evins
Presiding Judge
P.0. Box 215
Edinburg, Texas 78540
512/383-2751

Counties Included in Fifth Region

Brooks Kenedy
Cameron Kleberg
Duval Nueces
Hidalgo Starr
Jim Hogg Willacy
Jim Wells
District Courts with Overlapping Districts District Courts with No Overlapping Districts
Map Counties Map Counties
Symbola Court Ineluded Symbols Court Ineluded
LJ_EJ.EJ 105 Kenedy : 79 Brooks
Kleberg Jim Wells
Nueces
o) k 22 a3 Hidalgo
28 Nueces - 139 . 208 8
94 ) 275 332
117
148
214 ;
gig 103 Cameron
107 Willacy
138
197
357
229 Duval
Jim Hogg
Starr
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JUDICIAL DISTRICTS IN THE
FIFTH ADMINISTRATIVE JUDICIAL REGION

BROOKS
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HIDALGO

CAMERON
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SIXTH ADMINISTRATIVE JUDICIAL REGION

George M. Thurmond
Presiding Judge
P.O. Drawer 1089

Del Rio, Texas 78840

District Courts with Overlapping Districts

512/774-3611

Counties Included in Sixth Region

Bandera
Brewster
Crockett

Culberson

Edwards
El Paso

Gillespie

Hudspeth

Jeff Davis Reagan
Kendall Real

Kerr Sutton
Kimble Terrell
Kinney Upton
Medina Uvalde
Pecos Val Verde
Presidio

Map
Symbols

Q00

gag

P b=

V'V Y

AAAD

48

41
120
171
327

Court

34
205
210

65
168
243
346

83

112

198

216

Counties
Ineluded

Culberson
El Paso
Hudspeth

El1 Paso

Brewster
Jeff Davis
Pecos
Presidio
Reagan
Upton

Crockett
Pecos
Reagan
Sutton
Upton

Concho
Kerr
Kimble
McCulloch
Menard

Bandera
Gillespie
Kendall
Kerr

District Courts with No Overlapping Districts

Map
Symbols Court
38
63

Counties
Inecluded

“Medina

Real
Uvalde

Edwards
Kinney

Terrell
Val Verde



JUDICIAL DISTRICTS IN THE
SIXTH ADMINISTRATIVE JUDICIAL REGION
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*Concho McCulloch and Menard Counties are iﬁ the Seventk Administrative Judicial Region
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SEVENTH ADMINISTRATIVE JUDICIAL REGION

Andrews
Borden
Brown
Callahan
Coke
Coleman
Concho
Crane

Weldon Kirk

Presiding Judge

P.O. Box 528

Sweetwater, Texas 79556

915/235-3133

Counties Included in Seventh Region

Dawson
Ector
Fisher
Gaines
Garza
Glasscock
Haskell
Howard

Irion
Jones
Kent
Loving
Lynn
McCulloch
Martin
Menard

District Courts with Overlapping Districts

Map
Symbols

———— e

O
O
O

O
O
O

(<]
fe]
=

AAA

50 .

Court

42

51

104 326
350

119

198

340
35

Counties
Included

Callahan

Coleman
Taylor

Coke

Irion
Schleicher
Sterling
Tom Green

Taylor

Concho
Runnels
Tom Green

Concho
Kerr
Kimble
MeCulloch
Menard

Tom Green

Brown
Mills

Midland
Mills
Mitchell
Nolan
Reeves
Runnels
Schleicher
Scurry

Shackelford
Sterling
Stonewall
Taylor
Throckmorton
Tom Green
Ward
Winkler

District Courts with No Overlapping Districts

Map
Symbols

Court

.

32

39

70
161
244

358

106

109

118

132

142
238
318

143

259

Counties
Ineluded

Fisher
Mitchell
Nolan

Haskell

Kent
Stonewall
Throckmorton

Ector

Dawson
Gaines
Garzsa
Lynn

Andrews
Crane
Winkler

Glasscock
Howard
Martin

Borden
Scurry

Midland

Loving
Reeves
Ward

Jones
Shackelford



LOVING

REEVES

JUDICIAL DISTRICTS IN THE
SEVENTH ADMINISTRATIVE JUDICIAL REGION
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* Kerr and Kimble Counties are in the Sixth Administrative Judicial Region
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- EIGHTH ADMINISTRATIVE JUDICIAL REGION

Charles J. Murray
Presiding Judge
County Courthouse
Fort Worth, Texas 76196
817/334-1460

Counties Included in Eighth Region

Archer
Clay
Cooke
Denton
Eastland
Erath
Hood
Jack

District Courts with Overlapping Districts

Map Counties
Symbols Court Included

-NONE-

52

Montague
Palo Pinto
Parker
Stephens
Tarrant
Wichita
Wise
Young

District Courts with

No Overlapping Districts

Map
Symbols

17

96
213
236
323
342
360

48
141
231
297
324
348

Criminal

2

3

Court
16

158
211

67
153
233
322
325
352

1
4

29
30
78
89
43

90

91

97

235

266

271

355

Counties
Ineluded

Denton

Tarrant

Palo Pinto

Wichita

Parker

Stephens
Young

Eastland
Archer
Clay
Montague
Cooke
Erath

Jack
Wise

Hood



: JUDICIAL DISTRICTS IN THE
EIGHTH ADMINISTRATIVE JUDICIAL REGION

ARCHER

DENTON

EASTLAND
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NINTH ADMINISTRATIVE JUDICIAL REGION

Ray D. Anderson
Presiding Judge
County Courthouse

Armstrong
Bailey

Baylor
Briscoe
Carson

Castro
Childress
Cochran
Collingsworth

Brownfield, Texas 79316

806/637-7742

Counties Included in Ninth Region

Cottle
Crosby
Dallam
Deaf Smith
Dickens
Donley
Floyd
Foard
Gray

Digtrict Courts with Overlapping Districts

Map
Symbols

000

@
]
&

0
]
[

|

E
|
ra

0ee
AAA

¢4
EE R
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Counties
Court Included
31 Gray
Hemphill
Lipscomb
Roberts
Wheeler
47 Armstrong
Potter
Randall
72 Crosby
Lubbock
84 Hansford
Hutehinson
Ochiltree
99 Lubbock
137
140
237
108 Potter
320
181 Potter
251 Randall
223 Gray
316 Hutchinson

Hale

Hall
Hansford
Hardeman
Hartley
Hemphill
Hockley
Hutchinson
King

Knox

Lamb
Lipscomb
Lubbock
Moore
Motley
Ochiltree
Oldham
Parmer

Potter
Randall
Roberts
Sherman
Swisher
Terry
Wheeler
Wilbarger
Yoakum

District Courts with No Overlapping Districts

Map
Symbols

Court

46

50

64
242

69

100

110

121

154
286

287

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

Terry
Yoakum

Lamb

Cochran
Hockley

Bailey
Parmer

Deaf Smith
Oldham



JUDICIAL DISTRICTS IN THE
NINTH ADMINISTRATIVE JUDICIAL REGION
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PROFILES OF APPELLATE AND TRIAL JUDGES
Information as of August 31, 1986

Court of - Const.
Supreme  Criminal  Courts of - District Criminal  County Ct  Probate County JP - Municipal
Court. - Appeals Pppeals Courts - District At Law  Courts  Courts  Courts Courts
NUMBER OF JUDGES: )
Number of judges X 9 9 80 365 10 145 12 254 954 1109
Nunber ‘of vacant positions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 14
Cities with municipal courts ceems emmee emmme eemee emmie heees meiew e 837
Cities without municipal courts  avece cmcem mmmencmcan mcmen dmeen eseds eeees o ewies 264
AGE OF JUDGES:
Number reporting age data 9 9 77 344 10 131 10 214 760 763
Average age 57 54 % 52 48 48 52 56 56 52
Oldest (in years) 69 64 72 73 60 & 65 80 92 87
Yourgest (in years) 46 40 36 30 36 30 41 30 24 27
Range of a%e:
Under 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
25 through 34 0 0 0 10 0 12 0 8 44 79
35 through 44 0 3 12 84 2 46 3 33 126 205
45 through 54 3 2 17 91 6 30 3 49 164 157
55 through 64 5 4 34 117 2 28 3 77 226 160
65 through 74 1 0 14 42 0 14 1 40 133 120
75 through 84 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 7 63 41
Over 84 0 0 0 1] 0 4] 1] 0 7 1
LENGTH. OF SERVICE ON THIS COURT:
Number with service data 9 9 80 356 10 139 12 234 871 1073
Average {1n years; 6.2 7.2 6.1 7 4.2 5.5 9.9 6.9 7.3 5.4
Longest (in years 17.8 19.8 33.8 29 11.8 29.2 18.7 27.8 57.10 32.1
Range of service on this court in years:
Under 1 0 [ 8 22 0 22 1 23 133
1 through 4 4 .3 45 144 8 60 4 110 396 522
5 through 9 4 5 12 123 1 36 1 264 273
10 through 14 0 0 7 25 1 11 3 20 101 85
15 through 19 1 1 5 32 0 9 3 16 49 31
20 through 24 1] 0 2 5 0 0 0 2 22 15
25 through 29 0 0 0 ] 0 1 0 2 10 11
30 through 34 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 5 3
35 through 39 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
40 through 44 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Over 44 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 4] 1 0
FIRST ASSUMED PRESENT OFFICE;
Number reporting this data 9 80 363 10 143 12 254 779 0
By a?pomtment 1(11%) 2(2 46(57 238(65% 4(4 94(65 10(83%) 64(25 337 433 -----
By election 8(8 n77 34(42, 124(34%) 6(6 49( 34 16%)  190(74%) 441(56%) @ -eees
EDUCATION:
Number reporting education data 9 9 73 320 8 115 11 143 685 17
High School:
Attended =~ © 1 edeee ememn’ ameme eeeme Resee mbeeees aceee 63(44 671(97 702(9
Graduated - eeeee ' cmcme o mcime| L emeem . meeee . feeen menes 61{4: 616(89: 585(81
College:
Attended 8( 8 9(10 67( 91% 284(8 §(10 99(85 11(10 101(7 173(2 5217
Graduated 8 8 9(100% 67{ 91 284(8 8(100%] 99( 86" 11{10 101( 7! 17124 330(46
Law School:

Attended 9{1 9(100% 73{10 317(99 8(10 113(9 11(10 38(26 57 289(4
Graduated 9{100 9(10 73(100%; 317(99 8( 101 113(9 11(100% 38(26 57(8; 241(3
LICENNSEE TO'l PRACTIgE Lh: 9(10 9(1 80(1 365(100%)  10(100%)  145(10 12(100%)‘ 40(27% 55(8%) 299(41%)

mber Ticensel
Average year licensed 195! % ?(9)?6 196§ 1964 18?5 196 1966 53}’% 1968
Range of year licensed:
Before 1930 ] 0 0 0 o] 1 0 0 0 0
1930 through 1934 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 .0 2 5
1935 through 1929 0 0 2 5 0 5 0 0 1 2
1940 through 1944 1 0 4 7 0 1 0 0 0 2
1945 through 1949 2 3 8 31 0 4 4} 2 1 8
1950 through 1954 1 1 24 66 2 13 1 6 4 23
1955 through 1959 2 0 12 53 0 16 3 3 7 22
1960 through 1964 2 2 7 37 2 16 3 2 4 27
1965 through 1969 1 1 10 65 3 19 1 8 11 44
1970 through 1974 0 2 9 70 1 29 2 8 12 66
1975 through 1979 0 0 1 22 2 28 1 9 7 66
Since 1980 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 2 6 34
FIRST CAME TO THIS COURT DIRECTLY FROM:
Judge of lower court 7077 3(3 40(5
Attorney in private practice {11 3(3 28(35:
Leg1 slative service . = 0 emmen emeee e
Other governmental service 2(22%) 1 1%)
OTHER PREVIOUS EXPERIENCE:
Prosecutor . A 2(2 5(55: 25(31 156(4 5(50%  57(3%) 3(25%) - eeems mmeen | meeee
Attorney in private practice n77 (77 67(8 308( 84 6(60%) - 107(731) 10(83%) = es=mm eemme’ Cemed
Judge of Jawer court 5(58: 3(33%) 30(37. 100(2 2(20%)  32(228 2(16%) @ se=== eemm= O meeee
County commissioner o cenee J T R U 1 {7 A I T P
MAYOR SERVING AS JUDGE.. = eemee e mmmem L mmemme mmmda o mmeas L memde  mmesme e 44(3%)
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ANNUAL SUPPLEMENTAL COMPENSATION

Goverrment Code, Secs. 31.001-31.004 V.T.C.A.,
authorizes the counties in each Supreme Judicial
District to pay each justice of the Court of Appeals
for that district a sum not to exceed $15,000 per year
for administrative services rendered. This compen~
sation is in addition to the salary paid by the State.
Art. 6813b, Sec. 3, V.T.C.S., authorizes associate
justices of the Courts of Appeals to reiwive a com-
bined yearly salary from state and county sources of
up to $1,000 less than the state salary paid to
justices of the Supreme Court. This same provision
authorizes the chief justices of the Courts of Appeals
to receive a combined salary of up to $500 less than
the state salary paid to justices of the Supreme

Court. As of September 1, 1986, the yearly state
salary paid to a justice of the Supreme Court was
$78,795.

Various statutes pertaining to particular courts
or counties allow the state salaries of district court
judges to be supplemented from county funds. The
1981~1987 General Appropriationms Act, at Art. IV, Page
26, "Judiciary -- Special Provisions," Sec. 2, author-
izes district court judges to receive a total salary
of up to $1,000 less tham the combined yearly salary
from state and county sources received by justices of
the Courts of Appeals in whose district the district
court is located.

Justices of the Courts of Appeals

(Supplements for the year beginning September 1, 1986, paid by the counties in addition
to the basic state salary of $71,379 for Chief Justices and $70,916 for Justices)

SUPREME
JUDICIAL COURT
DISTRICT LOCATION

Fort Worth .
Houston. . .

Austin . . .

2nde % 4 4 e e e -
Iste w0 4w v 0w .
5 of «
Sthe v w v v o 0 h
9the w v o 4 w4 v
13tha w0 4 & o o« s
T4the W v 0w v 4 &
Bth. « + « & 4 4 4 .
6ths w & 4 & & 4 . .
4the « v 4 4 s o 4
|74 2 1 T
L
Tthe « w4 ¢ 4w o W
10the w w a0 n s o s

Dajtas . . .

Beaumont . .

Houston. . .
El Paso. . .
Texarkana. .
San Antonio.
Tyler. . ~ &
Eastland . .
Amarillo . .

Waco o . & W

-

'y

Corpus Christi

*

°

"

CHIEF

JUSTICE = JUSTICES
e e e e a e . 36,931 $6,879
i e e aaa 6,916 6,879
e a .. 6,916 6,879
Gt e e e a.~ 6,916 6,879
e e e aa. 6,916 6,879
“ e e .. 6,916 6,879
e e a.. 6,916 6,879
e e e e .. 6,879 6,879
W e aaa e . 6,789 6,789
e et ... 6,430 6,430
e e e - . 4,974 4,974
C e e e e e . 8,140 4,140
W e e e e 0 0
e e e e 0 0

TOTAL SUPPLEMENTAL
COMPENSATION (ANNUAL)
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ANNUAL SUPPLEMENTAL COMPENSATION

District Judges
(Supplements for the year beginning September 1, 1986
paid by the counties in addition to the basic state salary of $56,135)

TOTAL TOTAL
COUNTY SUPPLEMENTAL COUNTY SUPPLEMENTAL
JUDICIAL (034 COMPENSATION JUDICIAL R COMPENSAT ION
DISTRICTS COUNTIES (ANNUAL) DISTRICTS COUNT IES (ANNUAL)
103, o « o o v .o + « Cameron, Wliiacy. . $21,431 17 48 67
‘ 96 141 153
239 4 4 v ¢ 4 e« s o Brazorla. « .« ¢ v « 21,340 213 231 233
236 297 322
10 56 122 323 324 325
212 306 « » » Galveston . . . . . 20,660 342 348 352
360 Crlmlnal
1 2 :
11 55 61 3 4e o o s oo Tarrant . « + + « . §19,452
80 113 125
127 129 133 105. « « s « & » « « Kenedy, Kleberg,
151 152 157 Nueces. o+ » ¢« & « « 19,200
164 165 174
176 177 178 T 241, . oo « Webbe . o ¢ & & o o 18,971
179 180 182
183 184 185 109 v o« ¢ « « « « « Andrews, Crane,
189 190 208 Winkler + « « . & +» 18,706
209 215 228
230 232 234 199 219 296, 4 o Collin, o v &« « .« +» 18,000
245 246 247
248 257 262 9 o o o o o o o « Montgomery, Polk,
263 . 269 270 San Jaclinto,
280 281 295 Wallere « o o« o°» o 17,196
308 309 310
311 312 313 163 « o« o o o s o « Oranges o « o & o o 17,087
314 - 315 333
334 337 338 1280 o o ¢« 4 o s o « Orange. « ¢ « o & » 16,979
339 351 ws o Harrls, « 4 ¢« o .+ 20,660
260¢ o ¢ 2.0 o v o o Orange. « ¢« 4« « o o 16,922
14 44 68 2nd 9. + « o« « & « « Montgomery, Polk,
g5 101 116 San Jaclnto,
134 160 162 Trinlty o o v o o o 16,295
191 192 193
194 195 . 203 58 60 136
204 254 255 172 252. 279
256 265 282 317 Criminal. , . Jefferson +« « « « . 16,116
283 291 292
298 301 302 42, 4 4 + o +..Callahan,
ggg 304 305 Coieman, Taylor. . . . . 15,810
Crimlnal 1 .2 : M4, . v's v o v oo Smith, Wood » . . . 15,413
3 4 5¢ ¢ » Dallass o« « ¢« o« o » 20,660

221 284, , . 4 . , Montgomery. + . . . 15,000

23, 4 s e s o o o o Brazoria, Mata- 240 268 328, , , Fort Bend . , .. .« 14,500

gorda, Wharton. . . 20,660

124 . 188 307, . . Greggd « o « & o o o 14,452

107 138 197
Cameron, Wl{]acy. . 20,660 83, « 4 s s o o « o Brewster, Joff

357 PR
Davis, Pecos,
1300 « s s o o » o « Matagorda . . . . . 20,660 Pres!dlo, Reagan,

Upton o o o 0 o « o 14,158

149 = 300, . 4 » « « Brazorla, . « . . . 20,660

18 249, . . . . « Johnson, Somervell 13,781

24 135 - 267. . Calhoun, DeWlt+,
Goltad, Jackson, 16 158 ,211, .

Refuglo, Viectorla . 20,660

Denton. » + « 5 » » 13,398

112, « o o o o o .» o Crockett, Pecos,
Reagan, Sutton,

53 98 126 Upton o &+ o s.s o« « 13,246
147 167 - 200
201 250 261 28 94 117
299 331 345 148 214 319
353 « o ¢ Travlis. + w o s « « 20,660 347 e s o NuBces., . « « « « + 12,000
92 93 139 37 45 57
206 .275 332 , . Hldalgo. .« + & « 20,433 73 131 144
150 166 175
49, 4 4 i « o 2 o o Webb, Zapata. . « . 20,211 186 187 224
225 226 - 227
229, 4 v . .4« . » Duval, JIm Hogg, 285 288 289
Starr o .o s s « o ». 20,176 290, o o s o o s o o Bexar 4 . . o:w s - 12,000




ANNUAL SUPPLEMENTAL COMPENSATION

District Judges

TOTAL TOTAL
COUNTY: SUPPLEMENTAL COUNTY SUPPLEMENTAL
JUDICIAL OR COMPENSAT 10N JUDICIAL oR COMPENSAT ION
DISTRICTS COUNTIES (ANNUAL) DISTRICTS COUNTIES (ANNUAL)
5 « ¢« » » o BowWle, Cass. . . . . . . 11,892 1700 v o o o & WMclennan . . . . .. .. 8,79
102, « « « « « Bowle, Red Rlver , . « » $11,892
238e 4 2 o o o JMdland.e s o s 6 0+ o . $8,652
20244 o s o« BoWles 4 i o 0 0 o0 08 11,892
25  2nd 25 ,. Colorado, Gonzales,
7 241 Guadalupe, Lavaca, « « . 8,647
320 v e e o s Smithe o o o 0 v o w ¢ o 11,813
87. « « « + o« <Anderson, Freestone,
31 v o« ¢« o « Oray, Hemphlli, Lips~ Leon, LImestone. . « . » 8,480
comb, Roberts, Wheeler . 11,546
142, o o « o » Midland, & o0 ¢ v 4 o o 8,412
2930 o o o o » JDimmit, Maverlck,
Zavala s o o s o o » » « 11,400 81 218 . . JAtascosa, Frlo, Karnes,
LaSalle, Wilsone s « » « 8,400
1184 4 « « » o «Glasscock, Howard,
Martin . ¢« o o o0 o o o 11,358 36 156
343 « « « JAransas, Bee, LlIve Oak,
70 244, , o Ectore ¢ o ¢ ¢« o s ¢ o o 11,200 McMul len, San Patriclo . 8,234
8Bs 4 4 » o o JHardln, Tyler.e o « o » o 11,200 159 217, + « JAngeilna « o ¢« o o o o &« B,176
161 o« o s o« oECtOre o o 4 o o o o« » 10,976 320, 6.0 ¢« s 0 POTTEr 4 o v 4 0w a0 8,100
19 s o o o Mclennan , . & 4+ . . « o 10,841 145, .+ « + « «Nacogdoches. . + « + » . 8,031
359. o s s o o sMontgomery . . . 4+ . . 10,600 253, 4 4 s « « oChambers, Llberty. . . . 8,000
84, . « « + « JHansford, Hutchinson, 260 « o« o s o AllIlamson ¢« o 4 0 o o o 8,000
Ochiltrees « o .« o o » o 10,340
) 2. 4 s 0 n s oCherokee o « o 4 s o o« o 1,725
T4y o ¢« o o » JMclonnan o & o & o & o o 10,296
77e o o « o « oFreestone, Llmestone , . 7,500
34 205 Cuf berson,
210 « « o £l Paso, Hudspeth, . ... 10,200 108, v o o o o JPOttOr & 0 ¢ 0 s o v oo 7,500
54, v 4 + & » JMclennan .+ + 4 ¢ s oo 10,151 1210 ¢ v o o« « JJerry, Yoaktm, « v o « & 7,311
l358. v o s 0 o ECTOrs o ¢ 40 s oo s o 10,000 38. ¢ o ¢ o « JMedlna, Real, Uvalde . . 7,200
266e o « o o » JErathe ¢ o o 4 o ¢« s . . 10,000 7l o 's o o « Harrlson & ¢ o o o o o o - 7,200
356e o 4 o o 9 JHardln s . o o0 s & .« 10,000 63. ¢« « « » « JEdwards, Kinney,
Terrelf, Val Verde ., . . 6,660
3180 ¢ o o o o JMidiand,y 4 ¢ ¢ v o 4 o 9,792
2770 « o o s o JMililamson o 4 « o « o » 6,192
30 78
89 e s o Mlehlta, o o o o 0o o o« 9,744 85 272
361 oo » oBrazos .« « s e s s 0. . 6,014
79 v « o o6 oBrooks, JIm Welis, . + & 9,600
4 o o o a0 RUSK &4 o s 6 ¢« s e s s 6,000
316a ¢« o« o o o« JHutchinson & ¢« « ¢« o o » 9,578
: 75 o o o o o olibErtys v o 4 o o o s » - 6,000
47, « o « « « JArmstrong,
Potter, Randall, « « +» « 9,466 143, o « « « » oLoving, Reeves, Ward . . 6,000
251, o 4 « & s JPotter, Randall. o« o & « 9,300 216. « « &+ o« » oBandera, Glllesple,
Kendall, Kerre « « » » « 6,000
326 350, . . JTAYIOr & a6 o 0 = o o o - 9,210
198, +» « o « Concho, Kerr,
864 o+ & o » o« JKaufman, Rockwall. . . . 9,168 Kimble,
McCul foch, Menards + ... 6,000
3e o« s » » » <Anderson,
Henderson, Houston .. . . 9,000 i06. » &« + » « JDawson, Galnes,
Garza, Lynhe o o » » » & 5,900
41 65
120 . 168 329, «. e s o6 JMharton, o . e s v o« 5,460
171 243
327 346, 4 o JEl PAS0O. 4 ¢ v 0 ¢ 0 o o 9,000 335, o« « & » « sBastrop, Burleson,
Lee, Washlngton, . . . « 5,400
173, o« ¢« o+ JHenderson. o v o » s o o 9,000
27 4 o a o o Boll, Lampasas « « «» &« o 5,340
181y & + « « « JPotter, Randali. . . + . 9,000 :
. 146 169
104, ¢ 4 o o o oTayloOr o« o o s ¢ s o «.» 8,870 254 e o v B2l 0 v s v e e e e s 5,340
13¢ o o o o o NBVBFFO: o o « o » &« » » 8,800 1A o s o o « oJasper, Newton, Tyler., . 5,221
1. Base salary of $56,135 for the judge of the 358th D!strict !s pald under a grant from the Governor's Offlce.
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ANNUAL SUPPLEMENTAL COMPENSATION
District Judges

TOTAL TOTAL
COUNTY SUPPLLEMENTAL COUNTY ‘SUPPLEMENTAL
JUDICIAL [+ 33 COMPENSAT ION JUDICIAL OR CGHPENSATION
DiSTRICTS COUNT IES (ANNUAL) DISTRICTS COUNT IES tANNUAL)Y
100s &+ « « « o JCarson, Chlidress, 62. « « & o « WDaita, Frankiin,
Col{Ingsworth, Hopklns, Lamar « « « « o« 2,520

Donley, Hall « o+ o « & « $5,123

22, 4 « s « o oCaldwell, Comal, Hays, . 2,400
51s 4 « & « o oCoke, Irlon,
Schlelcher,
Sterling, Tom Green. . « 5,000 8. « o o » o Detta, Franklin,

Hopklns, Ralns . + « « « $2,400
724 « « &+ + « JCrosby, Lubbocke & « « & 5,000
15 59 « 0 Oraysone « ¢« « o o s o o 2,400

99 137
140 237, o o JLubbocke ¢ v s s o » o «» 5,000 520 o o 0 oo JCOrYElle o o 6 o v o s o 2,400
119, + « « » « JConcho, Runnels, 259, « + « » « odones, Shackeiford . . . 2,400
Tom Greens ¢« o o4 » o« «» 5,000
273, « « « » . JSablne, Shelby,
340e o o o s o oTOMGreen. ¢ « o« o « « o« 5,000 San Augustine, « « & o « 2,224
Te o » o » « odasper, Newton, 344, 4 s o & o oChambers ., o ¢« o« » o= » 2,000
Sablne,
San Augustine. « « «.. » -« 5,000 50. o o o « » JBaylor, Cottle,

King, KnoX « « o« o« » « « - 1,200
115 « » o » & JMerion, Upshur o o & & & 4,800
222, « « « « « JDeaf Smith, Oldhem ., ., . 480

207, 4 » o o o JCaldwell, Comal, Hays, . 4,707
430 v o o s o oPArKOr & 4 4 0 0 0 e 0
21e 4 o« « o o oBastrop, Burleson,
Lee, Washington. . + + . 4,456 235, o v o 0 sCOOKE: & 4 4 s e e 5w ‘0
274, + . .« . JCaldwel{, Comal, 355, aw s 6 o WHOOd ¢ 0 v s b 00 . s 0
Guadafupe, HayS. . « « « 4,200
132, « o o » » oBorden, Scurry . . . i & 0
64 242, ., . .Castro, Hale, Swisher, .- 4,200
200 4 o 0o 0 o Mlam, o 4 o 6 0 o 8 0o 0
2Me v o o o ¢ Mlse, Jack o o ¢« o o o » 4,200
29, 2 v s o o PAlOPINTO & 4 4 o4 o 0
294, . + . . . JWood, Van Zandt, ., . . . 4,200
32.° ¢ « o s o sFisher,
12 278, . . JGrimes, Leon, Mitchell, Nolan, « « « o 0
Madison, Walker. . . « « 4,043
35, 4 & « o« & Brown, Cofeman, MI{ls. . 0
6. e v s o o oFannin, Lamar,
Red Rlver. o « « o » « &« 3,600 46, « « « o o oFoard, Hardeman,
Wiibargers « « ¢ o & o & 0
33. . s« « ¢« « «Blanco, Burnet, Llano,
Mason, S5an Saba. . . ... 3,600 66i o o 0o a o HIHT 4 0 o 00 o 0 o« o » 0
40, o o w.w s SElIISe @ ¢ s o o s v o0s 0 3,600 69. « + o o . JDallam, Hartley,
. Moore, Sherman . « « s « 0
2230 4 o s o o Bray o . v v e s o s s s 3,600
82, « o » o o oFalls, Robertson . ¢ & & 0
336 o s o » « oFannin, Grayson. '« « « » . 3,600
90, « « « « o« JStephens, Young, « « s « ]
220, + + + « o JBosque, Comanche,
HamlIton o o o a0 « & o 3,168 91s o ¢ v o « oEBStTlANd « 4 4 4 v 4 o . 0
3540 o « ¢ s » oHunt, Ralns, « oo v » « 3,000 97. « « » o« « oJArcher, Clay,
Montague o o o o « o o & 0
T8¢ « » o o+ o aCamp, Morrls, Titus, . . 3,000
110, « o « « + «Brlscoe, Dickens,
286. + 5 & » o JCochran, Hockley . . . . 3,000 Floyd, Motley. o « o o « 0
1960 o o o « o <HUNt & & v 4 « s o o6 » 3,000 123, o o o « » +Panoia, Shelby + « & « & 0
258. . + + o« + Polk, San Jaclnto, 1540 ¢ o s o w sbamb s o 0 o 0 o s 0 0 0

Trinltys o o s o o « & o, 3,000

155. s & o » « JAustin, Fayette,

2764 o & » -« o oCamp, Marlon, Waller « o ¢ o o o s ¢ & 0
Morrls, Tiftus.e o « o o « 3,000

287. « o« o o » oBalley, Parmer « « o & « 0

39, . « o o o JHaskell, Kent, Stone-
wall, Throckmorton . . . . 2,880 349, . + + « » sAnderson, Houston. . « . 0
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TEXAS JUDICIAL COUNCIL

MEMBERSHIP
August 31, 1985 — Sepiember 1, 1986

PRESIDENT
Hon. Bern Z. Grant
VICE PRESIDENT SECRETARY
Hon. John L. Hill, IJr. Hon. Tom G. Davis

EX~-OFFICIO MEMBERS

CHIEF JUSTICE OF SUPREME COURT OF TEXAS
Hon. John L. Hill, Jr., Austin

DESIGNEE OF PRESIDING JUDGE OF COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS
Hon. Tom G. Davis, Austin - Judge, Court of Criminal Appeals

LEGISLATIVE MEMBERS

Hon. Oscar H. Mauzy, Dallas - Chairman, Senate Jurisprudence
Committee

Hon. Ray Farabee, Wichita Falls ~ Immediate Past Chairman, Senate
Jurisprudence Committee

Hon. Robert Bush, Sherman - Chairman, House Judiciary Committee

Hon. Ben Z. Grant, Marshall - Immediate Past Chairman, House
Judiciary Committee (Justice, 6th Court of Appeals)

JUSTICES OF COURTS OF APPEALS (4-year terms)
Honm. Sam Bass, Houston - Justice, 1st Court of Appeals (1-1-87)
Hon. Paul C. Murphy, . Houston - Justice, 14th Court of Appeals (1~1-85)

PRESIDING JUDGES, ADMINISTRATIVE JUDICIAL REGIONS (4-year terms)
Hon. Ray L. McKim, Midland (1-1-87)
Hon. Charles J. Murray, Fort Worth, 8th Administrative Judicial
Region (1-1-91)

APPOINTED MEMBERS
(6-year terms)

ATTORNEY MEMBERS

L.E. Frazier, Houston ~ Andrews & Kurth, Attorneys at Law (7-1-87)

Mark Martin, Dallas - Strasburger & Price, Attorneys at Law (7-1-85)

Charies W. Barrow, Waco - Dean, Baylor University Law School (7-1-87)

Hon. John L. McCraw, Jr., McKinney - Justice, 5th Court of Appeals
(7-1-91)

Alan McHNeill, Beaumont - sole practitioner, Attorney at Law (7-1-87)

Robert O. Smith, Austin - Salmanson, Smith & Booker, Attorneys at Law
(7-1-85)

LAY MEMBERS ; ‘
Bill Hartman, Rosenberg - President, Hartman Newspapers, Inc. (7-1-89)
Gene MclLaughlin, Ralils - President, Security State Bank and Trust

(7-1-89)

{} - date term expires

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
C. Raymond Judice
P.0O. Box 12056
Austin, Texas 78711-2066
512/863-1625 '

62




REPORTS OF JUDICIAL AGENCIES

Texas Judicial Council

The Texas Judicial Council was established in
1929 by Article 2328a, V.T.C.S., to make a
", ..continuous s8tudy of and report upon the
organization, rules, procedure and practice of the
judicial system of the State of Texas, the work
accomplished and the results produced by that
system and its various parts and methods of its
improvement." To enable it to fulfill thesé
functions, the Council maintains statistics on
docket activity of the courts of the state;
conducts studies on methods to improve the
administration of justice; formulates methods of
simplifying judicial procedures; and submits
recommendations of the Council to the Governor,
the Legislature, and the Supreme Court.

Two meetings of the Texas Judicial Council
were held during Fiscal Year 1986--on November 8,
1985 and March 21, 1986.

Former Article 2328a, now Chapter 71 of the
Government Code, provides for the following
specific duties of the Council:

(1) continuously study the organization,
rules, procedures and practice, work
accomplished, results, and uniformity of
the discretionary powers of the state
courts and methods for their improve-
ment;

(2) receive and consider advice from judges,
public officials, members of the Bar,
and ' citizens concerning remedies for
faults in the administration of justice.

(3) dezign methods for simplifying judicial
procedure, expediting the transaction of
judicial business, and correcting faults
in or improving the administration of
justice;

(4) file a complete detailed report with the
Governor and the Supreme  Court before
December 2 of each year on Council ac-
tivities, information from the Council's
study, and Council recommendations; and
a supplemental report on Council activ-
ities, findings, or recommendations at a
time it considers advisable;

(5) investigate and report on any matters
concerning the administration of justice
that the Supreme Court or the Legisla~
ture refers to the Council;

(6) gather judicial statistics and other
pertinent information from the several
state judges and other court officials
of this state; and

(7) meet at least once in each calendar year
and at other times as ordered by the
Council or under its authority.

MEMBERSHIP OF THE COUNCIL

Council membership is composed of: (1) the
Chief Justice of the Supreme Court and the
Presiding Judge of the Court of Criminal Appeals,
or their designees from among the membership of
their respective courts; (2) two justices of the
Courts of Appeals designated by the governor; (3)
two presiding judges of the administrative
judicial regions selected by the governor; (4) the
chairman and immediate past chairman of the House
Judiciary Committee and of the Senate
Jurisprudence Committee; (5) seven members of the
bar appointed by ‘the governor; and (6) two nom~
lawyer citizens, one of whom must be a journalist,
each appointed by the governor.

Hon. Ben 2. Grant, Justice of the 6th Court
of Appeals in Texarkana, served as President of
the Judicial Council from July,. 1980 until
September, 1986. Before being elected to the
Court of Appeals, Justice Grant served as district
judge of the 71st Judicial District in Marshall,
Harrison County, and prior to that service,
Justice Grant served for ten years as a member of
the Texas House of Representatives. During that
tenure, he served for three terms as chairman of
the House Judiciary Committee, and a member of the
Council as a result of that position.

Other officers of the Council during Fiscal
Year 1986 were Hoa. John L. Hill, Jr., Chief
Justice of the Supreme Court, Vice President; and
Hon. Tom G. Davis, Judge of the Court of Criminal
Appeals,; Secretary. Judge Davis served as a
member of the Council as the designee of the
Presiding Judge of the Court of Criminal Appeals.
Following the decision of Judge Davis not to seek
re-election to the Court of Criminal Appeals,
Presiding John F. Onion, Jr., elected to serve as
a member of the Council in March, 1986.

Officers elected September 12, 1986, are:
President, Justice Joe Spurlock II of the 2nd
Court of Appeals in Fort Worth; Vice-President,
Chief Justice Johm L. Hill, Jr.; and Secretary,
Presiding Judge John F. Oniom, Jr.

Legislative members of the Council are:
State Semator Oscar H. Mauzy, chairman of the
Senate Jurisprudence Committee; State Senator Ray
Farabee, immediate past chairman of the Senate
Jurisprudence Committee; State Representative Bob
Bugh, chairman c¢f the House Judiciary Committee;
and Justice Grant, immediate past chairman of the
House Judiciary Committee.

Members from the Courts of Appeals serving
during 1986 are: Justice Sam Bass, lst Court of
Appeals, Houston and Justice Joe Spurleck, 2nd
Court of Appeals, Fort Worth.

The two Presiding Judges of the Administra—
tive Judicial Regions who serve as members are:
Charles J. Murray, Presiding Judge of the 8th
Administrative Judicial Region, Fort Worth and Ray
L. McKim, former Presiding Judge of the 7th
Administrative Judicial Region, Odessa.



Attorney members are: John L. McCraw, Jr.,
Justice of the 5th Court of Appeals (Dallas),
McKinney; L. E. Frazier, Houston; Mark Martin,
Dallas; Charles W. Barrow, Waco; Alan McNeill,
Beaumont; Robert O. Smith, Austin; and Curt F.
Steib, San Angelo.

Lay members of the Council are: Bill
Hartman, Rosenberg and Gene McLaughlin, Ralls.

REAPPORTIONMENT OF COURYS OF APPEALS DISTRICTS

Section 1 of House Bill 1658, 69th Legisla-
ture, Regular Session (1985), provides:

SECTION 1. DECLARATION OF POLICY.
It is the policy of this state that the
administration of justice shall be
prompt and efficient, and that for this
purpose, the supreme judicial districts
of the state shall be reapportioned as
soon as practicable so that the supreme
judieial districts shall have judicial
burdens that are as mnearly equal as
possible. It ie the intent of the
legislature that the - Texas Judicial
Council and the supreme court, as
provided by this Act, present a reappor-
tiomment plan of the supreme judicial
districts, which shall be composed of
one or more whole counties, to the next
regular s6ession of the Texas Legis-
lature...

Purguant to this directive, Ben. Z. f(rant,
President of the Texas Judicial Council, o¢a June
21, 1985, appointed a Committee on Courts of
Appeals Districts, composed of Dean Charles
Barrow, Chairman; Mr. L. E. Frazier; and Mr. Mark
Martin.: This Committee solicited comments from
the chief justices of each of the 14 courts of
appeals and circulated proposals by mail during
the summer of 1985. The Committee met im Austin
on October 18, 1985, and adopted a proposal which
wag submitted to the full membership of the Texas
Judicial Council on November 8, 1985. This pro-
posal was adopted and tramsmitted to the Supreme
Court. On December 12, 1985, the Supreme Court
reported the reapportiomment plan back to the
Texas Judicial Council with certain modifica~
tions. On March 21, 1986, the Texas Judicial
Council concurred in the modifications approved by
the Supreme Court.

Criteria Used in_the Reapportionment Proposal

The statute directing the reapportionment
study provides that two criteria shall be used:

(1) Each court of appeals district "...shall
have judicial burdens that are as nearly
equal as possible." and

(2) Each proposed district "shall be com-
posed of one or more whole counties." .

In addition to the two specific legislative direc-
tives, the Council and Supreme Court assumed:

(3) That the legislature did not intend for
any plan to recommend an increase or
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decrease in the number of justices
presently authorized for any one court
of appeals,

(4) That there should not be any increase or
decrease in the number of courts, nor

(5) That any court should be moved from its
present principal seat and headquarters
location.

Further, goals were established for the reappor-
tiooment plan:

(6) All current overlapping districts should
be eliminated except for the lst and
14th districts which are coterminous,

(7) ©Only. those adjustments necessary to
equalize the judicial burdems of each
court should be made, and

(8) The proposed districts should be drawn
as compactly as possible without regard
to the residence counties of incumbeat
justices. (The Court and Council do
recommend the adoption of an appropriate
"srandfather clause" for those incumbent
justices who are affected by the
proposed reapportiomment.)

As a measure of the "judicial burdens" which
are to be equalized, the number of appeals filed
from each county during the years 1982, 1983,
1984, and 1985 were used as the primary measure.

Current Courts of Appeals Districts

Calculations made from these cases filed show
that the range of cases filed per justice in each
of the courts ranged from 215 cases per justice in
the Texarkana Court to 447 caseées per justive in
the Dallas Court. Purely as a method of statis—
tical comparison, the state average of cases filed
per justice was divided by the total cases filed
statewide and a theoretical number of justices for
each court of appeals was calculated, based on the
equalization of cases filed per justice statewide.
This calculation resulted in a range of 1.8
justices for the Texarkana Court to 16.4 justices
for the Dallas Court.

Proposed Courts of Appeals Districts

The Courts of Appeals Districts proposed by
the Supreme Court and the Texas Judicial Council
are shown on the map on the following page. This
map also lists the calculations of per justice
case filings based on the proposed districts. Had
this proposed districts plan beeit in effect for
the period 1981-1985, the per justice cases filed
would have ranged from 303 cases per justives in
the Eastland Court to 421 in the Beaumont Court.
Again, the state average of cases filed per
justice was used to calculate the number of
justices required on each court to equalize the
judicial burden in the proposed districts. A
comparison of the current number of justices on
each court and this calculated number of justices
to equalize the judicial burdens statewide may be
found in the table on the following page.



PROPOSED COURTS OF APPEALS DISTRICTS

AS RECOMMENDED BY
THE SUPREME COURT AND THE TEXAS JUDICIAL COUNCIL

MARCH 21, 1986

AS DIRECTED BY HOUSE BILL 1658, SECTION 1
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Fort Worth 2,046 292 2,485 =439 - €3 7 5.8
Austin 1,936 323 2,130 -194 - 32 6 5.5
San Antonio 2,310 330 2,485 -175 - 25 7 6.5
Dallaa 5,298 408 4,615 +683 + 53 13 14.9
Texarkana 978 326 1,065 - 87 - 29 3 2.8
Amarillo 1,341 335 1,420 -79 - 20 4 3.8
El Paso 1,439 360 1,420 + 19 + 5 4 4.1
Begumons 1,264 421 1,065 +199 + 66 3 3.6
Waco 970 323 1,065 - 95 - 32 3 .7
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COUNTY BAIL BOND BOARD REPORTS

The 67th Legislature enacted Senate Bill 727,
relating to the regulation of bail bondsmen, which
became effective August 31, 198l. = Section 5 of
the statute (Article 2372p-3, V.T.C.S.) automat-
ically creates & county bail bond board in coun-
ties having a population of more than 110,000 and
authorizes othér counties, at their optiom, to
create a county bail bond board. Section 5(f)(8)
provides that it will be the duty of the county
bail bond boards:

To file reports and furnish information
on the operation ¢f the bonding business
in the county at the request of the
Texas Judicial Council which shall
report annually to the governor and the
legislature on or before Dacember 1 of
each year on the operation of the
bonding business in the state.

A questionnaire and statistical report form
was distributed to the counties involved to be
returned in November, 1985. Responses to the
questionnaire were compiled into a report to the
Governor and the Legislature. Because of the low
response of counties to the request for informa-
tion, a valid summarization of the bonding busi-
ness statewide could not be made.

CONSIDERATION OF POSSIB EGISLATION

Several matters were presented to the Council
for comsideration prior to the Regular Session of
the 70th Legislature. These matters had been
taken under advisement at the end of the year:

Appeal of Traffic Cases

The Council is considering the problem: of
duplicitous use of judicial resources resulting
from the trial de novo procedure for the appeal of
traffic cases, For many years, members of the
judiciary and the legislature have been searching
for a solution to the problem of a simple traffic
case often requiring two trials.

One possible solution under consideration is
legislation similar to Senate Bill 1277, intro—
duced in the 69th Legislature. This bill would
not alliow a defendant to appeal & judgment of a
justice or a municipal court if the defendant
entered a plea of guilty or nole contrendre in
that court. The bill would require the defendant
to take some action to contest the charge at the
lower court level. This bill would not eliminate
the trial de novo  procedure. Discussion by
members of the Council raised the point that the
bill might not accomplish the desired purpose
because it would require the staie to present its
case in the lower court but allow the defendant to
rest and present no evidence, resulting in a waste
of court time at the justice or municipal court
level.

Discussion was also had on the use of courts
of record at the justice or municipal level to
reduce the rumber of cases appealed. It was noted

that 12 cities now have municipal courts of record
and that appeals from those courts to the county
level courts have declined dramatically. The
problems noted with the courts of record are (1)
they require special legislation and (2) they are
expensive for a city to implement, due to the
costs of providing a court reporter for proceed-

ings in the municipal courts. The Council decided
to continue its study of the municipal courts of
record before making specific recommendations to
the Legisladture.

Simultaneous Service as Justice of the Peace and
Municipal Court Judge

Recent Attorney General's Opinion JM-422 was
noted by the Council. " The opinion holds. that the
doctrine of incompatibility prevents & person from
serving as a justice of the peace and a municipal
judge at the same time. The opinion has implica-
tions for approximately 115 persons who simul-
taneously serve as & justice of the peace and a
municipal court judge.

Supplemental Dispute Resgolution

The Council has for several years been
studying the developments in procedures generally
known as supplemental dispute resolution
mechanisms, and recent materials in the area were
reviewed by the members.

Videotape Court Reporting

Judge Steib reported to the Council on receat
developments in the use of videotape equipment to
make the trial court record for use on review by
an appellate court. Several courts in Kentucky
are now using videotape as the appellate recoxrd.
In cases in which one party wishes to object to a
particular portion of the trial, that portion of
the taped record is transcribed by the attorney
complaining, Judge Steib noted that the use of
videotape greatly reduces the time to produce a
trial transcript by eliminating the transgcription
of the proceedings by a court reporter.

Presiding Judge Onion reported that the
Supreme. Court and Court of Criminal Appeals had
both adopted rules to allow a pilot project of
audio recording of .trials in Dallas County.

Courts of Inquiry

The Council considered again the draft of a
bill from the 69th Legislature which would amend
the provisions Chapter 52, Code of Criminal
Procedure, regarding courts of inquiry. These
amendments would limit the institution of a court
of  inquiry by district courts exclusively. It
would also require the filing of a sworn affi~
davit by the ‘judge finding that good cause exists
that an offense has been committed. The bill also
requires the local district or county attorney to
assist in courts of inquiry and establishes a
method of payment of fees if an attorney is
appointed.
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Office of C’ourt Administration

The Office of Court Administration of the
Texas Judicial System was established in 1977 by
Article 2328b, V.T.C.S. {(now Chapter 72, Tex.
Gov't Code). The agency operates under the direc-
tion and supervision of the Supreme Court of Texas
and is charged by this statute with the implemen-
tation of the provisions of the act and of any
rules of administration promulgated by the Supreme
Court for the efficient administration of justice
in this State. The statute specifically provides
for the following duties to be performed by the
Office of Court Administration:

(1)  assist the justices and judges in dis-
charging their administrative duties;

(2) consult with the administrative judges
and assist them in' discharging duties
imposed by law or by a rule adopted by
the Supreme Court;

(3) recommend to the Supreme Court appro-
priate means to implement the act;

(4) examine the judicial dockets, practices,
and procedures of the courts and the
administrative and business methods or
systems used in the office of a clerk of
a court or in an office related to and
serving a court and recommend necéssary
improvements t¢ a method or system; a
form or other document used to record
judicial business; or any other change
that will promote the efficient admini-
stration of justice;

(5) prepare and submit an estimated budget
for the appropriation of funds necessary
for the maintenance and operation of the
judicial system, and study and recommend
expenditures of funds appropriated for
the maintenance and operation of the
judicial system;

(6) consult with and assist court clerks;
other court officers or employees; and
clerks or other officers or employees of
offices related to and serving a court
to provide for the efficient administra-
tion of justice;

(7) consult with and make recommendations to
administrators ‘and coordinators of the
courts to provide for uniform admini-
stration of the courts and efficient
administration of justice;

(8) implement rules of administration or
other rules adopted by the Supreme Court
for the efficient administration of
justice;

(9) perform such additional duties as may be
assigned by the Supreme Court and by the
Chief Justice; and

(10) prepare an annual report of the activi-
ties of the Office to be published in

the Annual Report of the Texas Judicial
Council.

The statute also directs the Office of Court
Administration to provide the necessary staff
functions for the efficient operavion of the Texas
Judicial Council.

Under the authority granted to it by Section
72.011 of the Government Code, the Supreme Court
has directed the Office of Court Administration to
provide the necessary staff functions £for the
orderly operations of the Cuuncil of Presiding
Judges of the Administrative Judicial Regions, the
Judicial Districts Board, the Judicial Budget
Board, the Child - Support Guidelines Advisory
Committee, the Judicial Education Executive
Committee, the Committee on the Code of Judicial
Conduct, and the Task Force on the Court
Administration Act.

STATISTICAL REPORTING SYSTEMS

Under the authority of Section 71.035, Tex.
Gov't Code, which provides for the reporting of
court activity and other information pertaining to
the amount and character of the business trans-—
acted by the courts, the Office receives approx-
imately 2,500 reports each month from the courts
of the State. These reports are checked for
accuracy and any necessary corrections are made.
The information is then entered into a computer—
ized data system. This provides ready access to
the current status of the dockets of the courts
throughout the state on a county-by-county basis
and allows this Office to responde to numerous
requests for this type of information which are
received each year.

Additionally, this information is wused to
provide a monthiy report to each of the Presiding
Judges of the nine Administrative Judicial Regions
on the court activity in each of the counties
~ontained in his Region. A more detailed explana-
tion of these monthly reports on court activity is
contained in a later portion of this report. ;

The monthly reports are submitted on official
forms developed in - consultation with advisory
committees of local court officials. These
include a six~page report for the activities of
the Courts of Appeals, an eight-page report for
the district courts, a five-page report for
county-level courts, and two-page reports for the
justice of the peace and municipal courts. Annual
reports on court activities are received from the
Supreme Gourt and the Court of Criminal Appeals.

EQUALIZATION OF COURTS OF APP DOCKETS

The Supreme Court is responsible for equal-
izing the dockets of the Courts of Appeals
(Section 73.001, Tex. Gov't Code). To assist the
Court in. this docket equalization, this Office
also maintains a monthly reporting system on the
activity of the Courts of Appeals.

From the case data supplied by the Courts of
Appeals, the Office prepares a monthly summary of
the docket status of each Court of Appeals. The
Supreme Court uses  the Court of Appeals docket
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report to determine the tramsfer of cases between
Courts of Appeals.
During fiscal year 1986 (which ended August
31, 1986), a total of 258 cases, 141 civil and 117
criminal, were transferred under this authority.
The following transfers between the Courts of
Appedals were made on orders of the Supreme Court:

September, 1985

1 civil case from 13th (Corpus Christi) to 4th
(San Antonio)

27 civil cases from 12th (Tyler) to 1lth
(Eastland)

23 criminal cases from 12th (Tyler) to 11lth
(Eastland)

October, 1985

1 civil case from 3rd (Austin) to S5th
(Dallas)

November, 1985

1 civil case from 13th (Corpus Christi) to 4th
(San Antonio)

1 civil case from llth (Eastland) to 8th
(E1 Paso)

4 criminal cases from 11th (Eastland) to 8th
(EL Paso)

December, 1985

21 civil cases from 12th (Tyler) to llth
(Eastland)

29 criminal cases from 12th (Tyler) to 1lth
(Eastland)

February, 1986

38 civil cases from 4th (San Antonio) to 13th
(Corpus Christi)

32 civil cases from 4th (San Antonio) to 6th
(Texarkana)

1 criminal case from 3rd (Austin) to 10th (Waco)

11 criminal cases from 4th (San Antonic) to 13th
(Corpus)

16 criminal cases from 4th (San Antonio) to 6th
(Texarkana)

March, 1986

1 criminal case from 6th (Texarkana) to 4th
(San Antonio)

May, 1986

11 civil cases from 12th (Tyler) to llth
(Eastland)

14 criminal cases from 12th (Tyler) to 1llth
(Eastland)

June, 1986

8 civil cases from 12th (Tyler) to 1lth
(Eastland)

18 criminal ceses from 12th (Tyler) to 1lth
(Eastlznd}

U. EPORT ON_TH DICTIAL SY

As provided by law, the Fifty-seventh Annual
Report of the Texas Judicial Council and the Ninth
Annual Report of the O0ffice of Court Administra-
tion were published as a single report in July,
1986, This was the second report prepared on the
state fiscal year basis. This 616~page report
included data on and analysis of court activity at
all levels of courts in the State of Texas for the
fiscal year ending August 31, 1985. Approximately
23,000 monthly reports on court activity were
compiled and validated during the year to produce
the data in the Annual Report. The Annusl Report
also contained infoymation on the variances in
subject-matter jurisdiction of Texas trial courts;
a thorough, descriptive analysis of the judicial
system; and a comprehensive directory of judges,
clerks, and other persons employed by the Texas
Judicial System. - Information on the assignments
of visiting judges by presiding judges of the nine
Administrative Judicial Regions was also included.
Approximately 2000 copies of this Report were
distributed to all judges and clerks, members of
the Legislature, state and federal agencies,
criminal justice planning units, local officials,
and libraries.

LEGISLATIVE SERVICES

During fiscal year 1986, this Office con-
tinued its normal liaison duties with committees
and members of the 69th Legislature by providing
information of the Texas Judicial System.

The staff worked closely with the staffs of
various legislative committees which have respon-
sibilities  involving the Jjudicial branch and
prepared the reports of various judicial boards
and agencies for submission to the 70th Legisla~
ture, including the drafting of pills to implement
the recommendations included in the reports.

STATE BUDGET ESTIMATES FOR. THE JUDICIARY

The act establishing the Office of Court
Administration directs the office, under - the
direction and supervision of the Chief Justice of
the Supreme Court, to prepare and submit to the
Legislature budget estimates of state appropria-
tions necessary for the maintenance and operation
of the judicial branch of government.

In fulfilling this responsibility for the
69th Legislature, the Chief Justice appointed a
Judicial Budget Board to develop a comprehensive
budget for the operation of the judicial system of
the state. This Board is continuing its work in
preparing coordinated budget requests for the 70th
Legislature. At the direction of the <Chief
Juetice, the staff of the 0ffice of Court Admini-
stration has served as Secretariat to the Board to
coordinate the preparation of budget requests by
the various courts and judieial agencies. Staff
members personally conferred with district judges;
personnel and justices of each of the Courts of
Appeals, the Supreme -Court  and the Court ~-of
Criminal Appeals; and the statewide judicial
agencies to provide technical assistance in the
preparation of their budget requests.



TECHRICAL_ ASSISTANCE TO APPELLATE COURTS

The 0ffice of Court Administration provides
continuous support for the automated case manage-
ment, accounting and payroll systems in use by 14
of the 16 appellate courts.

The accounting personnel of this Office
provide continuous training and techmical assis-
tance to the appellate courts in the daily use of
these systems. In addition, this Office continues
to prepare the Annual Financial Reports for each
of the 16 appellate courts.

TECHENICAL ASSISTANCE TO TRIAL COURTS
The Court Administration Act of 1985

The Court Administration Act [House Bill
1658, 69th Legislature, 1985] codified and revised
various provisions of current law as well as
adding significant new provisions to introduce
modern management. techniques into the operations
of the trial courts of the state. The new
legislation directs the Supreme Court to adopt
rules. of administration for the - operation and
management of the court system and to insure the
efficient administration of justice. The legisla-
ture, however, provided no funds for the implemen-
tation of the new duties imposed, nor for the
ongoing responsibilities mandated by the act.
Because of this -fact, the Supreme Court directed
the Office of Court Administration to provide the
necessary administrative support in all aspects of
the implementation of this act.

Rules of Administration

Initially, the Supreme Court appointed a Task
Force on the Court Administration Act to develop
the necessary procedures and statewide rules to
implement the provisions of H.B. 1658. Justice
Jim Wallace is serving as chairman of this Task
Force. The Task Force is broad-based and is
representative of &all segments of the Bar.
Primarily, the membership was selected from the
Presiding Judges of the Administrative Judicial
Regions, the State Bar Committee on the Admini-~
stration of Justice, the Supreme Court Advisory
Comisittee on  Rules, and representatives of the
active trial bar. Also included are members of
both the Senate and the House of Representatives,
and judges and lawyers who had indicated a long-
term interest in improving the administration of
justice throughout the state.

To aid the Task Force with the development of
proposed  rules of administration, the Supreme
Court obtained: the services of Dean Ernest
Friesen, one of the most nationally-noted authori-
ties in the area of trial court administration, of
the California Western School of Law in San Diego,

‘with monies supplied through a small grant
obtained from the Texas Bar Foundation. A con
tinuation grant was later obtained from the
Criminal Justice Division of the Governor's
Office.

The Task Force held an organizational and
orientation meeting -on Saturday, September 7,
1985, in Austin., In October, Dean Friesen trans-
mitted to the Supreme Court a report on the Texas
Caseload Management Systems and a set of suggested
Rules of Administration. These  proposed rules

wvere the basis for a working draft of Administra-
tive  Rules for Texas Trial Courts which was
submitted by the Supreme Court on October 31,
1985, to the Task Force for its consideration.

The Task Force held a second meeting in
Austin on November 16, 1985. At this meeting,
Dean Friesen outlined, in some detail, both the
findings in his report and the rationale and
mechanics embodied in the proposed rules. Nine
subcommittees of the Task Force were established
to review each of the nine major sections of the
Proposed Rules. On April 5, 1986, the Task Force
met to consider the recommendations of each of
these subcommittees. After a full day of discus-
sion, the Task Force adopted the amended rules as
its recommcndations to the Supreme Court.

The Proposed Rules as recommended to the
Supreme Court were the subject of an Open Forum
Discussion at the State Bar Convention in Houston
on June 19, 1986, Substantial opposition to the
Court Administration Act, itself; to the concegpt
of judge control of the court dockets; and to the
proposed rules; were voiced at this meeting by
various members of the Bar. Several members of
the Supreme Court, five of the nine Presiding
Judges, and a number of members of the Task Force
were present during this Open Forum. Al
statements and testimony submitted during this
Open Forum have been transcribed and submitted to
the members of the Supreme Court for their
consideration.

Repional and Local Administration

Within the framework of statewide rules
adopted by the Supreme Court, the Court Admini-
stration Act directs that significant measures be
taken at the level of the Administrative Judicial
Regions, and at the local level by the district
and statutory county-level courts in each county.
The Presiding Judge of each of the nine Regions is
made more directly responsible for the expeditious
management of the district and (for the first
time) the county-level courts within their respec~
tive regions. The Presiding Judges are directed
to review and act on reports of caseload activity
by the courts and to review and evaluate the local
rules adopted by the judges of counties within
their regions to determine their effectiveness.
Meetings of judges of the Region are to be held
and assignments of visiting judges made to ensure
the prompt disposition of cases in the trial
courts.

The courts within each county are empowered
and directed to adopt local rules to ensure a fair
distribution of work among the trial judges, and
to adopt forms and procedures to be used by the
courts for all similar cases to the end that the
courts take control of a case when it is filed and
maintain control of that case until finally
disposed. Time limits are to be established
within which hearings and submissions must be made
and matters decided, and other procedures are to
be adopted to ensure that mno court substantially
exceeds time standards for disposition. of cases
provided by the statewide rules.

Proposed model local rules to implement the
above enumerated responsibilities were reviewed by
the Presiding Judges at their meeting on July 10-
11, ‘1986, pending final action on the statewide
rules, ' N
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The judges serving each county are directed
to elect a local administration judge for each
county. This has now been accomplished in each
county of the state.

To aid in developing a better knowledge of
the duties of this new position, and to develop
the necessary working relationship between the
administrative judges of the counties in each
Region and the Presiding Judge of each Region,
this Office assisted each of the Presiding Judges
in setting up a meeting with each of the
Presiding Judges of the nine Administrative
Judicial Regions and the local administrative
judge of each county in their own region to
discuss their duties under the provisions of the
Court Administration Act and the proposed Rules of
Administration.

In addition to these meetings, Dean Friesen,
assisted by members of the Office of Court Admini-
stration staff, conducted a special 'three-day
study of the civil district courts in Harris
County on May 27, 28, and 29, 1986, and submitted
recommendations to those judges to aid in the
improvement of the administration of justice in
Harris County. Many of the recommendations
included in the Friesen Report have been
implemented on a pilot basis.

Monthly Reports of Court Activity

The Office of Court Administration has, for a
number of years, provided each Presiding Judge
with a monthly report on the docket activity of
the courts in each county of his Region. To
address some of the new responsibilities . imposed
on the Presiding Judges by H.B. 1658, this report
has been modified to provide each Presiding Judge
with additional information through thése monthly
reports. In addition, further modifications,
beginning in September, 1986, were made to include
statutory county court activity as H.B. 1658, for
the first time, placed some responsibilities for
the county-level courts on the Presiding Judges.

These monthly reports have been provided to
each Presiding Judge for a comnsiderable length of
time prior to the passage of H.B. 1658. They
provide the Presiding Judge with .a management
overview of the court activity in each county
located in his Region but are not the extensive
reports as contemplated in H.B. 1658. This
office is presently working with the Presiding
Judges and ‘their administrative assistants to
develop reporting forms which will be transmitted
directly from the trial court &and the local
administrative judges to the Presiding Judges of
the appropriate Region to meet the new reporting
requirements of H.B. 1658. As this reporting
syatem 18 put in place for the Presiding Judges,
information will be transmitted directly to their
offices by the individual counties and courts.
Pending the implementation of these reports
directly £rom the trial ocurts to the regional
offices, the current Monthly Report will enable
each of the Presiding Judges to ‘locate counties
where specific attention should be focused, albeit
somewhat after the fact.

The Office of Court Administration conducted
a  two~day seminar for the Presiding Judges  and
their administrative assistants on April 10-11,
1986, and a one-day seminar, on September 25, 1986,

70

During the first seminar, the new responsibili-
ties of the Presiding Judges and of their admini-
strative support personnel under the provisiom of
policies and procedures to implement them were
determined. The initial draft of suggested
reports, which had been developed by the Office of
Court Administration, were reviewed and revised.
These reports are intended to provide the
Presiding Judges with information concerning the
trial courts in their individual Regions as
required by the provisions.of H.B., 1658 and by the
proposed Rules of Administration. Because the
Rules of Administration are continuing to undergo
revision at this time, the reporting forms cannot
be finalized and the Monthly Reports, presently
supplied to the Presiding Judges by the Office of
Court Administration, will continue to be supplied
until such time as the Rules are finally adopted,
and the new reporting forms finalized.

The second seminar was mnore technical in
orientation., . The administrative assistants worked
with the O0ffice of Court Administration to develop
software to accomodate the new responsibilities of
the Presiding Judges mandated by H.B. 1658. The
Office also provided the administrative assistants
technical training in various software applica-
tions, A third seminar for the administrative
asgistants is scheduled for early 1987 to provide
more extensive training in the use of software
applications relating to the mandates of H.B.
1658.

The Presiding Judges held a meeting on July
10 and il and considered a set of model rules for
regional administration and a set of model local
rules of administration for each county. This
project is under continuing study at the present
time.

Caseflow Management Svstems

Concurrently with the consideration of
statewide rules by the Task Force and the Supreme
Court, the state Office of Court Administration
has developed a manual and »n automated caseflow
management system for use by the trial courts of
the state. These systems are designed to provide
eavh trial judge with the nscessary management
information on cases currently on his docket to
properly manage the flow of cases through his
court., The present monthly reporting systenm,
which has been developed over the years by the
Texas Judicial Council and the state Office of
Court Administration, 1is - designed to capture
historical information-~that is, information
primarily concerning cases which have been
disposed of by the court. Historical information
is invaluable and needed for long range planning,
in that it identifies the need for additional
courts or the realignment of current judicial
districts, the substantial increase or substantial
decrease in particular categories of cases filed
in the trial courts of this state, and other
information' which is necessary for the proper
planning for the future needs of the judiciary.

On the other hand, the caseflow management
system now under development is designed to allow
the individual trial judge to momitor the flow of
cases through his or her court and to ensure the
timely and consistent Becting of events in the
progression of each case in the court,

The manual system is- designed to be used by



courts having small numbers of cases filed-~-less
than 600~700 per year—-while the automated system
can best be utilized by courts having a greater
number of filings.

The automated system has been programmed
using dBase III language which is one of the most
commonly used languages for this type of program
and is designed to opeérate on a common configura-
tion ef any number of popular "P.C." computer
systems. The Office of Court Administration data
processing staff has reviewed this automated
equipment. and identified the hardware presently on
the market which would accomodate the caseflow
management system program. They then priced this
type of equipment which is available on the Austin
market. The result of this research indicated
that the necessary automated equipment for a trial
court can be purchased for approximately $2,400 to
a maximum of $5,000, depending upon the number of
cases filed in the court each year and the degree
of sophistication desired by each individual
judge.

Both systems are currently . being "field=-
tested" by a number of trial courts, and modifica-
tions and fine-tuning adjustments are being made
to the systems as the need for such are identified
through this field-testing. At the end of fiscal
year 1986, courts in 57 counties are reviewing or
implementing the manual caseflow management system
and courts in 67 counties are reviewing or imple-
menting the automated system. This Office is
maintaining contact with these courts to provide
up~-dates and enhancements to both systems as the
need for modifications arises.

Seminars on the Caseflow Systems

To introduce the caseflow management system,
both manual and automated, to trial judges and
trial court personnel, the state Office of Court
Administration is conducting a series of one day
seminars, Participants at these seminars have
included "teams" of judges, district and county
clerks, court coordinators, data processing
personnel, and other trial court personnel from a
geographical cross-~section of the state including
both urban and rural counties. These seminars
will continue until all who wish to attend one
have an opportunity to do so. Thus far, 19
seminars have been held with a total attendance of
325 persong, from a total of 146 individual
counties. Persons attending have included 66
trial judges, 145 district or county clerks or
their deputies, 87 court coordinators, 27 data
processing personnel, -and 20 other individuals
assigned court duties. Those attending these
geminars were not reimbursed for their expenses by
this Office. Some were able 'to obtain
reimbursement from their counties while others
personally paid for their expenses.

A manual on the caseflow management system is
uged as the principal teaching tool during each of
these seminars. In addition, during each seminar,
computer terminals are used to provide each parti-
cipant with "hands-on" experience with the auto—
mated caseflow management system.

In June, 1986, the Office also presented the
cage management systems to approximately 140 court
officials and personnel at the statewide District
and Court Clerks meeting in Brownsville and at the

Court Coordinators Training Seminar in Huntsville.

JUDICYAL AND COURT PRRSONNEL TRATNING FUND

House Bill 309, Section 3, of the 69th Legi-
slature (Regular Session) 1985, established the
Judicial and Court Personnel Training Fund to be
administered by the Supreme Court. The Supreme
Court, by Rules of Judicial Education, dated
August 31, 1985, created the Judicial FEducation
Executive Committee to administer the fund and
named the Office of Court Administration as
Secretariat to provide the required personnel and
administer resources necessary to implement the
Supreme Court Orders.

The program grants continuing judicial educa-
tion funds to statewide professional associations
of judges and other entities whose purpose
includes continuing legal education courses, pro-
grams, and projects for judges and court person-
nel. The grantees of such funds must ensure that
sufficient funds are available for each judge to
meet the minimum educational requirements. No
more than one-third of the funds appropriated may
be expended for each of the following classifica-
tions of judges: Judges of Appellate Courts,
District Courts, County Courts at Law, and County
Courts performing judieial functions; Justices of
the Peace; and Judges of Municipal Courts.

The Judicial Education Executive Committee
was crzated by the Supreme Court to receive
recommendations from advisnry committees, make
recommendations concerning judicial education, and
to review and make recommendations concerning
grant applications to the Supreme Court. The
committee also receives and acts upon requests by
judges for emergency waivers of the judicial
education requirements.

The members of the Judicial Education
Executive Committee are: Honr. Raul A. Gonzalez,
Justice of the Supreme Court, as Chairman of the
Committee; Hon. Tom G. Davis, Judge, Court of
Criminal Appeals; Hon. Robert M. Blackmon, Judge,
Nueces GCounty Court at Law; Hon. Robert A.
Gammage, Justice, 3rd Court of Appeals; Hon.
Richard N. Countiss, Justice, 7th Court of
Appeals; Hon. Peter S. Solito, Judge, 164th
Judicial District; Hom. Jack Richburg, Justice of
the Peace, Dallas County; Hon. C. Edward Miller,
Judge, Bowie County; and Hon. Kitty Schild, Judge,
City of El Paso.

The Office of GCourt Administration, in its
capacity as Secretariat to the Judicial Education
Executive Committee, performs the necessary func-
tions to accomplish the purposes of the programs.
Some of these functions are:

1. Desgign of grant application forms.
2. Process and review grant applications.

3. Review requests for grants and disburse
grant funds.

4, Monitor and evaluate grantee compliance,
including review of periodic financial
and progress reports.

audits of
internal

5. Conduct semi-annual = onsite
grantee -financial records,
controls and goal achievements.
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6. Provide informational content for meet-
ings of the Judicial Education Executive
Committee.

7. Perform other duties as assigned by the
Judicial Education Executive Committee
and the Supreme Court.

For fiscal year 1986, the Supreme Court
awarded grants totaling $2,035,697 to the
following grantees for the smounts indicated:

Texas Center for the Judiciary § 679,000

Texas Municipal Courts Assen. 678,698

Justices of the Peace and Con-
stables Assn. of Texas, Inc. 677,999
TOTAL $2,035,697

These funds have provided training for 2,738
judges and 734 court personnel during the initial
reporting period.

UDICIAL DI CIS B

The adoption of Senate Joint Resolution 14 ae
a constitutional amendment by the voters in
November, 1985, established the Judicial Districts
Board. The provisions of this constitutional
amendment were implemented by Senate Bill 290,
69th Legislature, Regular Session (1985), now
Article 199b, V.T.C.S. The Judicial Districts
Board is composed of the Chief Justice, who serves
as Chairman, the Presiding Judge of the Court of
Criminal Appeals, the Presiding Judges of the nine
Administrative Judicial Regions, the President of
the Texas Judicial Council, &nd one lawyer to be
appointed by the Govermor. (This appointment is
still pending.) Because no provisions were made to
provide a staff or administrative support for this
Board, the Supreme Court directed the state Office
of Court Administration to provide those functions
for the Board.

The Judicial Districts Board held meetings on
February 28th, July 12th, and September 23rd,
1986. The Office of Court Administration
developed extensive. research materials to assist
the Board. ' A resource book was prepared on the
docket condition of each county 'in the state,
including the court activity of both district and
county level courts in each county.

At the meeting on July 12, 1986, the Board
adopted rules to establish procedure and criteria
for consideration of redistricting.

After extensive review of reports of caseload
activity of each county and each judicial district
in  the state, examination of geographical dis-
tances within the judicial districts, .and . the
availability and use of visiting active, former
and senior district judges, the. Board made the
following findings and recommendations as a report
on the condition of the district courts in each
administrative judicial region:

Reapportionments Recommended
1ST REGION~~HON. RON CHAPMAN, PRESIDING JUDGE:

Judge Chapman reported that the judges of
judicial districts in the First Administrative
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Judicial Region which had a court activity level
below the statewide average had all expressed a
willingness to sexrve as visiting judges in other
judicial districts in the state which have heavy
caseloads. He stated that several possible
realignments for the First Region had been
examined, but in each instance, a change in
districts to relieve a- district with an over-
average caseload would (1) either cause the new
realigned districts to become over-average, or (2)
violate the provision of Article 5, Section 7a(f)
of the Constitution prohibiting a county having a
population as large or larger than the population
of the judicial district being reapportiomed from
being added to the judicial district.

Because of the above factors, Judge Chapman
proposed that mno redistricting be considered in
the judicial districts of the First Administrative
Judicial Region.

2ND _REGION--HON. THOMAS J. PRESIDING

JUDGE:

STOVALL,

Judge Stovall recommended the following
redigtricting in the 2nd Region:

1. Move Robertson County from the 2nd Region
to the 3rd Region.

2. Move Austin County from the 3rd Region to
the 2nd Region.

3. Remove TFayette County from the 155th
Judicial District. (This would have the
effect of leaving the 155th to be
composed of Austin and Waller Counties.)

JAMES F. PRESIDING

3RD __REGION--~HON.
JUDGE:

CLAWSON,

In addition to the changes above which would
affect the 3rd Region, Judge Clawson recommended
the following changes:

1. Fayette County should be added to the
274th Judicial District, in the 3rd
Region, and Guadalupe County removed from
that District. (The 274th Judicial
District would then be composed of
Caldwell, Comal, Hays, and Fayette
Counties, and Guadalupe County would
continue to'be served by the 25th and 2nd
25th Judicial Districts.)

2. Remove Blanco County from the 33rd
Judicial District. (The 33rd Judicial
District would then be composed of
Burnet, Llano, Mason, and San Saba
Counties.)

3. Add Blanco County to the 22nd Judicial
District. (With this change, the 22nd
District would be composed of Blanco,
Caldwell, Comal, and Hays Counties.)

4, Effective January 1, 1990, remove
Somervell County from the 18th and 249th
Judicial Districts. (This change would
result in these two districts to be
composed of Johnson County only.)

5., Effective January 1, 1990, add Somervell
County to the 266th Judicial District.
(With this change, the 266th District
would then be composed of Erath and
Somervell Counties.)



6. Effective January 1, 1990, remove
Somervell County from the 3rd Region and
place it in the 8th Regionm.

4TH_REGION-~HON. JOE E. KELLY, PRESIDING JUDGE:

Judge Kelly reported that discussions were
held  with judges in the ‘Region; however, no
satisfactory decisions were reached on possible
realignment of the judicial districts. He noted
that the increased use of dismissal dockets by the
courts in the Region are improving the caseload
status of those courts.

STH REGION--HON. JOE B. EVINS, PRESIDING JUDGE:

Judge Evins reported that no realignment of
judicial districts in this Region are recommended
because the anticipated population and economic
growth in tke Region dictate that the alignment of
judicial districts at the present should remain
the same for future expected caseload growth.

6TH_REGION~-HON.
JUDGE:

GEORGE M. THURMOND, PRESIDING

Judge Thurmond reported that the use of
former judges visiting on assigument has enabled
the 6th Regior to deal with the increasing
caseload in the Hill Country ‘portion of the
Region. No immediate realignment is suggested in
that area because of the availability of these
former judges. Realignment in the less populated,
Western portion of the Region is mnot indicated
because of the vast travel distances between the
county seats in that part of the state.

{TH REGION~ HON. WELDON KIRK, PRESIDING JUDGE:

Judge Kirk suggested no changes in this
Region because the distance between county seats
and the large geographic areas covered by judicial
districts in the Region preclude consideration of
realignment of judicial districts for better
balancing of trial court caseload activity.

8TH REGION- HON.,
JUDGE:

CHARLES J. MURRAY, PRESIDING

Judge Murray reported that in the 8th
Administrative Judicial Region, the courts in
Denton County are becoming critically overloaded,
but that 'a previously c¢reated fourth district
court for that county will soon become effective
and should help to alleviate the workload problem
there, if courtroom space can be provided. He
concurred with Judge Clawson's suggestion that
Somervell County be moved into the 266th Judicial
District and the 8th Administrative Region, as
noted above under the report on the 3rd
Administrative Region.

- 9TH REGION--HON.
JUDGE:

RAY D. ANDERSON, PRESIDING

Judge ~ Anderson recommended the
changes in the 9th Administrative Region:

following

1. Abolish the 154th Judicial District, or
move that court designation to another

area of the state, upon retirement of the
current judge, Pat H. Boorie, Jr.

2. Upon the abolishment of the 154th
Judicial District, Lamb County should be
moved into the 287th Judicial District.
(This change would result in the 287th to
be composed of Bailey, Lamb, and Parmer
Counties.)

3. Remove Crosby County from the 72nd
Judicial Distxict. (This would leave the
72nd composed of Lubbock County only.

4. Add Crosby County to the 242nd Judicial
District. (This change would result in
the 242nd ‘Judicial District to be
composed of Castro, Crosby, Hale, and
Swisher Counties.)

Statewide Clearinghouse of Judges Available
for Assignment

The Judicial Districts Board discussed at
some length the situation involving multi-county
judicial districts, especially in the West Texas
area, which cover large geographical areas, but
which have low caseload f£filings. The Board
concluded that because of the importance that a
judge remain available for special hearings,
motions,. etc., on short notice, the geographic
size of the present judicial districts should not
be enlarged merely to increase the caseload of a
particular court. It was determined that those
judges whose Jjudicial districts cover large
geographic areas, but which have below average
caseloads, should annually identify a number of
veeks when they would be available for assignwents
to impacted courts in other areas of the state,
especially in the large urban areas, and inform
their Presiding Judge of this availability. Im
turn, the Presiding Judges would establish and
cooperatively maintain a statewide clearinghouse
system listing the availability of those judges.
The names and the availability of these judges
would be exchanged periodically among the
Presiding Judges.

Cornclusion

As a conclusion to the deliberations of the
Board, it was noted that the Board confronted a
factor it had expected when it began looking ‘at
statistical measures for comparison of judicial
districts. The deliberations of the Board have
emphasized that geography is as important a factor
as caseload filings when the goal is to provide
seryices of the courts to the people, particularly
when the judges are willing, and are serving, om
agsignment in areas of the state other than their
home districts.

First Report of the Judicial Districts Board

The recommendations of the Board ag hereto-
fore indicated were developed into a formal report
and submitted to the Lt. Gov. and Speaker of the
House for consideration by the 70th Legislature.

COMMITTER. OR THE CODE OF JUDICYAL CONDUCT

In Séptember, 1985, ' the Supreme Court
appointed a Committee chaired by former Chief
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Justice Jack Pope to study the Code of Judicial
Conduct in light of amendments to Article V,
Section l1-a, Texas Constitution, effective January
1, 1985. Members of the Committee were: Frank
Macias, Justice of the Peace, Clint; John T. Boyd,

Justice, 7th Court of Appeals, Amarillo;  Joe
Burnett, ‘Judge, 134th District Court, Dallas;
Oswin Chrisman, Former Judge, DNallas; Richard

Countiss, Justice; 7th Court of Appeals, Amarillo;
William M. Elliott, Judge, 311th District Court,
Houston; Fred S. Harless, Judge, 116th District
Court, Dallas; William E. Junell, Justice, l4th
Court of Appeals, Houston; Raul Longoria, Judge,
139th District Court, Edinburg; Jay R. Miller,
Judge, County Court at Law No. 4, San Antonio; C.
L. Ray, Justice, Supreme Court of Texas, Austin;
Jack Smith, Justice, lst Court of Appeals,
Houston; Elinor Walters, Municipal Judge,
Seabrook; and Bill White, Judge, Court of Criminal
Appeals, Austin.

Because mno funds were available for the
-operations of the Committee, the Supreme Court
directed the Office of Court Administration to
provide staff resources for the work of the
Committee.

The Committee conducted an organizational
meeting in McAllen on October 3, 1985, during the
conference of the Judicial Section, and met in
Austin on January 17 and April il, 1986. On June
18th, it conducted a public hearing at the South
Texas School of Law in Houston and met again in
Austin on September 4 September 24, 1986, to
hear persons who wished to express views and
opinions concerning the Code.

In 1965, an amendment to the Texas Constitu—
tion was adopted, creating a Judicial Qualifica-
tions Commission. In 1984, Texas amended Article
V, Section l-a of the Constitution to change the
name of the Commission to the State Commission on
Judicial Conduct and to add three forms of
improper judicial conduct to the jurisdiction of
the Commission. They are: willful violation of
the Code of Judicial Conduct, willful or persis-
tent violation of rules promulgated by the Supreme
Court, and incompetence in performing the duties
of office.

As a result of these amendments, the Code of
Judicial Conduct has the force of law. The
Committee chaired by former Chief Justice Pope
was appointed te study the Code in this 1light.
Particularly, the Committee has examined the many
provisions of the Code to determine whether they
are too vague. Recommendations received by the
Committee, for the most part, related to
provisions that were already contained .in the
Code. In varying forms, suggestions were received
for prohibiting the solicitation or acceptance of
any gift, benefit, entertainment, transportatiom,
service, or special privilege when the acceptance
of the thing reasonably leads to the impression
that the individual or group is in a special
position to influence a judge. The Committee was
of the opinion that Canon 5C(4) of the present
Code is clear in its prohibition of such things.

The Committee found that the Code does not
state clar standards concerning private communica-
tions by or with judges or confidentiality that
judges must maintain concerning pending or
impending cases. Amendments to Canons 3A(5) and
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3A(6) were recommended to provide better
standards.
It was recommended that Canon 8, the

compliance part of the Code,; be changed to include
a complete list of judges who by law must comply
with the Code.

The Committee also found that non-judge
lawyer candidates for judicial office are now free
to do and say things that an incumbent judge can
not,; and recommended this situation should be
resolved by requiring the lawyer candidate to
conform to the same standard by adding an addi~
tional ground for discipline of lawyers in the
State Bar Rules.

STANDARDIZED FELOKNY JUDGMENT FORMS

Senate Bill 845, passed by the 1985 session
of the Legislature, directed the Office of Court
Administration to prepare "...a standardized
felony judgment form that conforms to the require-
ments..." of this bill and to distribute it to all
district courts.

To enable this Office to respond to this
directive, Judge Tom Davis of the Court of
Criminal Appeals was asked to serve as the chair-
man of -an advisory committee to formulate the
standardized judgment forms. Serving with Judge
Davis on this advisory committee were: Joe
Kegans, 230th District Judge, Houston; Bob Jones,
167th District Judge, Austin; Thomas B. Thorpe,
203rd District Judge, Dallas; Ernie Ernst, 12th
bistrict Judge, Huntsville, Carl Dally, State
Prosecuting Attorney's  Office, Austin; and Bill
Black, 146th District Judge, Belton.

The committee considered all suggestions and
recommendations received concerning the project.
As a result of its deliberations, the committee
determined ' that only those elements which .are
specifically mandated by the statute should be
included in the standarized forms. The committee
expressed the view that other information, which
may be helpful to and needed by various state
agencies, could be included in a separate document
attached to the judgment.

The forms developed set forth certain stan-
dard ‘information which should appear at the
beginning ' of all judgments and does not supplant
the usual recitations required by law to be set
forth in felony judgments.

Copies of the standarized forms as developed
Ly this committee were supplied teo all district
judges in the state in September, 1985.

SUPPORT TO OTHER AGENCIES

The Office continues to provide information
on the Judicial Branch of Govermment and court
activities to many other state agencies aad
professional organizations whose work requires a
knowledge of the workings of the judiciary and to
many individual citizens. It maintains contact
with the state court administrative offices of
other states and with the American Judicature
Society, the National Center for State .Courts,
and other national organizations, to keep abreast
of new develoments in the administraiton of
justice in other states and to provide them with
information on the Texas Judicial System.



MEETINGS, CORFERENCES, AND SEMINARS SPONSORED

During the year ending  August 31, 1986,
thirty-nine (39) meetings for which the Office of
Court Administration provided the necessary
administrative support, scheduling and notices,
prepared the necessary legal research for topics
considered at these meetings, and provided travel
and other expense funds, were held:

Committee on Uniform Judgment

Forms Sept. 5, 1985
Presiding Judges, Admin. Jud.
Regions Sept. 9, 1985

Task Force on the Implementation

of the Court Administration Act Sept. 7, 1985
Court Reporters Certification

Board Sept. 11, 1985
Texas Judicial Council Nov. 8, 1985
Task Force on the Implementation

of the Court Administration Act Nov. 16, 1985
Committee on Code of Judicial

Conduct Jan., 17, 1986
Court Reporters Certification Board Jan. 18, 1986
Judicial Education Executive Comm. Jan. 24, 1986
Trial Court Users of Caseflow

Management Systems Jan. 30, 1986
Trial Court Users of Caseflow

Management Systems Feb. 27, 1986
Judicial Redistricting Board Feb. 28, 1986
Presiding Judges, Admin. Jud.

Regions Feb., 28, 1986
Task Force on the Implemeatation of

the Court Administratioa Act Mar. 1, 1986
Chief Justices, Courts of Appeals . Mar. 10, 1986
Judicial Budget Board Mar. 13, 1986
Texas Judicial Council Mar. 21, 1986

Task Force on the Implementation

of the Court Administration Act Apr. 5, 1986
Clerks, Courts of Appeals Apr. 7, 1986
Administrative Assistants, Admin.

Judicial Regions Apr. 10, 1986
Comnittee on Code of Judicial

Conduct Apr. 11, 1986

State Commission on Judicial Conduct

Trial Court Users of Caseflow

Management Systems Apr. 17, 1986
Court Reporteérs Certification Board Apr. 19, 1986
Trial Court Users of Caseflow

Management Systems Apr. 24, 1986
Trial Court Userxs of Caseflow

Management Systems May 22, 1986
Trial Court Users of Caseflow

Management Systems May 29, 1986
Trial Court Users of Caseflow

Management Systems June 5, 1986
Trial Court Users of Caseflow

Management Systems June 6, 1986
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Judicial Education Executive Comm. June 12, 1986
Trial Court Users of Caseflow

Management Systems June 26, 1986
Trial Court Users of Caseflow

Management Systems June 27, 1986
Judicial Education Executive Comm. June 27, 1986
Judicial Districts Board July 12, 1986

Court Reporters Cerxtification Board July 19, 1986
Trial Court Users of Caseflow
Management Systems July 24, 1986
Trial Court Users of Caseflow
Management Systems
Trial Court Users of Caseflow

July 25, 1986

Management Systems July 31, 1986
Trial Court Users of Caseflow

Management Systems Aug. 1, 1986
Trial Court Users of Caseflow

Management Systems Aug. 15, 1986

_ OFFICE OF COURT ADMINISTRATION

- C.Raymond Judice ..
- Administrative Director

" 1414 -Colorado Street, Suité. 602
©7P.0. Box 112066, Cagitol Station: .~ -
.- Austin, Texas 78711-2066 -~
B1/463-1625 0

(Report prepared and submitted by Robert C. Flowers, Executive Director.)

Role of the State Commisgsion on Judicial Conduct

With the addition of retired judges and mas-
ters during fiscal year 1986, pursuant to
Constitutional amendment, the State Commission on
Judicial Conduct (hereinafter called Commission)
assumed jurisdiction over more than 3,000 judges
and judicial officers in Texas.

Those who currently come under Commission
purview include justices on the Supreme Court of
Texas and the Court of Criminal Appeals; justices
on all courts -of appeals; judges on district
courts, including retired judges and masters;
judges on county courts and county courts-at-law;
justices of the peace and municipal court judges.

The Commission's primary role is threefold:

* to preserve the integrity of all judges

in the state;

* to ensure public confidence in the

judiciary; and

* to encourage judges to maintain high
standards of both professional and
perscnal conduct.

In attaining those objectives, the Commisgion

in fiscal year 1986 handled 440 complaints. A
variety of sanctions were employed, ranging from
public reprimands to private admonitions. In
other instances, the Commission dismissed cases
wherein the judge initiated corrective action or
improved procedures or policies.

Authority for Operation of the Commigsion

The Commission's activities are governed by
Article V, Section l-a of the Texas Constitution
and Chapter 33 of the Texas Government Code.

Texas was the second state to perceive the
need of an agency to which the public could turn
in the event of judicial misconduct. It was in
1965 that the people of Texas approved the
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constitutional amendment that first created the
Commission, known at that time as the Judicial
Qualifications Commission. Now, every state in
the union has such & judicial disciplinary
agency.

. In 1984, Texans authorized the inclusion of
retired judges and masters in Commission
jurisdiction, - expanded disciplinary alternatives
available to the Commission, and clarified
procedures for removal. The most recent
Congtitutional changes added three categories of
improper judicial conduct:

1. The willful or persistent violation of

the rules promulgated by the Supreme
Court of Texas;

2. Incompetence in performing the duties of

office; and,

3. Willful violation of the Code of Judicial

Conduct.

The public's attitude toward the work of the
Commission was evidenced by the fact that this
amendment passed by the largest majority of anmy of
the several amendments offered. The amendment
affecting the Commission became effective on
January 1, 1985, four months into fiscal year
1986.

Under the provisions of the Constitution and
the statute currently in operation, the Commission
does mnot have authority to change the decision of
any court or to act as an appellate review board.
The Commission does not give legal advice. The
Commission does not act upon allegations against a
judge for reaching a legal decision, making
findings of fact, or applying the law as the judge
understands it. The Commission may dismiss a
complaint or may order a public or private
warning, a public or private admonition, or a
public or private reprimand. A judge may be
required to undergo physical or psychistric exam-
ination, or to obtain additional education. A
judge charged with a felony criminal offense or a
misdemeanor involving misconduct in office may be
suspended with or without pay. The Commission may
seek tk~ removal or censure of a judge. The
Commission has subpoena power, which is enforce-
able by contempt on order of a district court.

Cause for the removal of a judge is willful or
persistent conduct that is clearly inconsistent
with the proper performance of duties or casts
public discredit upon the judiciary or .“the
administration of justice. Improper = conduct
includes, but is not limited to:

1. PFajilure to euxecute the business of the

court in a timely manner;

2. Willful violation of a provision of the
Texas Penal Code or the Code of Judicial
Conduct;

3. Persistent or willful violation of the

rules of the Supreme Court of Texas, and

4. Incompetence in the performance of the

duties of office.

The Commission condemns the actions of
judges who abuse the authority inherent in their
positions or who are rude or disrespectful to
those appearing in their courts.

Both the Constitution and the statute have a
requirement for confidentiality concerning the
work of the Commission. This is based, in part,
upon the Commission's mandate to uphold the
public's confidence in the judiciary.

Examples of Proper Conduct
-~ One complaint was that the judge refused
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to permit a defendant to file motions
through the court~appointed attorney.

=~ The complainant had written letters to
the judge regarding a pending guardian-
ship, but the judge took no action
because mno proper motions had been
filed.

~~ A divorced parent complained that the
judge was "obviously" in collusion with
the other parent because the judge's
rulings were consistently in favor of the
other parent. - Such rulings are within
the discretion of the judge.

~- A plaintiff in small claims court alleged
that he had not been able to get a judge
to set a hearing in three years. Inquiry
revealed that the defendant had fled the
area and the service process had not been
perfected. The case was dismissed for
lack of prosecution.

~— The judge put a father in jail for non-
payment of child support. The judge was
acting within his discretion.

-~ A judge dismissed many criminal cases;
all fell under provisions of the Speedy
Trial Act.

--~ A judge granted probation in a DWI case
after the new statute required jail time;
the offense occurred while the old
statute was in effect and, thus, the old
law applied.

Examples of Improper Conduct

During the fiscal year 1986, the Commission
issued four public reprimands, 13 private
reprimands, and 31 private admonishments. In 21
instances, an official sanction was avoided
through the judge having taken corrective action
or changed court porceduxzes.

Examples of improper conduct
findings that:

~~ A judge accoumpanied local law enforcement
officers to the scene of a then undefined
incident, after having imbibed of
alcoholic beverages.

-~ A judge participated with local law
enforcement officers in effecting
arrests of certain individuals and in
conducting searches of certain residences
in an apartment complex.

-~ A judge, while driving in an ummarked
pickup truck, chased down and stopped, on
a public street, a lone woman driver whom
the judge alleged ram a yield sign within
his view. The judge identified himself
to the woman by giving her his calling
card showing him to be a judge, commenced
a loud argument with her and attracted
the attention of a passing policeman.

-~ A judge intervened in the dispute between
his brother and a contractcr by assisting
his brother im preparation of a
disorderly conduct complaint against the
contractor, and by issuing a warrant for
the contractor's arrest bases on the
complaint. The contractor was arrested,
jailed; and then taken before the  judge
who conducted a magistrate's hearing and
heard, or attempted to hear the case on
its merit.

-~ A judge,  ‘during the course of a
Commission inquiry, learned of a person's
offer to assist on the Commission's
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investigation, and threatened the person
with loss of job and criminal prosecution
unless he revealed to the judge the
evidential matters involved.

-~ A judge ordered a sentence to begin at a
time earlier than the date on which the
sentence was preaounced, and in at least
one instance, the sentence was ordered to
begin even prior to the time the offense
was committed. The Commission found
that the above indicated sentencing
practice was misleading to the public
because it created an appearance that the
convicted defendant had served time in
custody which, in fact, had not been
served.

Procedures of the Commigsion on Judicial Conduct

The Constitutional and statutory provisions
described in the section on "Authority," together
with the Rules and Regulations for the Removal or
Retirement of Judges promulgated by the Texas
Supreme Court, make up the procedural framework
within which the Commission operates.

A file is initiated by a written complaint.

Since the Commission's work is confidential in
nature and not widely publicized, a telephone
inquiry is often the first step in filing a com-
plaint. If the caller has possible grounds for s
complaint, he is sent an outline of policies and
procedures, together with an affidavit form.
While the complaint may be sworn to, the Commis-
sion also considers letters and news clippings as
the basis for opening a file. Occasionally, the
Commission itself may be the complainant in a case
where the actions of a judge are reported by the
news media and appear to be possible misconduct,
or appear to bring discredit upon the judiciary.

When a complaint is received, a file 1is
established and reviewed by the executive direc-
tor. The case is analyzed and assigned to a staff
attorney/investigator, who likewise reviews the
allegations. That preliminary screening deter-
mines whether further investigation is expedient.
Many complaints are in reality against law
enforcement officers, corrections officials,
lawyers, clerks, or even the federal judiciary.
In these cases, the complainant is notified that
the Commission has no jurisdiction in the wmatter.
In other cases, the complainant may be disgruntled
with a judge's decision, particularly in highly
emotionally charged litigation such as divorce/
custody cases or criminal trials., Such matters
are properly matters for appeal, and the judge's
good faith decision, even if it is in error, is
not judicial misconduct. In all cases, the
complainant is notified by mail that his complaint
has been received. If the complaint is vague in
its allegationms, the complainant may be asked for
more specific detail, or staff may request
additional documentation.

I1f, after screening a preliminary inves-
tigation, it still appears possible that miscon-
duct may have occurred, the judge iz informed, in
writing, that an investigation has commenced and
of the nature of the matters being investigated.
The judge may be requested to respond to specific
inquiries, in writing, or to provide legal author-
ity for his actions. Facts may be further inves-
tigated on-site, or through telephone interviews.
At times, the Commission may request investigative

asgistant from other agencies such as the Depart-
ment of Public Safety, Ranger Service, or a
district attormey's office.

Each complaint is briefed by staff and pre-
sented to the Commission as a whole along with any
investigative results when it meets in Austin
every other month. The Commission may at that
time request additional investigation, or it may
ask that the judge provide further information.
The Commission may also dismiss the case at its
first presentation, in which case both the judge
and the complainant ars so advised,

The judge may be invited to appear informally

under non-advisory conditions to have dialogue
with the Commission, or to explain his actions.
If a judge elects to appear, the meeting with the
Commission is confidential in accordance with
Constitutional reguirements wunless the judge
chooses to open the meeting. The judge may invite
friends or family, or legal counsel if he wishes.
If the judge wishes to introduce the testimony of
others, it must, at this point, be written. The
judge may testify only under oath.

In a situation where a judge is suspended
because of pending criminal charges, the Commis-
sion may decide to postpone action on the matter
until after the conclusion of the criminal
proceedings. At that time, the Commitsion would
then undertake its own examination of the situ-
ation. The Commission would not seek to determine
the guilt or innocence of the judge beyond a
reasonable doubt, but rather whether, by a prepon-
derance of the evidence, the judge ‘had brought
discredit wupon the judiciary by his actions or
engaged in willful or persistent conduct which is
clearly incongistent with the proper performance
of his duties.

The Commission may choose to dismiss a case
for a variety of reasons--lack of available proof,
outside the jurisdiction of the Commission, the
judge acted within his discretion, or that the
judge's actions did not rise to the level of judi-
cial misconduct. Sometimes, corrective action is
taken by the judge which will avoid the imposition
of sanctions.

A private admonition is the least onerocus of
all sanctions that may be imposed by the Commis~
sion. An admonition is a letter %o the judge
suggesting that a given action by him had been
inappropriate or that another action may have been
a better approach to the particular situation.

A private warning is stronger than an admo-
nition, and a private reprimand is stronger still,
spelling out the finding of judicial misconduct,
and enumerating the reasons that such conduct is
improper or brings disgredit upon the judiciary or
the administration of justice.

A public admonition or warning would be the
same nature as & private admonition or warning,
except that it would be released to the press in
the interest of orderly administration of justice
and/or reassuring the public that confidence in
the integrity of the judiciary is deserved.

Most serious of all these Bsanctions is the
public reprimand, which is issued when the
Commission believes that a judge has committed
serious misconduct, and both the publiec and the
judiciary would be best served by a public state-
ment of the judge's misconduct.

In cases of judicial <disc¢ipline, the
Commission considers that the purposes of
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sanctions are not to secure vengeance retribution,
or punishment of any individual. Rather, the
purposes of sanctions are to deter any similar
misconduct by judges in the future, to promote
proper administration of justice, and certainly to
reassure the public that the judicial system in
this state nmneither permits nor condones
misconduct., The judiciary of this state, even
those sanctioned, are dedicated to the principal
of government through rule of law and are
deserving of continued confidence in their honor
and integrity.

No santion is issued by the Commission unless
the judge involved has been advised of the nature
of the allegations and has been afforded an
opportunity to respond.

Should  the Commission determine that formal
proceedings for removal are in order, the veil of
confidentiality is lifted upon the convening of a
formal hearing, and the hearing would be public.
A formal hearing is an adjudicative proceeding in
which the judge is entitled to due process of law
in the same manner that any person whose property
rights are in jeopardy. The Commission would seek
the appointment of a master by the Supreme Court.
After a public hearing, with the master presiding,
the master would make findings of fact. The
Commission would then dismiss, publicly censure,
or forward the findings, with a recommendation for
removal. In the event of a recommendation of
removal, the Supreme Court would appoint a seven~
judge tribunal made up of justices from the Courts
of Appeals throughout the state. The tribunal is
chosen by lot by the Chief Justice of the Supreme
Court. Appeal from a decision of the tribunal
would be directly to the Supreme Court, which
would consgider the case under the substantial
evidence rule.

Judges who are removed or involuntarily
retired by the Supreme Court may be prohibited
from holding judicial office in the future, and
are not eligable for judicial retirement bemefits.

In every case, the complainant is notified of
the conclusion of his case in accordance with
statutory requirements. In situations where a
public sanction has been taken, the complainant is
provided with a copy of that public document.

Legislative Concerns of the Commission

During fiscal years 1985 and 1986, the
Commission considered some situations wherein the
action of & judge raised considerable publie
outcry, yet may have been within the letter of the
law, or in which the law was unclear. Other
complaints involved actions of a judge that
occurred within a grey area of the law, or where
the law was apparently inconsistent. In some of
these instances, the Commission reserved actiom,
determining instead to call these issues to the
attention of the Legislature. Since a general
session of the Legislature was not held in 1986,
the following legislative concerns are respect-
fully resubmitted:

(1) There is & questiomn as to the propriety
of certain "innovative" sentencing practices by a
numbexr of judges at different levels throughout
the State, who impose as a condition of probation
a requirement that a criminal defendant pay monies
to a "fund”" a&dministered by the court or: to
specific charities designated by the court. The
required payments are distinct and apart from any
other fire, restitution, reparation or probation
fees ' guthorized by statute. The practice in
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question may. be gaining in popularity and could
have a substantial effect in reducing income into
state and local coffers from traditional fines and
court costs. The practice is based on the pro-
visions of Sections 6(a) of both Art. 42.12 and
42,13 of the Code of Criminal Procedure which
provide, in the pertinent parts, that, "Terms and
conditions of probation may include, but shall not
be limited to. . ." (it is also noted that Art.
45.54 of the Code contains a related provision
which allows the justice to require that a defen-
dant, ". . . comply with any other reasonable
conditiom. . ™).

In one instance, in a county which .is not
among the State's more populous counties, the
Commission observed that more than $188,000 was
accumulated in a fund which was available for
distribution by the judge. The money was being
used for such diverse items as salary supplements,
equipment for the sheriff's office, scholarships
for county persomnel to attend continuing educa-
tion programs, rape crisis centers, computer
equipment and software, consultant fees, etc.
Probationers may be required to make one-time or
continuing payments. It is obvious that the
practice in question not only makes large amounts
of money available to the judiciary for discre-
tionary appropriation, but does 8o in direct
competition with the established system of fines
and court costs and to the detriment of tradi-
tional budget-making responsibilities at the state
and local level.

How far does a judge's discretion extend in
establishing conditions for probation? A current
attorney general's opinion, JM-307, states that
contributionsg are permissible 80 long as the
contribution is directly related to protection of
the public and rehabilitation of the probationer .
If a fine is ordered, and a contribution as well,
may the contribution exceed the fine? May a judge
order a contribution in lieu of a fine, s0 that
money which should have gone into the county's
general fund to defray the costs of government
goes instead to a. private charity or cultural
organization? May a judge order a contribution to
a fund which he controls, and which is used to
supplement county salaries or provide government
services not budgeted by the appropriate legisla~
tive authority?

(2) Through utilization of the electorate &s
its selection method for judges, Texas subjects
its judiciary each election year to public seru-
tiny, and, occasionally, to scurrilous attack.
Politically embattled incumbent judges face the
choice of responding with silence, possibly
suffering defeat at the polls, or responding in
kind, dropping the robe of judicial demeanor the
better to engage in mud slinging.

May a candidate for judicial office running
against an incumbent judge pursue a course of
hard-hitting campaign advertising, while the
incumbent judge is held to a judicial ethic of
understatement and restraint? ~How far may an
incumbent judge go in public attack upon his oppo—
nent? = Should all judicial candidates be required
to honor judicial ethics? A bitter campaign does
not enhance the integrity of the judiciary as a
whole, yet the Commission has no authority over a
candidate who is not yet a judge.

In Xentucky, when a person announces as a
candidate for judge, he comes under the juris-
diction of the judicial discipline agency, so that
both parties in these races are held to a high



level of
race.

The integrity of the judiciary suffers
whether or not the charges hurled in a heated
political campaign are truthful. Each election
year, the Commission receives complaints that
incumbent judges are engaging in unfair political
practices in their re~election campaigns.

(3) As mentioned in previous annual reports,
the Commission desires clarification of its
authority to afford judges an opportunity to
appear at Commission meetings prior to the initi-
ation of formal proceedings. Virtually since the
Commission came into being, it has invited judges
in appropriate cases to appear informally to
respond to allegaflons of misconduct, In many
instances, the informal appearance by a judge has
enabled the Commission to dispose of a complaint
in a more. timely and effective manner than would
otherwise have been possible. Moreover; even
though the appearance is informal, the judge's
rights are protected since the judge can be, and
often is, represented by counsel. Then the 68th
Legislature in 1983 passed House Bill 44, which
made some comprehensive changes to the statutory
provisions governing Commission operations. One
clause of that rather extensive amendment has
introduced some confusion into the law and appears
to be in conflict with other provisions of exist-
ing law as well as with constitutional due process
requirements., While the Commission believes that
the clause in question does not preclude the long-
established practice of informal appearances,
clarifying legislation would be in order.  The
Commission was gratified to note that during the
last Legislative Session, companion bills were
introduced in both the House and the Senate (H.B.
1483 by Tejeda, and S.B. 701 by Mauzy) in an
effort to insure that the statutory provisions
were clear and in conformity with constitutional

judicial ethics in the conduct of the

*Judges counted in this category resigned in lieu of further Commission action.

due procéss requirements. Although no opposition
to either bill was observed, the Legislative
Sesgion ended prior to passage of either bill.
The Commission appreciated the legislative efforts
and requests their continuation :in the next
session.

Annual Statistical Data

In fiscal year 1986, the Commission handled
440 cases, a 13.07 per cent increase over the 390
disposed of during fiscal year 1985. Of the cases
disposed of in fiscal year 1986, the Commission
ordered sanctions in a total of 56 cases and 20
judges appeared informally before the Commission.

Total Caseload 440 . Monitor 8
Cases Dismissed 325 Resignation/

Corrective Action 21 Retirement* 7
Private Admonishment 31  Additional Education 1
Private Warning 0 Suspensions 4
Private Reprimand 13 Pending End of Year 26
Public Reprimand 4

The Composition of the Commission

With the implementation of the new Consti-
tutional amendment, there &are eleven members
currently serving on the Commission. Serving on
staggered six-year terms will be one justice of a
Court of Appeals, one district judge, omne county
court at law judge, one justice of the peace, and
one municipal court judge, all of whom are
appointed by the Supreme Court  of Texas. In
addition, the Board of the State Bar of Texas
appoints two members of the State Bar, each of
whom has practiced for at least teén consecutive
years. Finally, the¢ Governor appoints four
citizens who are not lawyers or judges and who are
at least 30 years of age. Appointees must reside
in different geographic areas of the state and
must be approved by the Senate,

The Commission appreciates that the

majority of judges who resign or retire, do so to conclude an honorable judicial career.

~ John- T, Boy&, Chairman .

, Max Emmert I1I
- Justice, 7th Court of Appeals - fL* Citizen
" Amarillo, Texas S Odessa, Texas
Terin-Ends: - November 19 1987 ' Term Ends:

Robert Parsley. Vice Chairman -

Attorney.
Houston, Texas . Hoiiston, Texas
Term Ends: . Nnvember 19, 1987 Tgffn Endss

- CoV. Nathan 1. Reiter. Jr.. Secrctary
Citizen
Texarkana, Texas
“Term £nds:  November 19, 1997 Term Endst
" Jdamie’ CTenents
Attorney - : . -
" Temple, Texas o
Tern Endsz, - November 19, 1989

STATE COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT
i Commissioners for fiscal year 1986 are as follows:

November 19, 1989

" William E. Junnell,
sttice. 14th Court of Appeals

November 19, 1989

J. Ray Kirkpatrick

County Court at Law, Judge
“Marshall, Texas &
November 19, 1991

[ EXECUTIVE UIRECTOR
Robert €. Flowers
P,0. Box 12265
Austin, Texas 78711
7 H e 512/463-5533

W, Jack Richburg -
T Justice of the Peace, ¥ct. 7
Dallas, Texas =
Term: Ends: . November 19, 1991

Elinor Walters o
Mun1cipal Court Judge
Seabrook. Texas

Term Ends: November 19, 1991

Lowell Cable

Citizen

Sulphur Springs, Texas

Term Ends: * November 19, 1991

Raul: Longoria

Judge, 139th Judycial District Court
fdinburg, Texas

Lerm Ends: Hovember 19, 1987

During fiscal year 1986, Mr. Lowell Cable of Sulphur Springs, Texas was appointed by Governor Mark White to take Mr. Robert

Rogers' term which expired in November, 1985,
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ADVISORY OPINIONS ON JUDICIAL ETHICS
Rendered During the Year Ending August 31, 1986

At the regquest of the members of the Judicial
Section of the State Bar of Texas, the Supreme
Court promulgated a Code of Judicial Conduct,
effective September 1, 1974. On November 8, 1976,
responding to @& resolution of the Judicial Sec-
tion, certain amendments to the Code were adopted.

The Judicial Section of the State Bar of
Texas has appointed a Committee on Judicial Ethics
to render advisory opinions on the Code of
Judicial Conduct. The opinions of this committee
that were handed down during state fiscal year
1986 are reproduced below.

OPINION NO. 82

Question: May judges support a county bond
election, designated a "law and order election,*
to fund an expanded and improved jail facility, a
new county criminal courts building, and renova-
tion and improvement of civil district and family
courts facilities?

Angwer: Yes, with certain limitations. Canon
4 of the Code of Judicial Conduct permits a judge
to engage in activities to improve the law, the
legal system, and the administration of justice,
However, Canon 4 also sets forth certain limita~
tions, "subject to the proper performance of his
judicial duties, [a judge] may engage in {such
duties), if in doing so he does not cast doubt on
his capacity to decide impartially any issue that
may come before him."

A possibhle second limitation may occur if the
*law and order" bond issue is not segregated from
other issues which do not pertain to. law improve-
ment, the legal system and the administration of
justice. In our Opinion No. 64, this committee
was of the opinion that it would bé& unethical for
a Jjudge to actively support a bond election to
raise funds to develop a city water project. If
the "law and order" bond issue is submitted with
other issues and not segregated, ethical consid-
erations may become involved. See Canon 5.

A possible third limitation may occur depend-
ing upon what the judges mean by "support" the
bond election. T¢ support a bond issue connotes
much more than a nmere endorsement. Canon 1
states, "A judge should uphold the integrity and
independence of the judiciary," Canon 2 states, "A
judge should avoid impropriety and the appearance
of impropriety." Canon 7 states, "A judge should
refrain from political activity inappropriate to
his office."

Your committee is of the opinion that proper
facilities and equipment for courts and jails are
essential to the legal system and the proper
administration of justice.

Subject to the limitations set forth above, a
majority of the committee is of the opinion that
it would not be unethical to support. a bond issue
for those purposes enumerated in the posed ques=-
tion.

OPINION NO. 83

Question: wWould a judge violate the Code of
Judicial Conduct by appointing an attorney to
represent indigents, if the attorney is an
employee of a law firm consisting ¢f the judge's
father, brother, and the attorney receiving the
appointments? All fees paid to the attorney for

the judicial appointments would benefit the law
firm.

Answver:
as follows:
[A judge] should exercise his power of
appointment only on the basis of merit,
avoiding nepotism and favoritism. He
should not approve compensation of
appointees beyond the fair value of

services rendered.

Although the appointment of a father's or
brother's employee wgould not be nepotism, such
action would indirectly accomplish that which
cannot be done directly. It viplates the spirit
of Canon 3B(4) and could be considered favoritism.

Canon 2 states that a judge should avoid
impropriety and the appearance of impropriety in
all of his activities. .

Your committee is of the opinion that judi-
cial appointments made  under the factual situa-
tion posed would violate the Code of Judicial
Conduct.

Canon 3B(4) states in peértinent part

OPINION NO. 84

Question: Prior to becoming a district judge,
an attorney served as a trustee for many years in
a trust created by a law associate for the benefit
of the law associate's wife's grandchildren. May
the judge ethically continue to serve as a trustee
after he has taken his oath of office.

Answer: No. Canon 5D of the Code of Judicial
Conduct states; "A judge should not serve as...
[A] trustee...except for the...Trust...of a mem-
ber of his family; and then only if ‘service will
not interfere with the proper performance of his
duties.” .

Although the judge and the beneficiaries of
the trust obviously enjoy a warm and cordial rela-
tionship, the beneficiaries, are not members of the
judge's family. Canon 5D is quite clear, and to
continue as trustee would be a violaticu of the
Code .of Judicial Conduct, Canon 5D.

OPINION NO. 85

Question: May a judge serve on a charitable
educational trust (consisting of &5 trustees)
created for the sole purpose of funding student
summer educational internships to study in a
specific United States Congressman's District
office during the summer. The trust will bear the
name of a former Congressman of the district who
is now deceased. The trustees will not be in-
volved: in fund raising and their naies will not be |
used in solicitation attempts.

&)




ADVISORY OPINIONS ON JUDICIAL ETHICS
Rendered During the Year Ending August 31, 1986 '(Continued)

Answer: Canon 5 admonishes judges to regulate
their extra-judicial activities to minimize the
rigk of conflict with their judicial duties. How-
ever, Canon 5B expressly states that Jjudges may
serve as trustees of an educational or charitable
organization not conducted for economic or
political advantage of its members, subject to the
following limitations enumerated in Canons 5B(1l),

B(2), and B(3). Judges should not serve: (1) if
the organization would regularly #ppear in. any
court in adversary proceedings; and (2) they

should not solicit funds, or use or permit the use
of the prestige of their offices for that purpose,
or be a speaker or guest of honor at an organiza-
tion's fund raising .events; and (3) they may not
give investment advice to such organization even
though they may serve on a board which is
responsible . for approving investment decisions.

Subject to the limitations set forth in
Canons 5B(l), B(2), and B(3), the committee is of
the opinion that it would not be a violation of
the Code of Judicial Conduct to serve as a trustee
in the described organization.

OPINION NO. 86

Question: Hay judges serve in an advisory
capacity to a public board or task force, where in
all probability they will later preside over cases
arising out of the crisis or problem for which the
board or task force was created to solve.

Answer: Judges should regulate their activities
to minimize the risk of conflict with the proper
performance o0f their judicial duties. Canon 4
applies this admonition to judges' activities to
improve the law, the legal system, and the admini-
stration of justice. Canons 5A, 5B, and 5D apply

activities. Canon 3 states, "The judicial duties
of a judge take precedence over all his other
activities.,"

A majority of the committee is of the opinion
that it would be a violation of the Code of
Judicial Conduct for judges knowingly to agreeée to
serve ‘on 6r to continue to serve on such a board
or task force, if in serving, a conflict with the
proper performance of their judicial duties
probably would arise or does arise, One judge
dissented.

OPINION NO. 87

Question:
have elected

May retired or former 3judges, who
to accept judicial assignments under
former Art. 200a, Sec, S5a, V.P.C.S5. (now Art.
200a-~1, Sec. 4.014(3), V.T.C.S.)} ethically permit
the use of their names on a law firm's stationary
without the phrase "of counsel” or a similar
phrase.

Answer: The gquestion submitted requires a
legal construction of Sec. 44.005, of Title 110B,
Public Retirement Systems, which is entitled
"Ineligibility to Practice Law." Your judicial
ethics committee is not authorized to give legal
opinions. However, the committee wculd observe
that if a construction of Sec., 44,005 should  hold
that retired or former judges, who have elected to
subject themselves to judicial assignment, are
ineligible to practice law; then, to permit the
use of their names on a law firm's stationary
without proper qualifying language would be a
violation of the Code of Judicial Conduct, Canon
2A. The essence of Canon ‘2A is that a Jjudge
should respect and comply with the law, thereby
avoiding improprieties and the appearance of

this same admonition to judges' extra-judicial improprieties.
W 7 i e ¥
COMM!TTEE 0'\! JUDIC!AL ETHICS, JUDICFAL SECTION STATE BAR OF TEXAS
1985 86 MEMBERSHIP “
” JACKSON B. SMITH, Chairman ey
‘ , Associate: Justice, st Court of Appea!s
o ; . . Houston ‘ ‘ : : i
(1988) -
ol !
AU D.AZIOS . © . RICHARD N. COUNTISS SHERMAN ROSS U NORMAN UTTER
Judge : " Associate Justice - Judge g Associaté Justice’ ‘
,232nd District COurt 7th Coust of Appeals : County Court at_Law to. 10 : 13th Court of Appaals
~Houston. - Amarillo Houiston ‘ Corpus Christi
7 (1987) - (1987) (1987) .- (1988)
& o = ) 3
“HRIME COFER HOWARDFENDER LINDA THOHAS : DAVID WALKER -
Judge " Cheif Justice Judge a - Judge
a8th District Court . “2nd Court of Appeals " 256th-District Cour& : 159th D1str1ct Court
Aystin = Fopt Worth - Dallas Lufkin
(15€8) (1959) (1986) o (1986)
‘ . i o
@ . 3 -
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CAUTIONARY STATEMENT

Perhaps more caution should be used in drawing general conclusions from court
statistics than from 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 four factors are not represented in the district court statistics
presented and should be borne in mind when evaluating judicial output:

1.. One very complicated case may consume an inordinate amount of time
compared to less complicated cases.

2. The judges of district courts in-most non—metropolitan areas spend
more time traveling between difierent counties comprising a single
district than do their metropolitan counterparts, and a metropoli~
tan compiex of many judges of identical jurisdiction permits judi-
cial efficiencies not available in non-metropolitan areas.

3. Judges have to spend many hours on administrative matters and
other judicial functions not reported in this statistical report,
e.g., preparing and submitting the necessary budget requests for
the operation of the court to the county commissioners, impaneling
grand juries, petit jury requirements, supervision of the Adult Pro-
bation and County Auditors departments, juvenile board duties and
responsibilities and many other duties not related to their judicial
functions.

4. In lieu of a conviction and sentence, present statutes authorize a
judge to place defendants on “deferred adjudication” and to impose
conditions similar to those of regular probation. A case in which
deferred adjudication is granted remains on the docket as a
pending case and does not appear as & disposition in court sta-
tistics until the defendant has completed all conditions of
deferred adjudication and the case is dismissed, or the defendant
it sentenced upon failure to comply with the conditions imposed,
even though it requires both time and resources of the court.

The county court judges, justices of the peace, and municipal court judges,
especially, 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, as a result of their official position, many of these judges have
nonjudicial responsijbilities in the community which are not reflected in these
statistics.

The court activity in this report contains the reported activity from all
district and county level courts as reported to this office by the district and
county clerks. However, not all justices of the peace and municipal courts have
reported’ their activity. Therefore, when analyzing the court activity of these
courts, ‘it is important to note that the reported activity does not reflect all of
the activity of all of the justices of the peace or municipal courts,

One final caution: because of the large number of courts in Texas and the
huge volume of court activity, reporting errors are bound to occur. The staff of
the Texas Judicial Council and the clerks of court work closely to keep such
reporting errars to ‘a minimum. When errors are found after publication of an
Annual Report, adjustments are made in pending case figures at the beginning of
the following year.




TEXAS COURT ACTIVITY
Overview of Activity for the Year Ending August 31, 1986

APPELLATE COURTS
Su Cou

The Supreme Court added more applications for
writs of error and other writs and motions to its
dockets, and disposed of more matters than during
any previous l12-month period.

The Court "passed on" (disposed of or other-
wise acted upon) a total of 2,169 matters during
the year which ended August 31, 1986, an increase
of 13 percent over the number of matters passed
on during the previous year and 28.8 percent more
than the 10~year average. These 2,169 dispositions
represented 82 percent of the total matters on the
Court's docket.

Court of Criminal Appeals

The Court of Criminal Appeals disposed of
4,511 matters during the year, a slight decrease
from the 4,558 matters disposed during the previous
year. These 4,511 dispositions represented 66
percent of the total matters on the Court's docket.

Death penalty appeals for the year ending
August 31, 1986 numbered 35, compared to 42 in
fiscal year 1986.

Courts of Appeais

For the fourth consecutive year, the 14 Courts
of Appeals reduced their total pending caseloads
during state fiscal year 1986, which ended August
31, 1986.

The Courts disposed of 8,161 total cases
during the year, an average of 102 dispositions (56
criminal and 46 civil) per justice. These disposi-
tions reduced the pending caseload from 5,684 at
the beginning of the fiscal year to 5,355 at the
end of the year, a decrease of 5.8 percent. These
pending causes on August 31, 1986, included 3,488
criminal cases and 1,867 civil cases.

Approximately 45 percent of all cases filed in
the Courts of Appeals were filed in the two Houston
and one Dallas Courts.

The average length of time between the filing
of a criminal case in a Court of Appeals and its
disposition was 8.6 months. However, the average
lapse of time between submission of a criminal
appeal and its disposition was 1.3 months. A case
is "submitted" when the court hears oral argument
or when it is referred to the justices for formal
consideration if no oral argument is heard.

Fifty percent of the pending <oriminal cases in
the Courte of Appeals had been on the docket less
than 6 months, 37 percent from 6 to 12 months, and
13 percent more than 12 months.

On August 31, 1986, 1,867 civil cases were
pending on the dockets of the Courts of Appeals, 14
percent fewer than the. 2,180 pending on September
1, 1985.  Of those civil cases pending on August
31, 1986, 56 percent had been on the docket less
than 6 months, 34 percent from 6 to 12 months, and
10 percent for more than 12 months.

The average lapse of time between the filing
of a civil case in a Court of Appeals and its
digposition was 7.9 months.. The average lapse of
time from the submission of a ecivil case to its
disposition was 2.2 months.

TRIAL COURTS
District Courts

During the year ending Avgust 31, 1986, 35
death sentences and 378 life sentences were imposed
by the 374 district courts of the state, compared
to 32 death sentences and 305 1life sentences
assessed in the previous year.

Burglary cases comprise . the single largest
category of criminal cases handled by the district
courts during the year. There were 31,408 burglary
cases disposed of -~ 23 percent of all criminal
case dispositions.

Divorce comprised the singls largest category
of civil cases handled by the district courts.
There were 139,265 divorce cases disposed ~- 31
percent of all civil case dispositions,

During the year ending Auwgust 31, 1986, the
374 district courts disposed of a total of 607,571
cases, 50 percent of the total number of cases on
their docket. This repnresents an overall increase
of 12 percent over the disposition rate for all
types of cases in 1985. Disposition rates during
the year ending August 31, 1986, ranged from 48
percent for civil cases, to 52 percent for ¢riminal
cases, to 67 percent for juvenile cases. The
district courts experienced a 2.2 percent decrease
in new cases filed during the reporting year, down
to 474,133 from 484,834 in 1985. While the number
of new criminnl cases filed increased 15.5 percent
above 1985, civil cases decreased 7.1 percent and
juvenile cases decreased 2.2 percent.

An average of 1,625 causes per judge were
disposed of during the year. The total of pending
causes on August 31, 198&¢ —- 605,848 —- was reduced
5.4 percent from the 639,848 pending on September

1, 1985, This is the first reduction of the
district courts® pending caseload since 1966.
Civil cases pending decreased by 7 percent,

criminal cases pending decreased by 3 percent, and
juvenile cases pending decreased by 18 perceat.
The district courts increased dismissals for wamnt
of prosecution from 64,440 cases = dismissed in
fiscal 1985 to 102,407 cases dismissed in fiscal

1986 ~-- 37,967 more cases -- an increase of 59
percent.
County-Level Courts
The 412 county-~level courts disposed of a

total of 461,935 criminal and 102,027 civil cases
during the year ended August 31, 1986, compared to
435,327 criminal and 86,227 civil casas disposed of
during the previous year.

Driving while intoxicated and driving under
the influence of drugs cases constituted 31 percent
of criminal cases disposed of by the county courts
during 1986, the largest single category of crim
inal dispositions.

Suits on debt constituted 56 percent of civil
cases disposed of by the county courts during 1986,
the largest single cestegory of civil dispositions.

The total number of criminal and civil cases
pending in the county-level courts on August 31,
1986 -~ 577,852 -~ was 4.4 percent higher then. the
553,503 pending on September 1, 1985. k
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SUMMARY OF REPORTED ACTIVITY, 1974 TO 1986

Fiscal Flscal Flscal
1974 1975 1976 1977 1878 1979 1980 1981 1582 1983 1984 1985 1981
SUPREME COURT —_ —_= _ e - ——— i _ 1582 _ = — 1988
Number of Justices « « « o 2 o &0 9 9 9 -9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
a
Roeqular causas:
Added to docket. . . . ¢ .. . 4. 96 104 m 103 110 120 116 123 119 127 94 178 139
Disposed of. o & v v 0 a0 o v s 109 103 107 9N 120 97 129 116 117 126 nzu 160 MOf
Pendlng at end of year . . . . . . 25 26 30 42 32 55 42 49 51 52 33 51 29
Appllcations for writs of error:
Fllade o o v e 0 4 a0 @ o nim o 564 668 693 766 869 822 842 876 165 703 987 998 1,044
Disposed of:
Granted, « o o o o o o o & « = 85 a9 92 102 97 134 99 86 13 i19 87 141 113
Other dispositions « . . o . & £01 583 575 615 802 642 750 174 664 586 798 877 869
Pending at end of year + « = « « « 100 96 122 171 141 187 180 196 184 182 308u 288 350
Other writs and motions:
Fllede v o o o 60 & o o 2 o a o & 544 565 602 669 614 690 712 630 714 671 643 751 1,047
Disposed of. o v i es 4 a4 577 569 585 654 661 673 702 672 709 668 629 h 742 1,047f
Pending af end of year . . . . . . 54 50 67 82 35 52 62 40 45 48 95”' 104 102
Oplnjons written . o « &0 & 65 o = & 160 149 151 127 176 135 182 149 152 173 154 217 179
) Flscal Fiscal Fiscal
COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS 1974 1975 1976 1971 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986
Number of - judges . « « v s o 0 o & - - 5b 5b 5b 5b 9 9 9 9 9 9b 9b 9 9
t,
Cases: < c e
Added to docket. o & o 0 . L 4. . 1,588 1,903 2,546 3,380 3,237 3,253 3,194 2,328 414e 492s 486 443 356
Disposed Ofu o v 4 & o =4 v w o o & 1,819 1,671 2,167 2,551 2,634 2,522 2,421 3,870 1,497 1,276 702u 476f 409
Pending at eng of year . . . . . . 464 696 1,075 1,904 2,507 3,238 4,011 2,470 1,400 555 486 507 454
Petitions for discretionary review:®
Fllede o ¢ @ ¢ 2 0 o a s o s o o & NJ NS NJ N NS NJ N 33 1,060 1,177 1,281 1,360 1,360
Disposed of :
Granted . o . . . 0 ... Ng NJ NJ NJ N NJ NJ 1 200 319 300 228 201
Refused or dismissed . . . . . N NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ 5 724f 710 781u 8]8‘_l 899f
Pending at end of year . . . . . . NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ 27 154 302 587 901 1,098
Mrits of hab corpus, stc.:
Flleda @ o o @ o 0 va o o o 6 o ?839 8559 1,129 1,332 |,598g 1,737 2,242 2,365 1,745 2,008 1,797 1,815 2,074
Disposed 0f. o v o o ¢ ¢ a4 s o o & 812 839 1,092 1,361 1,542 1,780 2"221'\ 2,222 1,840 2,078 1,751 !,891f 1,809f
Pending at end of year . . ... . . n 27 64 35 91 48 168 3n 216 146 350 274 817
Motions. consldaredl; “ ae e s e 436 283 353 2,350l 2,849 4,132 5,200 2,534 745 985 899 1,145 1;193
Opinions written o o w o o o oo » 0 o 1,933 1,869 2,177 2,718 2,878 2,767 2,765 2,266 1,397 1,404 871 833 663
COURTS OF APPEALS Fiscal Fiscal Flscal*
(Former Courts of Clvii Appeals) 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 982 1983 1984 1985 1986
No. of Courts/Average no. of justices 14/42 14/42 14742 14742 a3 /s 14/51 wse 1ael el aaeed 1azeo 14/80
Civl] cases: v
Added to docket . & .. . .. .. 1,504 1,780 1,848 2,020 2,211 2,474 2,650 2,89 2,920 3,182 3,120 3,416 3,319
Disposed Of. o i w o 4 ' o @ e |,383f 1,608 LN 1,898 1,987 2,299 2,457 2,612 2,442 3.001 3,5460 3,453 3.684‘
Pending at end of year . . . . « . 675 847 978 1,080 1,304 1,479 1,672 1,954 2,422 2,574 2,217 2,180 1,867
Criminal casas:k m o o
Added to dockets o ¢ ¢ 4 4 4 . . . NJ HNJ NJ NJ NJ N NJ 4,961 4,691 4,132 4,266 4,538 4,453
Disposed Ofe 2 s = o o o o o &' < NJ LA NJ NS NJ NJ NS 795 4,395 5,()37f 4,728 4.528f 4,477
Pending at end of vear . « . . . . NJ NJ NJ N NS NJ NJ 4,166 4,463 3,518 3,500 3,512 3,488
: k h
Oplnions written o o o & v o a'v o v & 1,315 1,484 1,564 1,7 1,896 2,080 2,170 3,016 6,509 7,613 7,870 7,522 7,741




. Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal -
DISTRIGT COURTS o714 1975 1976 dorz de78 - 1979 1980 lost 1982 RECEINL ) LS 1986"
Number of courts (average) . . . . . . 258 261 261 285 305 310 310 328 342 352 363 370 374
Monthly reports received . . . « . . . 97.3% 98.0¢% 96.7¢ 98.4% 98.0% 100% 100% 100% 1008 100% 100% 100% 1008
Civll cases:“
Added to docksTv “ s s e o 237,255 260,566 268,009 281,004 290,773 307,058 329,060 342,629 350,317 351,973 365,995 377,843 415,219
Disposed of. o v o o o o o o o o o 211,119 235,952 246,332 258,263 269,977 284,252 284,692 317,747f 312,506 327.594f 333,715% 353,859 455.849f
Pendlng at end of year . . s . o . 244,373 269,870 291,002 314,452 334,030 358,389 401,445 425,687 463,697 487,826 516,597 538,123 499,784
Criminal cases:x v
Added to docket . o . . 4 . . .. 67,307 73,596 70,754 74,821 78,899 85,411 89,917 95,277 108,385 111,102 101,909 104,907 152,306
Disposed of:
Convictions. o« v o & o o a o o 37,693 43,762 42,524 44,303 49,702 52,412 49,684 49,092 58,757 63,730 59,801 59,793 66,568
Other dispositions . . « . « & 30,270 30,548 29,106 32,000 32,993 32,705 29,450 33,639 35,249 39,786 38,023 43,174 72,597
Pending at end of year , . . . . . 62,751 62,449 61,403 59,089 55,381 6,523 67,488 80,078n 87,162f 94,837f 97,459u 96,610f 99,690f
Juventle cases: V'’
Added to docket” . s 4w v s 4. . 11,438 11,919 11,031 11,141 12,329 11,385 8,894 11,304 11,859 11,044 11,385 12,076 13,377
Disposed of. « « « « 4 2 2 o o o . 10,837 12,361 1,411 10,808 12,952 11,283 9,489 10,478 11,530 10,844 11,289 11,828 12,457
Pending at end of year . . . . . . 5,541 5,322 4,948 5,285 4,621 4,706 4,258 B,2l5" 5,280 5,289f 6,|30u'n 5,1]5f 6,078
"COUNTY-LEVEL COURTS 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 19835 ioas . ioes | isae”
Number of courts: — R —— - - - — —_ — = - - —_—
Constitutional . . -0 o a o v o & 254 254 254 254 254 254 254 254 254 254 254 254 254
Statutory (average). . . « . . . . 69 75 84 89 98 101 108 115 119 130 131 134 158
Monthly reports recelved . , . . . « . 94.6% 96.9% 95.9% 96.9% 96.6% 1007 1008 H00F. 100% 100% 1004 100% 1007
Civli cases:™"
Added to docket:
Originail cases’. v L.l . 6,374 73,821 75,075 80,780 85,270 80,935 85,101 83,249 81,362 79,833 76,869 88,303 112,306
Appeals from lower courts . . 664 874 1,036 1,600 983 1,314 1,342 1,419 1,458 1,790 1,915 2,249 2,406
Disposed of. « ' o0 o e wse w & 57,927 67,754 72,939 83,871 81,861 91,804 83,309 87,732 79,787 91,658 83,714 86,227 102,027
Pending at end of year . . . . . . 98,137 104,439 114,527 112,269 117,028 106,670 11,937 108,786 112,432p 121,453 !2‘,985u 126,439 138,277f
Criminal cases:”
Added to docket:
Original -cdSe5 « v o v o o o o 176,573 181,190 198,863 221,169 227,061 229,314 241,760 287,020 308,906 359,908 354,933 397,647 403,751
Appeais from lower courts . . 24,872 26,677 38,782 48,393 65,762 81,357 61,079 64,389 70,306 103,191 97,062 83,889 94,675
Disposed of:
Convictions. « o 'a v s o & 95,774 109,622 121,192 139,925 153,743 147,565 109,304 114,066 148,515 192,200 206,788 227,585 235,488
Other dispositions . . . . &« 119,226 93,733 91,022 119,933 144,890 148,045 139,516f 193,974f 186,197 229,707 248,234 207,742 228,447
Pending at end of yéar . . . . . . 184,615 186,558 224,589 236,678 229,464 245,555 279,078 320,403 360,558 400,324 384,118 427,064 439,575
Juvenile cases:7'Y
Added to dockefV e ee e e e 1,263 1,527 1,296 1,650 1,211 1,453 1,810 1,815 2,261 2,338 2,336 3,209 3.010
Disposed of. = 44 o ¢ ¢ 4 o o & 4 1,288 1,575 1,262 1,369 990 1,436 1.902f 1.729f 2.356f 2,385 2.208u 2,758 2,799
Pending at end of year . . . . . . 1,147 1,090 1,124 1,425 1,529 1,564 1,257 1,163 1,082 1,064 1,247 1,678 1,699
Probate cases filed. . o o' o v vt - 43,467 47,021 54,925 56,911 57,574 62,787 63,269 66, 150 67,806 66,778 70,666 71,202 53,757
Probate hearlngs held. . . . & o w o & NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 76,024
Mental health cases filed. o . . oo & NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 20,621
Mental health hearlngs held. . . .. . NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 34,146
o to Courts of Appeals on $-1-81. 4Z 1o 51 on 12-1-78; 75 on 4. 1o arrive af siafe fotals for in fiscal 1986.

NA" = not available i

NJ = no jurlsdiction 6. Includes. 298 cases transferred 9-1-81; 1o 78 on 9-1-82; to 79 on Juvenile cases, combine figures x. - Includes motions to revoke proba—

%  Fiscal year 1986 began 9-1-85 and from Court of Crimlnal Appeals, ~1-83; to 80 on 9-1-83. for district and - county-level tion, placement on deferred adju-
ended 8-31-86. 1982; 75 cases, 1983. k.  Until 9-1-81, these were Courts courts. dication, and placement on shock
Beginning with flscai year 1984 ¥. Does . not balance with cases of Civil Appeals with no criminal r. Does not include probate cases probation for the first time in
activity Is reported on a state pending at end of prior year, due Jurisdiction. report ed below. fiscal 1986,
fiscal .year rather than a cslen- to docket adjustments or recon— m. - Includes 1,637 cases transferred +. lncludes direct appeals and y. Includes motions to revoke proba-
dar year basis. cillations. from Court of Criminal Appeals.on granted  discretionary review tion for the first time in fiscal

a. Cenerally, cases where there is a. Figure extrapoilated from reported 9-1-81. cases: 1986,
oral argument and a written opi- data. n. Reported figure was substantially u. Does not balance with cases pend- z. ‘Includes motions to revoke proba=
nion, h. Different number reported erro— reduced in the following year due ing at end of prior year due to tion and placement on deferred

b. Plus +two. commissloners, ~ 1972; necusly In Annual Report for year to docket adjustments or recon- change from calendar year to adjudication for the first time

L8

plus four commlssioners, 1973~77;
9lus one commissioner, 1983-84,
This court acquired the right of
discretlonary review on 9-1-81,
includes 1,641 cases transferred

in question.

Beginning In 1977, includes
applications tor extensions of
time.

Number of justices increased from

ciliations.

Reported flgure was substantiailly
increased in the following year
due to docket adjustments or
reconcilliations.

fiscal year reporting period.

New cases filed plus other cases
added.

Includes show cause motions
(family law) for the first time

in flscal 1986.




SUPREME COURT
Analysis of Activity for the Year Ending August 31, 1986

The Supreme Court of Texas is the
highest state court for civil u«ppeals and
promulgates rules of administration and
¢ivil procedure for the courts of Texas. It
is comprised of the Chief Justice and eight
justices.

The Court "passed on" (disposed of or
otherwise acted upon) & total of 2,169
matters during fiscal 1986, an increase of
13 percent over the 1,920 matters passed om
in fiscal 1985 and 28.8 percent more than
the 10-year average of 1,684,

Re, Causes

The 139 regular causes added to the
Court's docket were 21.9 percent less than
the 178 regular causes added in fiscal 1985
but 13 percent more than the 10 year average
of 123.

The 140 regular causes disposed of
were 12.5 percent less than the 160 disposed
of in fiscal 1985 but 15.7 percent more than
the 10-year average of 121. One hundred
thirteen of the regular causes disposed of
during 1986 came to the Court on application
for writ of error from one of the 14 Courts
of Appeals. Of those 113 dispositions, the
lower courts were reversed in whole or im
part in 94 causes, or 83.2 percent. This
compares to 76.6 percent reversals in fiscal
1985.

The 29 regular causes (not including
motions for rehearing) left pending at the
end of fiscal 1986 represented 16.7 percent
of the total number of regular causes added
during the year or carried over from the
previous year. This is 13 causes fewer than
the 10-year average of 42 pending causes.
At the end of fiscal 1985, 34 regular causes
had been pending in the Court.

Applications for Writs of Error

The 1,044 applications for writs of
erxror filed during fiscal 1986 represented a
4.6 percent increase over the 998 applica-
tions filed in fiscal 1985, and was 20
percent more than the 10-year average of
867.

The 982 applications for writs of
error disposed of during the year was 3.5
percent less than the 1,018 disposed of

during fiscal 1985, and a 15.9 percent
increase over the l10~year average of 847.
0f those 982 applications disposed of, 113
(or 11.5) percent were granted.

The 350 applications for writs of error
left pending at the end of fiscal 1986
represented 26.3 percent of the total number
of such applications filed during the year
or carried over from the previous year.
This is 131 more pending applications than
the 10-year average of 219 pending applica-
tions. At the end of fiscal 1985, 288
applications for writs of error had been
pending in the Court.

ther Writs and Motion

The 1,047 other writs and motions
filed during fiscal 1986 were 39.4 percent
more than the 751 filed during fiscal 1985.
This is 331 more than the 10-year average of
716 other writs and motions filed.

The 1,047 other writs and motions
disposed of during fiscal 1986 were 41.1
percent more than the 742 disposed during
fiscal 1985. This is 332 more dispositions
than the 10-year average of 715 disposi-
tions.

The 102 other writs and motions left
pending by the Court at the end of fiscal
1986 represented 8.9 percent of the total
number of other writs and motions filed
during the year or carried over from the
previous year. This compares to a 10~year
average of 9.1 percent. At the end of
fiscal 1985, 102 other writs and motions had
been pending in the Court.

Opinjons Written

During fiscal year 1986, the justices
of the Supreme Court wrote 179 opinions (or
an average of 19.9 opinions each), 17.5
percent less than the 217 opinions written
in fiscal 1985 but 8.5 percent more than the
10-year average of 165. Of the opinions
written in 1986, 131 (or 73.2 percent) were
deciding opinions which disposed of causes.

During fiscal 1986, the Supreme Court
heard oral argument of 93 causes and consid-
ered an additional ‘47 causes submitted on
briefs.



Figure 2.
SUPREME COURT

Cases filed, disposed and pending, calendar year 1976 through fiscal year 1986
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SUPREME COURT
Activity for the Year Ending August 31, 1986

SUMMARY OF DOCKET ACTIVITY DURING THE YEAR
ENDING AUGUST 31, 1986

A. Causes of Action Passed on During the Year Ending August 31, 1986:

Regular causes determined by The Court . & . ¢ 4 v v 4 o o o o 2 o s o'a n a a.a o 140
Applications for writs of error determined. o« « o o i n o « & 2 5 o o « s a ¢ = » a 982
Motions for leave to file petitions for writs of mandamus

Involelng civll cases determined. 4 o @ « o 4 o ¢« n o 0 o 4o s a s o o s o a s 144
Petitions for writs of habeas corpus determined s a o« o o « a a o v o « o 2 o & = » 31
Writs of prohibltion and injunction determineds o v « o « ¢ o o o o o « 5 0 o ¢ &« 8
Petitions for revliew - u o s ¢ « o a o o 'a o a a2 a s a a s o a s o o o s a ¢ a s o«

TOTAL CAUSES PASSED ON BY THE COURT . & 4 4 @ 4 @ a6 ¢ o o o 5 ¢ o o o a o« a o.a s 1,305

B, Motlons Passed on During the Year Endlnq August 31, 1986:

Motlons for rehearing of causes determined by the Court o o w 4 « v o & 4 o o o & & 99
Motions for rehearing of appiications for writs of error determined . . . « o « o = 376
Motions for rehearing of motlons for leave to file petitions for writs of

mandamys determined o & a ¢ o 4 ¢ « o o a6 o 6 8 & 4 2 o o 6 5 oo s e a e s s 31
Motlons for rehearing of habeas corpus determined a o v o o o « o o o o « « o o o « 2
Miscel laneous motions passed on by the Court . & uw w @ ¢ o s o o o o 4 s a o o « »__356

TOTAL MOTIONS PASSED ONBY THE COURT 4 & 4 & 4 o 4 4 o o o o v ¢ o 2 o'a o o » » s o » «_ 864

GRAND TOTAL OF MATTERS PASSED ON BY THE COURT. & o & ¢ » = o s o » a o o o & 2 a o a o & o«

C. Matters Pending August 31, 1986:

Regular causes (not including motions for rehearing) . « v s o v » o« 2 o ¢4 o o« 29
Applications for writs of @rror o v a o « &+ o o « o s s°o o & «w o a4 s 2 o = » o o o 350

Motions for rehearing of CAUSES u w '« » o o « « o 5 o 6 5 o 6 2 o s o a o ¢ a a » » 21
Motions for rehearing of appllcatlons o o o « s 4 a & o o o o o .06 s s o s » a o 63
Motions for leave to file petitions for writs of mandamus o o o o = & = o o o« & s & 17
Motions for rehearing of petitions for habeas COrpUS. v o o « o o = oo s o & « o » 0
Motlons for rehearing of motions for leave to flles « o 4 o e & o o o 4 0 0 o s = o ]
Motions for review (Inciudes 21C) & v o a s o o » o 2 s = o. 6.6 a o o s o a o & & a 1

TOTAL MATTERS PENDING AT CLOSE OF TERM FOR THE YEAR ENDING AUGUST 31, 1986. « « « » » o« __481




SUPREME COURT
Activity for the Year Ending August 31, 1986
(Continued) '

REGULAR CAUSES*

A. On Docket Within the Year Ending August 31, 1986:

Causes pending on Sept. 1, 1985 . . . . . .(Pending under submission. in- 33
cluding motions for rehearing) '
(Pending set for submission) . . . . 18

REGULAR CAUSES PENDING SEPTEMBER 1, 1985 . . . < v w o v a & 51

By granted applications for writs of error . . w o o o &4 ¢ o 6 oo o o o o & & 64

By granted motions for leave to file petitions for wrifs of mandamus . . . . . 12
By direct appeals f118d o o & & o o o .0 a o a m a2 o o a o 8 s o o a o « a o » 2
By granted habeas corpus flled . . & & v v & v o s o o 4 o o n s o n o w a4 8
By cortifled qUestIONS & o w s o 4 w o o o o a s. 0 a'a o + = &4 28 o« s s » ¢ 2 = H
By Rule 483 (Texas Rules of Civil Procedure) . a u« « a « o o a o « a o 2 ¢ & & 47
Causes dismissed . . . v o o ¢ o s e o n s a v = n oo o n s S I 5

REGULAR CAUSES'ABDED . o v & 4w v o 0 o o s o o o o o o s 139

TOTAL REGULAR CAUSES ON DOCKET & w v 4 o 4 0 a v s o e o o o 4 190

B. Dispositions:

Judgments affirmed, or reformed, or modified and affirmed . . = o+ o o + o « « » 11
Judgments of Courts of Appeals reversed (or In part) and judgments of

trial courts afflrmed (or modified and affirmed) + « o & « & o o & « « & o s 21
Judgments reversed (or in part) and rendered (or in.part) « o v o o o o » « 5 « 19
Judgments of Courts of Appsals reversed (or In part)

and causes remanded To trial CoUrts . o w o v ¢ « oo o o = o a a o » s » » 32
Judgments of Courts of Appeals reversed (or In part) and causes

remanded to Courts of APPealsS . & 2 o 4 4o s o o ¢ e n s s o = s a e o a0 16
Judgments of Courts of Appeals affirmed in part, reversed Inpart « o« « o« « & & 4
Judgments of courts below reversed and Commisslon declsion upheld . . .+ . + & !
Cortiflied question denied o v o v o o 4 o o o o o o o o « o a 6 o a4 a a s 0 o o 1
dJudgments below reversed and causes dismissed o o s 4 « 4 o 4 s 4 0w n s s e i
Causes dismlissed on Joint motIons & v o v v 4 v e 4 o ¢ a v o = o0 = a2 a o o 5

% vRegular Causes" are reported In a separate category because they sre the cases which pass
through most, 1f not all, ot the steps of the regular appellate decision-making process.
Regular causes are cases -In which oral argument of counsel In open court Is. recelved
(uniess walved) and In which the Court!s declsion 1s usually reported In a written opinion.
Most are reviewed 1n conference by the Supreme Court, before oral argument and decision, upon
application for writ of error, with three or more of the justices voting that the decision of
the Court of Appeals was erroneous and that the writ therefore should be granted. A similar
procedure 1s followed regarding petitions for original mandamus and habeas corpus, which
bocome #Regular Causes™ only after review and vote In conference. "Cases Other Than Reguiar
Causes" Inciude such actions as the Court's rejection In conference of an application for
writ of error or application to flle a petition for original mandamus or habeas corpus, This
category Is obviously  larger than that of regular causes.

91
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SUPREME COURT

Activity for the Year Ending August 31, 1986

(Continued)

REGULAR CAUSES (Cont’d)

B. Dispositlons: (Cont!d)

Mandamus o o« s w s o o o o s o o & o « (Writs granted)

(Writs dismlssed)
(Writs denfed) o o o o v o o 4 o &
Direct Appeals o« o v » o o o« o o » « « (Judgments of trial courts affirmed)
(Causes dismissed for want of
Juristiction) w w ¢ v v 6 o v o« W
Habeas COrpuS. . = o « « 2 « » » » » = (Relators discharged) . v . & . . .

(Relators remanded)

s 2 o & a4 & a & &

“ & 4 & & & & & a

“« 4 & 4 4 e a4 »

SUB-TOTAL DISPOSITIONS & 0 &4 4 4 4 4 o 0 a s o o s

C. Causes Pending on August 31, 1986:

Pending, under submission (includes causes on motlons
Pending, set for submisSion . o v o « o o a4« 4 » »

PENDING AUGUST 31, 1986 . .
D. Causes Submiited During Year Ending August 31, 1986:

Orally o o o o ¢ 6 a 6 o s a o a o a s waoaonoosa

OnbriefsS . o o o o 4 o ¢ a2 o ¢« n a o a2 s o 2 o o » «

TOTAL CAUSES SUBMITTED . . .

for

~ =

.~ .

rehearing) . . .

a o s 8 a4 s & & =

CASES OTHER THAN REGULAR CAUSES

A. APPLICATIONS FOR WRITS OF ERROR

1. On Docket:
Pending on September 1, 1985 . . « o o o u & &
Filed During Year Ending August 31, 1986 . . . .

TOTAL APPLICATIONS ON DOCKET

2. Dispositions:
Granted o o o o s & o 2 o a s o n a4 n .o
Refused uw a o o o n ¢ o o o o o o » o o o o & &
Refused, no reversible error . « + « « '« « » = &
Dismissed for want of jurisdiction . + o o & « &
Dismlssed by order of the Court . .. . . . « o &
Dismissed on petitioners! requests .. . + & o &
Joint motions of parties to dismiss « « o a o » &
Dismissed 8S MOOT o n v = o = o a m = o & n = a 'a

SUB~TOTAL DISPOSITIONS .. . .

Pending August 33, 1986 . « v « v v s o o« « « .

Nwv owm

W —

34
16

93

—AT

288

1,044

. . o .

113

759

.- o e

140

50

140

1,332

982

350

92




SUPREME COURT
Activity for the Year Ending August 31, 1986

(Continued)

CASES OTHER THAN REGULAR CAUSES (Cont'd)

B. MANDAMUS - CIVIL

1. On Docket:

Pending September 1, 1985 . < v & 4 o o o &
Filed During Year Ending August 31, 1986 .

TOTAL ON DOCKET . . . .
2. Dispositions:

Granted o w « o o o a2 4 a e w4 e am o on
Overrufed o o v 4 o o o o o o a ns n o « &
Dismissed on relators! motions . & « « .« .
Dismissed by order-of the Court . . . . . .

SUB~TOTAL DISPOSITIONS
Pending August 31, 1986 . . &+ & 2 ¢ « s o «

C. HABEAS CORPUS

1.__On Docket:

Pending September 1, 1985 ., . & o a4 v 4 ¢ v o a4 o 40 o« .0 e n e w4 A

Filed Durlng Year Ending August 31, 1986 .

TOTAL ON DOCKET . , . .
2. Dispositions:

Granted « @ v 4 2 4 o n 2 e e aa ke s
Denied . . & o ¢t o 4 o e n o 0 e o n o o a
Dismissed as mOOT & & a4 o o o o o & o o v

SUB=TOTAL DISPOSI{TIONS
Pending August 31, 1986 . o a e v s s o o =

D. WRITS OF PROHIBITSON AND |NJUNCT!ON

1. On Docket:

Pending September 1, 1985 . . . o & ¢ & o &
Filed During Year Ending August 31, 1986 .

TOTAL ON DOCKET . . . «
2. Dispositions:

Granted v u o o & o s s a m o f w om s oa
Overruled w v w o ¢ a v o o o « « o 2 = o «

SUB-TOTAL DISPOSITIONS

Pending August 31, 1986 . . o = o 4 & o 4 »

-

-

-

18

143

o

LI

- . oA oa

161

31

31

93




SUPREME COURT
Activity for the Year Ending August 31, 1986
(Continued)

CASES OTHER THAN REGULAR CAUSES (Cont’d)

E. PETITIONS FOR REVIEW

1. On Docket:

Pending September 1, 1985 4 v o o n o o s o 6 2 0 s o 2 o s s o » a e .0«
Filed During Year Ending August 31, 1986 . v v o o o o a « o a » ¢ o s o

TOTAL ONDOCKET 4 a s 4 o s » p s a 5 s o » a o o s o
2, Dispositions:

Granted o o o o o o o A s o i @ s 8 ¢ 2 a s s e e s s e s e s o a e b 8w

OVerruled v o o o a a o n s o » s° 2 o s s 8 5 '#a s 8 2 o 5 a a v a0 0 e

SUB~TOTAL DISPOSITIONS . 4 s o o a « o s = o « & = @
Pending August 37, 1986 ¢ v v o o « ¢ o o o o« 5 s o o« a s s a n aa s o
F. MOTIONS

1. _Motions for Rehearing of Causes

2. On Docket:

Pending September 1, 1985 & o 4 o o 6 o a2 o s o a o 2 o 2 s o o o @
Filed During Year Ending August 31, 1986 . v o o o o » o o 2 « & o o

TOTAL ONDOCKET v o o o o » o o o a 5 o « o o o« o « &«
b. Disposijtions:

Granted . o o o s o a s s © a 6 o 2 & » 8 0 a6 s a8 r s s a0 e e

OVerruled o« o o o o o o a s o w s n o e 6 26 060 08 s s 08020
SUB-TOTAL DISPOSITIONS. & o o ¢ o o o« ¢ o 5 « o o s &«
Pending August 37, 1986 . v o o o o o o o o 2. 5 5 5 8 s & s o « 5 «

2, Motions for Rehearing of Applications for Writs of Error

a, On Docket:

Pending September 1, 1985 & v 4 4 4 4 a o » o o o 6 5 ¢ o o o o 5 o o
Filed During Year Ending August 31, 1986 . . & ¢ a o s « ¢ o a 4 » =«

TOTAL ONDOCKET & o o ¢ o a o o a 6 ¢ o o o ¢ s & oo
b, Dispositions:

Granted o « o« a o o« o « o o o a 8 2 o s & a4 e 8 5 a b s 2 o a oo o s

OVerruled ¢ o 4 o a o o o & a o &« =« a4 2 a o o s » o s s ¢ 8 ¢ a a o o

SUB=TOTAL DISPOSITIONS, & o o o o o o » a'a s.8 s » »

Pending August 31, 1986 o ¢ 4w 4 o v o o s s o ¢ s 8 ¢ s s a5 08 o e

L)

a6 s .

17

103

56

383

373

o e a

120

99

439

376

63




SUPREME COURT
Activity for the Year Ending August 31, 1986
(Continued)

CASES OTHER THAN REGULAR CAUSES (Cont’d)

F. MOTIONS (Cont'd)

3. Motions for Rehsaring of Motions for Leave to File Petitions for Writs of Mandamus

a. On Docket:

Pending September 1, 1985 . & &« 4 4t 4 o 4 6 0 s s na m o n a nono 10
Filed During Year Ending August 31, 1986 < o & 4 « o 4 o a » & s'a o o 21

TOTAL ON DOCKET & & v W @ 4 4 s 4 % o o 2 8 o 2 ¢ 2.8 s o = ¢ 31

b, Dispositions:

Granted o o o 4 o a'v 4 v o 8 o 8 a a » n s s 6 b e aa e s ma e e 1
Overruled o v o s w2 s o @ 2 o 2 4 o s 8 2 a8 8t 2 a mm . oe s 30

SUB-TOTAL DISPOSITIONS " 4 4 o 4 « 4 s o @ o n o n a ¢ o a s o« 31

Pending August 31, 1986 & o « & 4« « o 5 o % & o ¢ 2 a a a mp v 5 s a o o s s s 0

4. Motions for Rehearing on Habsas Corpus

a. On Docket: [
Pending September 1, 1985 4 4 4 v 4 4t 4 o ¢ o o o o o a o o & 2 o o & 1
Ftied During Year Ending Auaust 31, 1986 . « « o & @ ¢ w4 o s o o o m__ -V
TOTALONDOCKET v 4 4 v a0 o s o a o o s 2 « = n aa a s 8«4 2
b, Dispositions:
Branted o o o « 4 ¢ o 0 4 ¢ n a4 e 2 a2 e s e s e s e s ane o 1
OVOrruled o o o o o a s o = » & 2 2 & o o « o s o o a a an s s o0 0 aa____ b
SUB~TOTAL DISPOSITIONS & o o o & o o o' s o » o o s s « « = 2 » 2
Pending August 31, 1986 4 o a ¢ @ n v « @ o » 2 o o a a s a2 a o 2 o a s s « s « 0

5. Miscellansous Motions

Passed on by the Court During Year Ending August 31, 1986
(Includes Rulfe 21c, motions to dismliss, @TC.) & w 4 & o & « @ « o' 8 o & & = 356
Pending August 31, 1986 &4 o & o ¢ o o = a o s a o« a o a o 2 o 8 8 « a .o o o & = 176

OPINIONS DELIVERED BY THE COURT DURING YEAR ENDING AUGUST 31, 1986

Declding CauSes ..o w & n 2 o 4 o 4 o o o n o a's n s 2 o 8 2 o o nn s aeean~s 131

ConeUrTING w4 4 o o o n v n o o o 6 ¢ o & a4 o & 2 5 @« a e n o a a o n 2 ».a o o s 9
DISSeNtINg o o o 4 o o o 4 s o 4 o o « o o o a 2 6 2 a 2 % & 4 8 annoa s e 21
Concurring and dissenting « o v« @ o o o = a o a a o ¢ 2 a o s 0 a 4 = o 2 2 a a'a a o= 1
On motions for rehearing . o v o a v s o v o o o i & o n o a 2 a n o =« o = a o« a o o« 1
Per curlam on applications, motions, etC .« ¢ & 4 o ¢ o o o« 2 2 o = « & « = & s aaa e 16

TOTAL OPINIONS DELIVERED & v 4 « v o a & a6 n o a s o a o » » » e 179
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SUPREME COURT
Activity for the Year Ending August 31, 1986
(Continued)

OP INIONS WRITTEN BY JUSTICES OF THE gUPRENE COURT

DECIDING OPINIONS Concurring On Motion
Majority Rule 483 Concurring Dissenting and for Per Curiam TOTAL
JUSTICES Opinlions Per Curiams Opinions Opinions Dissenting Rehearing Opinlons QP INIONS
JOHN L. HILL, JR.
Chlef Justice 10 6 0 0 0 4] 2 18
SEARS McGEE
Justice 12 7 1 1 0 0 0 21
ROBERT M. CAMPBELL
Justice 8 7 0 0 0 0 6 21
FRANKLIN S. SPEARS
Justice 9 8 1 2 0 0 2 22
C. L. RAY
Justice 8 2 2 1 0 1 2 16
JAMES P. WALLACE
Justice 14 6 4} 3 0 0 0 23
TED Z. ROBERTSON
Justice 7 4 2 0 0 0 2 15
WILLIAM W, KIiLGARLIN
Justice B 4 1 6 0 0 2 21
RAUL A. GONZALEZ
Justice 8 3 2 8 1 0 o] 22
179

TOTAL 84 47 9 21 1 1 16




SUPREME COURT
Activity for the Year Ending August 31, 1986
(Continued)

ACTION BY THE SUPREME COURT |N CASES FROM COURTS OF APPEALS ON WRITS OF ERROR GRANTED

Court Ct. App. Reversed, Reversed,

COURT of Ct.App. Reversed, Remand to Remand to Reversed TOTAL
AND Appeals Aff'd part, Trlal Ct. Court of Trial and FOR
LOCATION Afflrmed Rev'd part Affirmed Appeals Court Renderad Other  COURT
FIRST

Houston i 0 0 .5 2 .5 0 4
SECOND

Fort Worth 2 0 4 2.5 1 1.5 2 13
THIRD

Austin 3 0 6 3 0 3 1 16
FOURTH

San Antonto .5 0 0 1.5 4 1 0 7
FIFTH

Dalias .5 1 6 2.5 5 3 2 20
SIXTH

Texarkana 2 1 1 1 1 G 1 7
SEVENTH

Amarlllo 0 0 1 0 0 3 0 4
E{GHTH

E! Paso 0 0 1 0 3 0 1 5
NINTH

Beaumont 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
TENTH

Waco 1.5 0 0 0 0 0 .5 2
ELEVENTH

Eastland 1 0 ! 2 1 4] 0 5
TWELFTH

Tyler .5 0 1 1.5 0 1 1 5
THIRTEENTH

Corpus Christi 1 i i 2 5 2 0 12
FOURTEENTH

Houston 2.5 0 1 2 3 0 1.5 10
TOTAL 15.5 3 24 18.5 25 15 10 1m
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SUPREME COURT
Activity for the Year Ending August 31, 1986

(Continued)
ACTION BY SUPREME COURT ON APPLICATIONS FOR WRITS OF ERROR, BY COUNTY

COUNTY ~ CASES COUNTY  CASES COUNTY  CASES COUNTY ~ CASES
Daiias 168 Bowie 5 Daliam 2 Gohzales 1
Harris 166 Brown 5 Duval 2 Fannin 1
Travis 90 Jim Wells 5 Edwards 2 Hamiiton 1
Bexar a8 Van Zandt 5 Fayette 2 Hardeman 1
Tarrant 39 Victoria 5 Freestone 2 Hardin 1
Jefferson 38 Ector 4 Grimes 2 Haskel | i
Nueces 36 Erath 4 Jackson 2 Hi 1 1
El Paso 27 Fort Bend 4 Kerr 2 Hock fey 1
Smith 17 Grayson 4 Leon 2 Hutchinson 1
Denton 13 Hood 4 Limestone 2 Jack 1
Gregg 13 Midland 4 LIpscomb 2 Jasper 1
Lamai-on 12 Panola 4 Moore 2 Johnson 1
Ceitin 12 Rusk 4 Navarro 2 Karnes 1
Liberty 12 San Patriclo 4 Nolan 2 Kendal! 1
Maverick 12 Webb 4 Ochlltree 2 Kimble 1
Potter 11 Wharton 4 Parker 2 Lamb 1
Brazoria 10 Bastrop 3 Polk 2 Lavaca 1
McLennan 10 Coma | 3 Real 2 Lee 1
Galveston 8 Dimmi-+ 3 Starr 2 Marion 1
Harrlson 8 Foard 3 Sutton 2 Mi lam 1
Hilalgo 8 Hays 3 Tom Green 2 Montague 1
Lubbock 8 Houston 3 Walker 2 Newton 1
Angelina 7 Howard 3 Waller 2 Reeves 1
Brazos 7 Lamar 3 Zavala 2 Rebertson 1
Cherokee 7 Montgomery 3 Atascosa 1 Rockwal i 1
Hunt 7 Morrls 3 Briscoe 1 San Augustine 1
Madison 7 Nacogdoches 3 Burieson 1 San Jacinto 1
Wichita 7 Randall 3 Camp 1 Shelby 1
Bell 6 Red River 3 Carson ! Stephens 1
Eastland 6 Willacy 3 Cass 1 Swisher 1
Guadalupe 6 Wise 3 Co lorado 1 Upshur 1
Henderson 6 Wood 3 Comanche 1 Washington 1
Kaufman [3 Andrews 2 Cooke 1 Young 1
Matagorda 6 Aransas 2 Coryeil 1 Zapata 1
Taylor 3 Bee 2 Cottle 1

Uvalde 6 Brooks 2 OeWitt 1

Anderson 5 Caldwell 2 Garza 1




COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS
Analysis of Activity for the Year Ending August 31, 1986

The Court of Criminal Appeals is the highest
state court for criminal appeals and is composed
of a Presiding Judge and eight judges. Addition-
ally, pursuant to sec. 22.106 of the Texas Govern-
ment Code, special commissioners may be designated
to aid and assist the court as needed.

Until September 1, 1981, the Court of Crimi-
nal Appeals received all criminal cases appealed
from the district and county-level trial courts of
the State. On that date, a constitutional amend-
ment and implementing legislation became effective
which conferred on the 14 Courts of Appeals inter—
mediate appellate jurisdiction in all criminal
cases except those in which the death penalty was
assessed. Appeal of death penalty cases remains
direct to the Court of Criminal Appeals.

Decisions of the Courts of ‘Appeals in
criminal cases may be appealed to the Court of
Criminal Appeals by petition for discretionary
review, filed either by the 8tate, or the
defendant, or both. In addition, the Court may
review g decigion on its own motion.

HMa ra Added Dock
During the state fiscal year 1986 which ended
August 31, 1986, there was a total of 356 cases

added to the docket of the Court of Criminal
Appeals. Two hundred and nine of these were cases
where discretionary review was granted by the
Couyt and 147 were direct appeals, death penalty
appeals, writs. of habeas corpus granted, and
extraordinary writs. Death penalty appeals in
fiscal 1986 numbered 35, compared to 42 in fiscal
1985.

The 2356 cases added in fiscal year 1986
represent a decrease of 19.6 percent from the 443
cases added during fiscal year 1985, which ended
August 31, 1985,

In addition to the cases added:

(1) The Court had 1,360 petitions for
discretionary review filed during fiscal 1986,
the same number filed durxing the previous year.
Petitions for discretionary review were received
from 123 counties during 1986, with 50 percent of
them originating from Harris or Dallas Counties;

{2) There were 2,074 applications for writs
of habeas corpus filed during fiscal 1986 (a 14.3
percent increase over the 1,815 filed in fiscal
1985); and

(3) 1,193 other motions or applications were
handled by the Court (a 4.2 percent increase over
1,145 considered the previous year).

Figure 3.

COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS
Cases filed, disposed and pending, calendar year 1976 through fiscal year 1986
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Ra Dispositions Dec

During fiscal year 1986, the Court disposed
of 409 cases considered on their merits, compared
to 476 such dispositions in fiscal 1985. 'In 1986
those 409 dispositions represented 47 percent of
all cases on the docket (that is, cases filed
during the year or carried over from previous
years). In fiscal 1985, this disposition rate was
49 percent.

In fiscal 1986, 1,100 petitions for discre-
tionary review wer. disposed of, 201 (or 18 per-
cent) of which were granted and the remainder were
refused or dismissed. In fiscal 1985, 1,046
petitions for discretionary review were disposed
of, 228 (or 22 percent) of which were granted.

There were 1,809 applications for writs of
habeas corpus disposed of in fiscal 1986, compared
to 1,891 in 1985, a decrease of 4 percent.

Judges of the Court of Criminal Appeals wrote
663 opinions during fiscal 1986, 467 (70 per cent)
of which were "deciding" opinions which disposed

of cases. The remainder were rissents, concur-
rences, and opinions on rehearing. = Of the deci-
ding opinions, 229 were signed and 238 weire per
curiam. During 1985, members of the Court wrote
833 opinions, 68 percent of which were deciding
opinions.

Total Pending Ceaeload Incresses

On August 31, 1986, there were 2,369 total
matters (excluding miscellaneous motions and
applications) pending in the Ceurt. This repre-
sented an increase of 40 percent over the 1,582
matters pending on September 1, 1985,

On August 31, 1986, there were pending 240
granted discretionary review cases, 817
applications for writs of habeas corpus, 1,098
petitions for discretionary review, and 214 direct
appeals, death penalty appeals, granted habeas
corpus writs, and extraordinary writs,
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COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS
Activity for the Year Ending August 31, 1986

SUMMARY OF DOCKET ACTIVITY DURING THE YEAR ENDING AUGUST 31, 1986

A, Cases Passed on Durlng the Year Ending Auqust 31, 1986:

Direct appeals, death penalty appeals, granted habeas corpus
wirits, and extraordinarv writs disposed of by the Court . . . ...

Cases disposed of after granting petitions for discretionary review
Petitions for dlscretionary review disposed of by the . . + + o & &

Applications for writs of habeas corpus, etc., dlisposed
of by the Court Ins 4 o v o o o « o ¢ 2 o o » 5.8 a o o ¢« a s s ¢

TOTAL CASES PASSED ONBY THE COURT. & & o o « o & o o o » o @

B. Motlons and Applications Passed on During Year Endling August 31, 1986:

. 148

. 1,809

e o~ s 3,318

Motlons for leave to file motlons for rehearing on direct appeal. .
Mottons for rehearing of direct appeals o o o« v s a 4 o o o o a =
Motions for rehearing of petitions for discretionary review . . . o
Applications for extensions of time to file transcriptions

of court reporters' notes, bills of exceptions, brlefs,

and petitlons for discretionary review considerad and

dIsposed Of & & & o & o o o a2 a5 o a4 a8 6 2 s s a s a s o »

TOTAL MOTIONS AND APPLICATIONS PASSED ON BY THE COURT . . . .

GRAND TOTAL OF MATTERS PASSED ON BY THE COURT. . . ., . .

C. Matters Pending August 31, 1986:

Direct appeais, death penalty appeals, granted habeas
corpus writs, and extraordinary writs .« « s a4 o a o o o v o o o »

Cases on granted discretlonary review pending « « « « o« a o o o o «
Petitions for discretlonary review pending. « « o o o o o o » o o «
Applications for writ of habeas corpus, etc., pending v+ + « ¢« « = &

TOTAL MATTERS PENDING AUGUST 31, 1986 & v o« o o s o s o o o »

. 45
N 23
. 218
. 907

s s e e e aa 4,511

. 214
. 240
. 1,098
._ 817
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COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS
Activity for the Year Ending August 31, 1986
(Continued)

Al

CASES

Cases Pending September 1, 1986:

1. Direct appeals, death penalty appeals, granted habeas
corpus writs, and extraordinary writs . ¢ . ¢« « o o & «

2. Cases with granted petitions for discretionary review
(including rehearings granted) « « o o o o » » s .o o » »

SUB-TOTAL CASES PENDING SEPTEMBER 1, 1986 .

Cases Added to Docket During the Year Ending August 31, 1986:

—

. Direct appeais, death penalty appeals, granted habeas

corpus writs, and extraordinary writs filed « . » » &« +

2. Direct appeals reinstated on docket . v » & 4 4 ¢ ¢ o ¢ « »

3. Granted petitions for dlscreflonafy review. . « « o o a o &

4. Rehearings granted on cases consldered under discretiocnary review

SUB-TOTAL CASES ADDED . o & & ¢ o o« s.0 « «

TOTAL CASES ON DOCKET & s & 4 « o o o &

Disposition of Cases During the Year Ending August 31, 1986:

1. Dlrect appeals, death penalty appeals, granfeu habeas

corpus writs, and extraordinary writs:

AfFIrmed. o o o o v o o v o o o o o o a o 8.8 & a & 2 o
Reformed and affirmed o o ¢ o = & 6o o o o o o o o o ~ o
Reversed and remanded . . « o « o o "¢ o o 5 o o « & o
Reversed and dismissed or reformed to show acquittal, .
Remanded 1o Frial courts o o« a ¢ o o o o ¢ a o s o o

Appeals abateds o v o 4 4 576 o s o a .
Appeals dismissed .« « « « o o s o o s o
Habeas corpus rellef granted., + . . .+ «
Habeas corpus rollef denled « « & o » &
Habeas corpus applications dismissed. .
Mandamus rellef granted . « o o « & & &
Mandamus relief denled . & o a0 o o
Prohibition relief denled . . o o v W &
Mandamus and prohibition relief granted

o s a e

Habeas corpus relief granted in part and denlfed

LI

In part

SUB-TOTAL 4 & ¢ o o 4 ¢ o s o ¢ o o 2 &

2. On granted petition for discretionary review:

Court of Appeais affirmed « « '« & o o ¢ o o o ¢ ¢ 0 o &
Court of Appeals and trial court afflirmed « « « + » « &
Court of Appeals afflirmed; remanded 1 trial court... .
Court of Appeals affirmed; trial court reformed

and affirmed o s o s o o o » o s o 5 o o 8 .8 a & = »

Court of Appeals reversed; remanded to Court of Appeals

276

231

. 143

201

. 61
«~ 1

. 501

. __356

863
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COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS
Activity for the Year Ending August 31, 1986

(Continued)

D,

2. On granted petltlon for dlscretlonary review (contlnued):

Court of Appeals reversed; remanded to frial court,
Court of Appeals roversed; trial court reformed to

show acquittal & o & s ¢ 4 o 4 4 o 6 o 6 o o @

Court of Appeals and trial court reversed; remanded

frial coUrte o v o i o o e 6 a s 0 a4 a s s

Court of Appeals and trial court reversed; remanded

Court of APpPeals w o « o 4 a4 s o 2 o o a = & &
Court of Appeals reversed, trial court reformed .
Remanded to Court of Appeals. . « ¢ 4 v o v o v &
Court of Appeals reversed; trial court affirmed .
Court of Appeals reformed and affirmed . . ... .
Court of Appeals reformed to show aquit+tal . . .
Court of Appeals reversed and proseciution ordered

dismissed

Court of Appeals revarsed; abated . . v « « ¢ o o ¢ o o o o »

Court of Appeals reversed, judgment and séntence reformed to

show an aquittal o 4 o o ¢ o o s 6.6 o o o 6 o 0 o &
Remanded to trial court v o o v 4 ¢ s 4 o 2 o 2 & « « &
Petitlon denied « o o 4 o o s o s ¢ o 0 o o 6 o a a v
Court of Appeals vacated; remanded to Court of Appeals.

Reversed in part; affirmed In part; trial court affirmed

-

Reversed and affirmed in part; remanded to trial court to
show an aquittal o 4 o o o o o o ¢ ¢ 0 o ¢ » «

Reversed and dismissed .« a » v « o & o0 o s o o
Reversed and reformed to show an acquittai . . .
Reversed In part and affirmed In part; remanded ,
Trial court affirmed . « o « o «'¢c o ¢ o o o o «
Dismlssed o« ¢ o o o o « s ¢ o o s s o 4 o s a a o
Dismissed/refused as fmprovidently granted. . . .
Abated. o » o & 4 0 s v e e e e e a s e e
Ball s@t & v o o o 4 ¢ o 8 6 o o s a n s o o o s

SUB-TOTAL . & @ v v v v v o o s

TOTAL DISPOSITIONS o & & & o o W

Cases Pending August 31, 1986:

1. Direct appeals, death penalty appeals, granted habeas
corpus writs, and extraordinary writs:

Under original submission « v o o « o ¢ = o » '« «
Under submission on rehearing . o« « o o ¢ o 2.2 «

-

Pending on motlons for rehsarings o« v o« o o o o 0 » « o s

Pending on motions for leave to flle motlions for rehearing

-

Walting to become final or on appeal to the U,S. Supreme Court
Unsubmitted o ¢ v @i v 4 6 o 6 o v o o o 6 a 0 s a s s a o=

SUB=TOTAL 4 L v ¢ v e s 0 s o o v &

2. Pending on granted discretionary review:

Under orlginal submission; unsubmltted

and pending on motions for rehearing. . . - o« « & « &

SUB-TOTAL & & ¢ 4 ¢ o o o s o' s &

TOTAL CASES PENDING AUGUST 31,1986

PO
- N~

.
N — - —

.
Iha - N W NNN - N

e s e e v 4 oo 409

<

. 10
.12
.5
.9
. 67
C .. 218
._240
e . 240

e h e oere omae s 454
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COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS
Activity for the Year Ending August 31, 1986

(Continued)

PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW

A. Petitions for Discretionary Review Pending September 1, 1985

B. Petitions for Discretionary Revlew Fifed During Year . . . .

TOTAL PETITIONS ON DOCKET . . & o =

C. Disposition of Petitions for Discretionary Revlew:

Granteds o e o & 4 o o 4 4 a n a s s s s a8 b A on oo
Refusede w a s o o s o 4 o a o & ¢ o o a o s o a s o«
Dismissed. w s o o o o o 6 0 2 s o o n &« 2 o o 8 o s o
AbBTEA & 4 ¢ o o 4 i 4 4 4 e e e e ek na e s e s e oa

TOTAL PETITIONS DISPOSED . . . . .

D. Petitions for Discretionary Review Pending August 31, 1986

APPLICATIONS FOR WRITS OF HABEAS CORPUS

A. Applications Pending September 1, 1985 . . ¢ 4 v ¢ o o o o «

B. Applications Filed During Year Ending August 31, 1986 . . .

TOTAL APPLICATIONS ON DOCKET . . . .

C. Disposition of Applications for Writs of Habsas Corpus, etc.:

Applications ordered filed and set for submission, . . .
Hearings ordered on appllications « o v « @ o o 4 o o o &
Applications granted with written orders . » . « « . . &
Applications denied with written orders. o » 4 « « & & =
Applications denfed without written orders . . - . a .
Applicetlions dIsmissed v v 4 v o & 4 ¢ o « o « ¢ o o o .»
Applications marked "no action™. & o« o &+ o « « o « o o «
Abuse of Wrlt Order previously entered . o « w s o o o
Out of time appeals granted. . . v ¢ o« 'v & 4 0 o o ¢ o 0

TOTAL APPLICATIONS DISPOSED. . . . .

D. Appllqafions for Writ of Habeas Corpus Pending August 31, 1986

*Number of pending cases Increased due to inventory by Court.

**Because more than one petition for discretionary review
may be filed in a case, this figure is higher than the
actual number of cases brought to the court on petition
for discretlonary review.

838
1,360"*

* o n e

201

889

o & A A

92
57
30
40
1,462
28
40
45

15

“ ale e

2,198

1,100

1,098

2,626

1,809
817
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COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS
Activity for the Year Ending August 31, 1986
(Continued)

MOTIONS FOR REHEARING AND APPLICATIONS FOR EXTENSION OF TIME

A. Motions for Rshearing of Direct Appeals:

Motions granted with written oplnions . v v 4o « & 2 4 « o o & o & & 7
Motions pverriuled/denied with written opinions. v o ¢ o ¢ 4 o & & » 8
Motlons overruled/denled without written opinions « « « o é o o o « 8
Leave to file motions for rehearing granted « o o a o « o o a s o & 5
Leave to flile motions for rehearing denled. « o o o « o s o ¢ o o & 40

SUB=TOTAL & ¢ ¢ « o o « « o 0 s o o o o o s » s s o o« 68

B, Motions for Rehearing of Discretionary Review Cases or Petltions:

Motlons denleds o o o o o o o o 6 o 2 0 ¢ a o ¢ a s o 5 2 o a0 o o 197

Motlons grantad . « o o o o o o o o o o s « a s o 6 o s s a a a & » 18
MotTions dismisSsed o ¢ o 4 o o o ¢ s a s s ¢ « a s 8 8 6 0 00 o o4 2
Motions marked "™MOOT! o v v o v ¢ o « o o o a o o o o o o s o2 = o 1

SUB=TOTAL « = v ¢ o ¢ o a4 o % o o o « o s o o s s a'a o 218

C., Appllcations for Extentlion of Time to File Trunscriptions of
Court Reporters! Notes, Bllls of Exceptlons, Briefs, and Petitions
for Discretlonary Review Considered and Disposed of by the Court. . . » o o «_ 907

TOTAL MOTIONS FOR REHEARING AND APPLICATIONS. , . o o ¢ « « » + 1,193

OPINIONS DELIVERED BY THE COURT DURING YEAR ENDING AUGUST 31, 1986

Original opinkonS & o « o« o o o o« ¢« o 2 o o (PErcuriamde v o o ¢ o o o'« o o 229

(Signed)e o ¢ o o = o o o o o « « 238
Concurring OPINIONS o 4 o o o 4 o o @ s o ¢ 2 o o o o 6 o s o o o o2 s & ¢ o o 55
Dissenting opInlons o w o e o 4 & o e« o s 6 s o o a s 4 s 5 a s o a e 00 os« 107
Opinlons concurring In part, dissenting In part o o v o 4 4 o v ¢ o 0 o 0 o s 14
Opinlons granting rehearing o o o v o @ o as o o s ¢ a. 2 s 0 a = a t s o = s 13

Oﬁlnlons denying rehearing. « o s o o o » o 0 o 4 0 o s 46 5.0 o 6 o s s o ae A

TOTAL OPINIONS DELIVERED . & % 4 o o o o « o o a v o5 o = o« o« 663
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COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS
Activity for the Year Ending August 31, 1986
(Continued)

OPINIONS WRITTEN BY JUDGES OF THE COURT GF CRIMINAL APPEALS

Jubges.

JOHN F, ONION, JR.
Presiding Judge

TOM G,DAVIS
Judge

W. C. DAVIS
Judge

SAM HOUSTON CLINTON
Judge

MICHAEL J. McCORMICK
Judge

MARVIN O. TEAGUE
Judge

CHUCK MILLER
Judge

CHARLES F, CAMPBELL
Judge

8ILL WHITE
Judge

|WENDELL A, ODOM
Jusgs

TOTAL

DECIDING _OPINJONS Concurring

Per in Part & Opinions Opinions
Curiam Stgned Concurring Dissenting Dissenting Granting Denyling

Oplinions Oplnions Oplinions Opinions In Part Rehearing Rehearling TOTAL

20 25 4 7 2 3 0 61

22 20 0 1 0 2 4] 45

32 57 0 2 0 2 3 96

27 24 26 45 2 1 0 125

18 16 1 3 0 2 0 40

31 18 17 43 9 0 0 118

21 25 6 4 0 1 ! 58

31 29 1 2 1 2 1 67

25 24 0 0 0 0 2 59

2 (4] 0 0 0 0 0 2

229 238 55 107 14 13 7 663

f. Retlred 12-31-84
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COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS
Activity for the Year Ending August 31, 1986
(Continued)

COUNTIES FROM WHICH PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW WERE FILED
DURING YEAR ENDING. AUGUST 31, 1986

County Cases County Cases County Cases County Cases
Dallas 357 Denton 5 Chambers 2 Falls 1
Harris 328 Ector 5 Cherokee 2 Fannin 1
Bexar 80 Hopkins 5 Deaf Smith 2 Gray 1
Tarrant 50 Kerr 5 Dickens 2 Grayson 1
Travis 42 Midland 5 Eastiand 2 Guada lupe 1
E} Paso 38 Milam 5 Glilesple 2 Hami Iton 1
Jefferson 33 Randal | 5 Harrlson 2 Hays 1
Galveston 16 San Patricio 5 HItl 2 Henderson 1
Taylor 16 Young 5 Liberty 2 Hockley 1
Brazoria 15 - Cameron tyg Palo Pinto 2 Howard 1
Nueces 15 Freestone 4 Parker 2 Jim Wells 1
Be!l 13 Hood 4 Rains 2 Johnson 1
Coilln 13 Jack 4 Red River 2 Limestone 1
Montgomery 12 Lamar 4 Scurry 2 Live Oak 1
Potter 12 Lampasas 4 Somervel | 2 Madison 1
Brazos 11 Tyler 4 Van Zandt 2 Maverick 1
McLennan 11 Atascosa 3 Walker 2 Montague 1
Wilitamson 10 Gonzales 3 Wichita 2 Navarro 1
Orange 9 Hale 3 Wise 2 Newton 1
Erath 8 Houston 3 Anderson 1 Nolan 1
Fort Bend 8 Hutchinson 3 Andrews 1 Pecos 1
Gregg 8 Jackson 3 Austin 1 Rockwal } 1
Hidalgo 8 Kleterg 3 Bailey 1 Titus 1
Lubbock 8 Nacogdochas 3 Bastrop 1 Upton 1
Smith 8 Tom Green 3 Clay 1 Washington 1
Burleson 7 Val Verde 3 Cochran 1 Webb 1
Comall 7 Victoria 3 Comanche 1 Wharton 1
Ellis 6 Angelina 2 Cooke 1 Wood 1
Hunt 6 Bee 2 Crosby 1 o
Bowie 5 Bosque 2 Dawson 1
Brown 5 Burnet 2 Delta 1

Caldwal i 2 DeWitt 1

CASES IN WHICH PETITIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW WERE FILED AS RECE{IVED FROM COURTS OF APPEALS
DURING. YEAR ENDING AUGUST 31, 1986

FIRST, Houston 201 E1GHTH, EIl Pasc 48
SECOND, Fort Worth 119 NINTH, Beaumont 64
THIRD, Austin 89 TENTH, Waco 48
FOURTH, San Antonio 88 ELEVENTH, Eastland 57
FIFTH, Dallas 290 THELFTH, Tyler 28
SiXTH, Texarkana 46 THIRTEENTH, Corpus Christi 61
SEVENTH, Amarilio 41 ‘ FOURTEENTH, Houston 180

«

PETITIONING PARTIES TO COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS
DURING YEAR ENDING AUGUST 31, 1986

Appeliant Counsel . . . . . 1,107 State o o ¢ o @ 0 o o o« o o o 192
Appeliant ProSe . . . .. . 110 State Prosecuting Attorney . . 41
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COURTS OF APPEALS
Analysis of Activity for the Year Ending August 31, 1986

There are 14 Courts of Appeals in Texas which,
gince September 1, 1981, have heard intermediate
appeals in both civil and criminal cases.

Courts of Appeals are located in Fort Worth,
Austin, San Antonio, Dallas, Texarkana, Amarillo,

El Paso, Beaumont, Waco, Eastland, Tyler, Corpus
Christi, and Houston. .Houston has two Courts of
Appeals. Each court has jurisdiction over a

geographical district.

Five of the courts have three justices each.
The Dallas Court, with 13 justices, is the larg-
est. There are 80 justices statewide.

P ing C d uced i

For the fourth consecutive year, the 14 Courts

of Appeals reduced their total pending caseloads
during state fiscal year 1986, which ended August

31, 1986.
The Courts disposed of 8,161 total cases

during the year, an average of 102 dispositions
(56 criminal and 46 civil) per justice. These
dispositions reduced the pending caseload from
5,684 at the beginning of the fiscal year to 5,355
at the end of the year.

From calendar year 1974 through 1982, the
total pending caseload of the Courts of Appeals
grew larger each year as more cases were added
than the courts were able to dispose of. On
December 31, 1982, there were 6,816 total cases
pending in the Courts of Appeals.

Figure 4.

COURTS CF APPEALS
Cases filed, disposed and pending by court, year ending August 31, 1986
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Figure 5.
COURTS OF APPEALS

Cases filed, disposed and pending, calendar year 1976 through fiscal year 1986.
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* Caseloads increased sharply in 1981 when Courts of Appeals

acquired criminal jurisdiction.

1984 and following are fiscal years; all previous are

calendar years.

The trend was broken in calendar year 1983
when a surge in criminal dispositions reduced the
total pending caseload by year's end. In fiscal
year 1984, both civil and criminal caseloads were
reduced during the year.

In fiscal year 1985, the civil caseload was
reduced and the criminal caseload increased
glightly. 1In fiscal year 1986, both pending civil
and criminal caseloads were again reduced.

The Courts of Appeals had 3,512 criminal cases
and 2,172 civil cases pending as of September 1,
1985. On August 31, 1986, 3,488 criminal cases
and 1,867 civil cases were pending. The state
average for pending cases at year's end was 67 per
justice.  This compares to the 1982 high of 86
pending cases per justice.

The largest number of pending cases per
justice (82.9) at the end of the fiscal year was

in the Fourteenth Court of Appeals in Houston. The
lowest number per justice (34.3) was in the Sixth
Court in Texarkana.

Filings Virtugily Constant

A total of 7,432 cases were filed in the
Courts of Appeals during the fiscal year, which
included 4,165 criminal cases and 3,267 ecivil
cases. This was a decrease of 0.7 percent from
the 7,484 tothlt;ew cagses filed in fiscal vyear
1985. New criminal cases decreased 0.5 percent
from the 4,186 filed in fiscal year 1985 and civil
cases decreased 0.9 percent from the 3,298 filed
in fiscal year 1985.

Considering civil and criminal cases together,
the First Court in Houston had the highest average
number of new cases filed per justice (111.4)
during fiscal year 1986. The other courts ranged
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Figure 6.
COURTS OF APPEALS

Workloads and cases transferred, year ending August 31, 1986
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down to 49.3 cases per justice filed in the Sixth
Court in Texarkana.
92.9 per justice.

Approximately 27 percent of all new cases
filed in a Court of Appeals in Texas in fiscal
year 1985 were filed in one of the two Courts
located in Houston. Approximately 18 percent of
all cases filed in the State were filed in the
Dallas Court of Appeals.

State average filings were

Ciyil Dispositi Inc

In fiscal year 1986, there were 3,684 civil
dispositions by the Courts of Appeal, an increase
of 7 percent over 3,453 civil dispositions in
fiscal year 1985.

At the end of fiscal year 1986, 1,867 civil
cases were pending on the dockets of the Courts of

110

Appeals, 14 percent fewer than the 2,172 pending
on September 1, 1985. 0f those c¢ivil cases
pending on August 31, 1986, 56 percent had been on
the docket less than 6 months, 34 percent from 6
to 12 months, and 10 percent for more than 12
months.

The average lapse of time between the filing
of a civil case in a. Court of Appeals and its
disposition ranged from 5.0 months in the Tenth
Court of Waco to 11.5 months in the Amarillo
Court. The average lapse of time for civil cases
statewide was 7.9 months.

A case is "submitted" when the court hears
oral ‘argument or when it is referred to the
justices for formal consideration if no oral
argument is heard. The average lapse of time from
the submission of a civil case to the court and
its disposition ranged from 1.0 month in the First



Court of Houston to 3.2 months in the San Antonio
Court. The average lapse of time for cases
statewide was 2.2 months.

Criminal dispositions decreased slightly (1.1
percent) from 4,528 dispositions in fiscal year
1985 to 4,477 dispositions in fiscal year 1986.

0f the 3,488 criminal cases pending in the
Courts of Appeals at the end of fiscal year 1986,
50 percent had been on the docket less than 6
months, 37 percent from 6 to 12 months, and 13
percent more than 12 months.

The average lapse of time between the filing
of a criminal case in a Court of Appeals and its
disposition ranged from 6.0 months in the Eastland
Court to 11.8 wmonths in the San Antonio Court.
The average lapse of time for cases statewide was
8.6 months,

The average lapse of time between submission
of a criminal appeal and its disposition ranged
from 0.3 of a month in the Beaumont Court to 2.6
months in the San Antonio Court. The average
lapse of time for cases statewide was 1.3 months,

The First Court of Appeals in Houston disposed
of the largest total number of cases per justice
(121.2) during fiscal year 1986. The lowest
number per justice (80.6) wae in the Second Court
at Fort Worth. State average dispositions were
102.0 per justice.

In fiscal year 1986, the Courts of Appeals
wrote 7,741 opinions, 3.0 percent more than the
7,522 written in 1985.

The Courts of Appeals reversed, at least in
part, the decision of the trial court in 13
percent of the cases disposed of during fiscal
year 1986, compared to 12.6 percent in fiscal
year 1985,

While the 14 Courts of Appeals operate to a
large extent as autonomous courts in specific
geographic districts, some equalization of the
dockete occurs by transfer of cases among the
courts on order of the Supreme Court, pursuant to
statutory authority. The Supreme Court transferred
140 civil cases and 12] criminal cases in fiscal
year 1986, compared with 167 civil cases and 187
criminal cases transferred in fiscal year 1985.
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COURTS OF APPEALS
Total of Reported Activity for Year Ending August 31,1986

CRIMINAL & CIVIL CASES

AVERAGES
L TOTALS . _PER JUSTICEY
CASES PENDING SEPTEMBER 1, 1985. - » « » « « - . - aaa . 5,680 7
CASES ADDED DURING YEAR ENDING AUGUST 31, 1986:
New Cases Filed . . . . . e e n 4 e e a oa 7,432 93
Other Cases Added . » . ~ . . « . . e m s e s 400 .5
TOTAL CASES ADDED DURING YEAR. o v 4 4 o« s 0 » = 2 & 7.832 98
CASES DISPOSED OF DURING YEAR:
Cases affirmed. +« + « & o 4 4 2 » 2 s & « o « = 4,284
Cases modified and/or reformed and atfirmed . .. 156
Cases affirmed in part and in part
reversed and remanded . < » ~ & <« & b0 o n o o B3
Cases affirmed In part and In part
reversed and rendered . . ~ « . + 4« 4 4~ . . 44
Cases reversed and remanded . « « « o » » = = = 773
Cases reversed and rendered . -« o « ¢ o 4 & » « 161
Cases dismissed a o = s « o » o =« n 8 o o & o o 1,548
Cases otherwise dispoSed . o v w o ~ n & & » 1,097
Cases consolidated into other cases . . . . .., ____ 15
TOTAL DISPOSITIONS DURING YEAR ', . « « w « +» =~ - o 8,161 102
CASES PENDING AUGUST 31, 1986:
Civil cases pending o+ o o v a o » & o 2 o o o 1,867 23
Criminal cases pending. o o « « o A 4 o s o « o 3,488 44
TOTAL CASES PENDING . &« o o & 4 o & » o s 5,355 67
OPINIONS WRITTEN DURING YEAR &« & o & & w & o 0 n a n o 2 s s 7,821 98

* Averages based on 80 justices
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COURTS OF APPEALS
Activity for the Year Ending August 31, 1986

Cases pending September 1, 1985 o . o o o ¢ o o« ¢ « o o » o «
New cases filed during year ending August 31, 1986. o « . & &
Cases transferred INa o« o ¢ o o« o o o o o o « o s o a o o o &
Cases fransferred oUt . o o o o o o o o o a o e ¢ s o a o o«
Rehearings grantede .« o« ¢ v « o » ¢ o o o o o o 5 o a 2 o =«
Cases reinstated. o o « o o « 2 o o o o ¢ o » o o a's o o o s

Cases remanded from higher courts o & v @ o o e o o o s.8 &

TOTAL CASES ON DCCKET

Cases affirmede « o o o o o o ¢ o 6 o o 4 oo a0 c oo o & o
Cases modified and/or reformed and affirmed « o ¢ o o o o o o
Cases afflrmed in part and in part reversed and remanded. . .
Cases affirmed In part and in part reversed and rendered. . .
Cases reversed and remanded « o o « o o o o o o s s s o & 5 o
Cases reversed and rendered . o o« « o o o 5 o a s 0 s o » o »
Cases dismissed

Cases otherwise disposed

Cases consolidated Into other €ases . « « ¢ o« o s o v o o s «

TOTAL CASES DISPOSED, o 4 o + o o o o = o

Cases pending August 31, 1986:
Ponding up to 6 mONThS. o o« o o « o o o o o o « 5 o « o @
Pending from 6 o 12months v ¢ ¢ 4 4 ¢« o ¢ o o0 o o &
Pending over 12 months. o ¢ o 2 o ¢ o o @ o o o0« « o o

TOTAL CASES PENDING AUGUST 31, 1986 . . <

Average time between date of filing and disposition (months).
Avg time beilween date of submission and disposition (months).

HOUSTON-1ST
9 JUSTICES
SIVIL  CRIM TOTAL

FORT WORTH-2ND
7 JUSTICES
CIVIL CRIM TOTAL

AUSTIN-3RD
6 JUSTICES
CIvViL CRIM TOTAL

SAN ANTOWNIO0-4TH
7 JUSTICES
CIVIL CRIM TOTAL

DALLAS-5TH
13 JUSTICES
CIVIL CRIM TOTAL

228 465 693

411 592 1003

0 3 3
-1 0 -1
2 2 4
2 39 41
4] 6 6

642 1107 1749

148 407 555

6 n 17
7 0 7
3 0 3
61 29 90
12 3 15

107 120 227

447 644 1091

108 278 386
n 136 207

195 463 658

L0 0.7 0.9

166 252 418

268 275 543

0 0 ]
0 0 0
11 4 -3
7 4 t
2 7 9

454 542 996

14 217 331

3 3 6

3 0 3

2 0 2
28 20 48
6 1 7
61 48 109
45 12 57
1 _o _ 1

263 301 564

99 150 249
77 67 144
15 24 39

191 . 241 432

5.6 7.2 6.4
1.8 1.5 L7

179

248

431

101

w

33
11
76

o

262

97
61
1"

169

289

103
43

274

7.2
1.9

468

574

339

612

225
164
54

443

8.2
2.2

292 293 585

344 280 624

7 2 9
9 42 51
4] 0 0

9 5 14
5 0 5
5 0 5

110 54 164
83 43 126

382 308 690

105 102 207
69 128 197
27 52 79

201 282" 483

10.2 11.8 11,0
3.2 2.6 2.9

324

558

0
0
6
6
2
896

191

76
20
151
150

610

186
95

286

8.5
2.1

627

757

-

24

17

1428

549

10

51

70

111

795

386
228
19

633

9.3
1.3

951

1315

IG o o=

2324
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n
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221
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323
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COURTS OF APPEALS
Activity for the Year Ending August 31, 1986
(Continued)

TEXARKANA--6TH AMARILLO-TTH EL PASO-8TH BEAUMONT-9TH HWACO-10TH
(3 JUSTICES) (4 JUSTICES) {4 JUSTICES) (3 JUSTICES) (3 JUSTICES)

CIVIL CRIM YOTAL CIVIL CRIM TOTAL CIVIL CRIM TOTAL CIVIL CRIM TOTAL CiviL CRIM TOTAL
Cases pending September 1, 1985 « v ¢ o o ¢ o o ¢ o 4 e o o o & 68 98 166 120 152 272 83 168 231 123 . 114 237 54 112 1686
New cases fiiud during year ending August 31, 1986. « o« o o o « 62 86 148 145 180 325 157 229 386 145 . 1271 272 99 - 141 240
Cases transforred iN. ¢ « ¢« o o o s o a o o s 6 o s 6 oo a s 32 16 48 0 0 4] 1 4 5 0 0 0 0 1 1
Cases Transfarred ot o o v o o o « ¢ o o s o= o s a o 5 o = o 2] -1 -1 0 0 0 0 0 0 (1] 0 (4] 0 o] 0
Rehearings granted.s o« o o o =« « o ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ o = ¢ o s a o s v o 2 1 3 3 3 6 1 ] 1 3 [ 3 & 0 [
Cases relnsTatede o« o o o o o o o ¢ 6 o c v o o 5 s o s s 8.5« 1 1 2 1 6 7 0 2 2 1 i 2 1 1 2
Cases remanded from higher COurtS « o o« o o 2 o = ¢« o o 5 o s o 2 2 4 0 2 2 1 4 5 0 7 7 0 4 4
TOTAL CASES ON DOCKET o 4 o ¢ » o o o s 167 203 370 269 343 612 223 407 630 272 249 521 160 259 419
Cases affirmede. o o o o o 5 s o a 0.0 o o 5 0 3 6 o o 0 6 0o 62 102 164 70 147 217 45 111 156 56 115 171 50 114 164
Cases modl fled and/or reformed and afflrmed o o o o o o o o 5 2 7 2 3 5 1 4 5 6 1 7 7 4 11
Cases affirmed In part and I part reversed and remandede « o« o 3 1 4 4 o 4 2 0 2 9 4] 9 0 1 1
Cases affirmed In part and in part reversed and rendered. . « » 0 0 0 1 [} 1 4 0 4 2 0 2 0 0 0
Cases reversed and remanded « o o = o o o 5 s s s o o o o o o o 23 8 31 16 7 23 14 27 411 33 9 42 17 4 21
Cases reversed and rendered . « + « o ¢ « ¢ o o o ¢ o a = s o « 4 0 4 7 1 8 10 2 12 7 0 7 1 2 3
Cases dismissed 21 19 40 32 41 73 41 64 105 %7 15 52 20 24 44
Cases otherwise disposed 14 3 17 29 16 45 15 8 23 27 2 29 13 2 15
Cases consolidated Into other €ases . o « « ¢ « ¢ ¢ 2 o o o o s 0 o 0 [ 0 Q 0 ] 0 _o o 1] 3 ] 3
TOTAL CASES DISPOSED. ¢ o o v o » = o « o = 132 135 267 161 215 376 132 216 348 177 142 319 1Mt 151 262

Cases pending - August 31, 1986:
Panding up 0 6 MONThSe & o o « @ o o G o o o 2 o o s o o o 26 31 57 44 61 105 62 114 176 47 69 116 33 64 97
Pending from 6 10 12 months ¢ & 4 o ¢ ¢ o a 4 o s.6 o s-2 » 5 31 36 40 50 90 25 56 81 37 30 67 15 31 46
Pending over 12 monthSe = « o« « o o v s o e 2.6 ¢ o s°a o = 4 6 10 24 17 41 4 21 25 1A 8 19 1 13 14
TOTAL CASES PENDING AUGUST 31, 1986 « & .« 35 68 103 108 125 236 91 191 282 95 107 202 49 108 157
Average time betlween date of filing and disposition {(months). . 7.3 8.7 8.0 1.5 9.2 10,4 8.3 9.0 8,7 10.1 8.4 9.3 5.0 8.6 6.8
Avg time between date of submission and disposition (months). « 3.0 o5 2.3 2.0 1.1 1.6 2,3 1.2 1.8 2.4 0,3 1.4 1.1 1.3 1.2




COURTS OF APPEALS
Activity for the Year Ending August 31, 1986
(Continued)

EASTLAND-11TH TYLER-1ZTH CORPUS CHRISTiI-13TH HOUSTON-14TH
(3 JUSTICES) €3 JUSTICES) €6 JUSTICES} (9 JUSTICES) GRAMD TOTALS

CIVIL CRIM TOTAL ClviL CRIM TOTAL CiVIL CRIM TOTAL CIVIiL CRIM TOTAL CIVIL CRIM TOTAL
Cases pending September 1, 1985 ¢ . a s « o & o o o = o o » o = 26 73 99 165 174 339 174 211 385 190 484 674 2172 3512 5684
New cases flled during year ending August 31, 1986. « « 4 ¢« « & 85 136 221 127 150 277 239 290 529 379 596 975 3267 4165 7432
Cases 1ransferred iNe o o o« o o o a o o @« o8 o o a o o« a o« & o 67 84 151 0 0 0 38 12 50 1 0 1 140 121 261
Cases transferrad OUT o« o o o o o o o o 2 ¢ o o o o o s o « » & -1 -4 -5 -67 -84 -151 -1 0 -1 0 -3 -3 -140  ~121 =261
Rehearings granted. « o 2 o o ¢ « 2 « o 2 a o « o o o a « « o » 0 1 1 1 2 3 3 3 7 8 13 21 55 37 92
Cases relnstated. o o « o o ¢ = o 2 2 ¢ 2 s 2 ¢ 5 s « s o o a = 8 2 10 2 0 2 4 10 14 1 45 46 44 182 226
Cases remanded from higher courts o o« o o o o o o « = a o s o 2 5 7 0 3 3 2 4 [ 1 5 6 13 69 82
TOTAL CASES ON DOCKET 4 & 4 « o ¢ o = & o o 187 297 . 484 228 245 A73 459 53t 990 580 1140 1720 5551 7965 13516
Cases affirmeds o« s o s « € 4 2 « o s v o2 3 v a3+ %43 s 55 121 176 63 84 147 121 205 326 127 379 506 1309 2975 4284
Cases modifled and/or reformed and affirmed + o o ¢ ¢ o o o & & 4 5 9 0 1 1 13 9 22 2 8 10 76 80 156
Cases affirmed in part and in part reversed and remanded., . . . 3 0 3 7 0 7 8 1 9 12 1 13 74 9 83
Cases affirmed in part and in part reversed and rendered, . . . 5 0 5 2 0 2 10 o] 10 2 v} 2 44 0 44
Cases reversed and remanded o« o o o o o o o s o o o 5 2 o o o o 12 1 23 22 9 31 60 26 86 44 44 88 484 289 773
Cases reversed and rendered « « o « o o ¢ o o v. o o o 5 o o = » 7 2 9 8 0 8 25 1 26 13 0 13 148 13 161
Cases dismissed 36 32 68 35 22 57 63 62 125 107 74 - 181 892 656 1548
Cases otherwise disposed 16 7 23 12 7 19 36 24 60 77 82 159 645 452 1097
Cases consolidated Into other cases « v o o o« ¢« ¢« 2 + ¢ o & s » 0 0 0 0 0 0 [} 1 1 0 2 2 12 3 15
TOTAL CASES DISPOSED, 4 o o o « o = o o o o 138 - 178 316 149 123 272 336 329 665 384 - 590 . 974 3684 4477 8161

Cases pending _August 31, 1986
Pending UP YO 6 MONTNS, o o o o o o« o o o o s 2 s a s o « 41 84 125 18 26 44 33 102 175 107 175 282 1046 1770 2816
Pending from 6 70 12 months o o o @ 4 a4 o o 2 ¢ o o « s = 4 35 39 34 57 o1 45 89 134 55 237 292 633 1278 1911
Pending over 12 monthS. « » o @ « 6 o o 2 s ¢.0 0 o o « s 4 0 4 27 39 66 5 H 16 34 138 172 188 440 628
TOTAL CASES PENDING AUGUST 31, 1986 . . o « 49 119 168 79 122 201 123 202 325 196 550 746 1867 3488 5355
-t Average time between date of filing and disposition (months). « 5.5 6,0 5.8 11,3 10.5 10.9 7.0 7.5 7.3 5.5 9.1 - 7.3 7.9 B.6 8.3
E; Avg time between date of submission and disposition (months). « 1.2 0.7 1.0 2.8 1.5 2.2 3.0 2.3 2.7 1.7 0.9 1,3 2.2 13 1.8
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COURTS OF APPEALS

Activity for the Year Ending August 31, 1986 (Continued)

CASES IN wHICH OPINIONS WERE WRITTEN BY JUSTICES OF THE COURTS OF APFEALS

COURT
AND
JUSTICES

FIRST, HOUSTON

Frank G. Evans

James F. Warren
Jackson B. (Jack) Smith
Sam Bass

Lee Duggan, Jr.

Murray B. Cohen

Ben G. Levy

Ken Hoyt

0. Camitte Dunn
1l\ss‘.lgnad Justices

Howard M. Fender
Wajter E. Jordan
3Clyde R. Astworth
Wiillam E. Burgock
Joa Spurlock I

John HITY

4Harry Hopkins
5gnvld Keltner

1 avid Farris
Assignad Justices

THIRD, AUSTIN

Bob Shannon

John Powers

Fart W. Smith

Jim Brady

Robert A. (Bob) Gammage
lJames L. Carroilt
Assigned Justices

FOURTH, ‘SAN ANTONIO

Carlos C. Cadena
Rudy Esquivel
Shirley W. Butts
Antenlo G. Cantu
Blair Reeves

Pete Tl jerina
Preston H. Dial, Jr.

‘Asslgned Justices

FIFTH, DALLAS

Clarence A, Guittard
Ted M. Akin
Bil} 4. Stephens
Jon Sparting
5John C. Vance
James K. Allen
Warren Whitham
Patrick C. Gulllot
7James 8. Zimmerman
Annette Stewart
88ob Maloney
Joseph A. Devany
Charles Ben Howell
Pat McClung
John. L. McCraw, Jr.
mR. T. Scales
Cynthla Hotlingsworth
Assligned Justices

Criginal Opinions *Opinlons Opinifons **Per TJOTAL
Oplnions Concurring Dissenting Refusing Granting Dismissina Other Curiam PER
_glﬂe.l:l?s Opinions Opinlons Rehearing Rehearing Appeal Oplinions Opinions JUSTICE
74 0 4 2 0 3 0 33 116
79 1 [ 1 0 4 [} 33 118
72 2 1 3 o 3 0 33 114
84 [ 1 (] 0 4 0 33 122
69 1} 0 [+} 0 1 0 32 102
76 3 1 1 0 1 [ 32 114
72 4 6 1 0 3 [} 32 118
82 0 5 2 0 0 0 32 121
79 0 5 1 1] 4 o 32 121
17 0 4] 0 o o 0 0 17
57 0 4 0 4 ] 3 4 72
16 0 2 ] 0 o i 0 19
78 2 5 0 1 ! 0 3 S0
43 2 1 1 2 0 1 3 53
34 0 0 0 0 1 0 5 40
48 0 1 2 1 1 3 5 61
48 1] 0 1 3 1 2 3 57
0 0 0 o 0 0 0 ¢ 0
7 0 4] 0 4] 0 0 ) 7
48 0 o [} [} 0 0 3 5
51 1 o 1 [¢] 4] 2 56 m
40 1 [ 2 0 o 3 53 99
36 1 1 ] 0 1 2 53 94
29 2 6 1 1 2 2 55 98
27 2 1 2 0 0 2 54 88
28 1 1 1 0 0 2 56 89
4 [ 0 1 0 o o o 5
30 17 7 1 0 0 1 46 102
37 1 2 0 3 [¢] 1 39 83
5t 4 1 1 1 ] 1 21 50
68 6 7 ] 0 3 0 28 112
57 2 2 1 1 2 t 42 108
63 0 6 1 1 0 1 28 100
53 0 6 0 0 ] 1 38 98
3 1] (] 2 1 2 1 1 38
32 [ 0 1 0 2 8 23 66
75 3 2 3 1 [} 1 16 101
69 2 2 3 0 o /] 12 88
16 0 ] 0 0 0 1] 5 21
70 0 0 1 1] 0 1) 17 88
18 0 o o 0 0 0 9 27
58 10 [ 1 2 38 0 14 123
57 1 [ 1 )] 0 [+] 19 79
16 0 1 o 0 o 0 & 23
29 [} 1 0 1 [\ 0 14 45
n 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 35
55 1 2 2 2 (1] 1 19 82
67 25 18 0 0 0 0 3 13
52 0 2 2 0 o 0 29 85
32 2 2 1 0 1 t 6 45
24 0 2 0 [ 4] 0 10 36
19 0 o 0 0 1 3 13 3
23 1 2 1 1 0 0 5 33

TOTAL
PER

COURT

1,063

584

1

1,126




SIXTH, TEXARKANA
William J. Cornallus 57 [ 1 4 0 6 16 16 100
Charles Blell 57 2 ] 2 0 7 0 14 82
;Ben Z. Grant 71 2 1 5 2 4 7 13 10
Assigned Justices 2 4] ] 2 0 1 0 10 15 307
SEVENTH, AMAR!LLO
Charies L. Reynoids 59 0 0 1 ] 2 0 72 134
Cariton B. Dodson 30 2 [} 6 0 1 0 21 80
Richard N. Countlss 51 3 1 3 0 0 2 28 88
‘John T. Boyd 81 Q 2 5 2 1 0 20 111
Assianed Justices 1 0 0 0 [ 0 0 0 1 414
£ 1GHTH, EL PASO
‘];S*ephen F. Preslar 46 [ 2 0 0 4 0 9 61
1 William E. Ward 26 0 Q o 0 1 0 4 31
lax N. Osborn 64 0 [ 0 0 1 1 3 79
Coarles K. Schulte 68 0 0 0 [ 0 1 9 78
Albert Almendariz, Sr. 3 0 2 0 0 0 ] [} 7
Lawrence L. Fuller 4 L] o o 0 1] o 2 6 262
NINTH, BEAUMONT
Martin Bles, Jr. 3 2 1 0 o 2 5 34 83
Jack Brookshire 60 1 3 2 1 1 4 32 109
Don Burgess 101 9 11 1 0 11 35 169 361
TENTH, WACO,
Frank G. McDonald 76 0 Q 2 1 14 2 1 96
Yle Hall 57 o 0 1 1 3 2 0 74
]Bob L. Thomas 46 2 4 3 2 12 1 0 70
Assigned Justices 19 0 0 a 1 0 3] o 20 260
ELEVENTH, EASTLAND
Austin McCloud 69 0 ] 1 1] 1 1 21 93
Raleigh Brown 77 0 1 2 0 Q 1] 19 99
Bob Dlickenson 56 1] 2 o [} 1 1 29 89 281
TWELFTH, TYLER
J. W. Summers 51 0 o 1 1 o ] 40 93
Paul S. Colley 58 1 Q 2 [} 1 0 38 100
J. WM. (BiT1) Bass, Jr. 37 [} 1 [} 2 38 79 272
THIRTEENTH, CORPUS CHRISTI
Paul W. Nye 91 6 5 6 [} 0 2 23 133
Norman L. Utter 15 1 1 1 2 2 2 23 107
Noah Kannedy 78 ] 2 2 1] 3 0 23 108
Robert J. Seerden 89 ¢ 3 5 1 0 1 22 121
Fortunato P. (Pete) Benavides n 0 1 1 1 [ 0 24 98
4. Bonner .Dorsey 69 4 2 3 0 0 0 23 101
‘Asslgnsd Justices 0 0 o 0 0 0 1 1] 1 669
FOURTEENTH, HOUSTON
Jo Curtiss Brown 64 0 0 1 0 ] 2 50 17
Paul Presstier 54 o 3 ] 5 1] 0 42 104
William E, Junell 49 [+] 0 (1] 0 1 ) 44 94.
Paul C. Murphy 51 [ 4 0 7 1 0 a6 109
Sam Robertson 51 1 2 [y 2 4 0 49 109
Ross A. Sears 47 3 12 1 1 2 0 45 1t
BI14 Cannon 56 3} 1 0 0 1 ] 48 106
Joe L. Draughn 59 4 6 0 3 1 0 39 12
George T. Ellls 50 3 3 0 0 o 0 42 S8 860
TOTALS 4,773 143 196 109 60 174 13 2,173 7,741 7,747
*0rdinerily, these are comparable to an original opinion on the 2, Resigned off. 6~86. 9. Appointed 1-86.
fuat merits. 3. Retired 6~B6. Wrote additional oplnions as an assigned judge. 10. Appointed eff. 2-86.
e *4The Fort Worth and Waco Courts of Appeals include |n ‘this cate- 4. Appointed eff. 6~86. 11. Retired 7-86,
b | gory only actual opinions disposing of the case under con- 5. Reslgned eff. 1-86. 12. Dled 2~28-86.
sideration. 6. Appointed eff. 8-85, Resigned eff. 12-85. 13. Appointed chief justice eff. 7~18-86,
1. Retired appellate justlices appointed by the Chlef Justlice of 7. Appolinted eff. 12-85. 14. Appointed eff. 7-86.

the Supreme Court 8. Resigned eff. 2-86. 15. Appointed off. 9-86.
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COURTS OF APPEALS
Activity for the Year Ending August 31, 1986
(Continued)

COUNTIES FROM WHICH CASES WERE APPEALED TO A COURT OF APPEALS DURING FISCAL YEAR 1986

COUNTY Civik CRIMINAL JOTAL COUNTY CIVIL CRIMINAL I0TAL
Harris 589 1009 1598 Bee 4 11 15
Dal las 486 672 1158 Matagorda 13 2 15
Tarrant 182 192 374 Bastrop 4 10 14
Bexar 206 154 360 Navarro 8 6 14
Travls 156 124 280 Comal 2 11 13
El Paso 62 151 213 Harr!ison 10 3 13
Nueces 81 108 189 HopkIns 2 " 13
Cameron 52 74 126 Parker 6 7 13
Bell 25 94 119 Randal | 8 5 13
Jefferson 48 66 114 Tom Green 3 10 13
Gal veston 46 54 1C0 Cherckee 8 4 12
Lubbock 32 66 98 Comanche 7 5 12
McLennan 25 61 86 Ellls 2 10 12
Smith 34 47 81 Hardin 8 4 12
Gregg 20 57 77 Jasper 7 5 12
Brazos 16 54 73 Live Oak 5 7 12
Ector 35 36 71 Maverick 10 2 12
Taylor 19 52 71 MedIna 10 2 12.
Collin 30 33 63 Scurry 2 10 12
Denton 33 26 59 Austln 7 4 11
Potter 13 46 59 Cooke 6 5 1
Fort Bend 23 33 56 Jackson 3 8 11
Hidalgo 29 27 56 Panola 7 4 11
Grayson 17 38 55 Rusk 8 3 11
Webb 33 19 52 Tyier 2 9 11
Brazoria 25 25 50 Atascosa 1 9 10
Midland 20 21 41 Lampasas 4 6 10
Montgomery 13 24 37 Leon 8 2 10
Caldwell 5 28 33 Red River 4 6 10
Wichlta 22 9 31 Uvalde 10 10
Wil lamson 16 15 31 Waller 3 7 10
Johnson 12 16 28 Wilson 10 10
Guadalupe 5 22 27 Wise 2 8 10
Palo Plinto 3 24 27 Angel Ina 6 3 9
San Patriclo 12 15 27 Brown 5 4 9
Anderson 20 6 26 Burleson 5 4 9
Hood 6 {9 25 HI 1] 3 6 9
Kerr 8 16 24 Hock | ey 3 6 9
Orange 18 6 24 Madison 9 9
Bowle 14 9 23 Milem 4 5 9
Hunt 8 14 22 Pecos 6 3 9
Walker 10 12 22 Refuglo 3 6 9
Victorlia 11 10 21 Robertson 4 5 9
Hale 6 14 20 Shelby 5 4 g
Jim Wells 9 10 19 Starr 4 5 9
Nacogdoches 8 1" 9 Wharton 8 1 9
Henderson 9 9 18 - Colorado 4 4 8
Houston 9 9 18 Freestone 5 3 8
Eastiand 8 9 17 Gray 4 4 8
Kaufman 10 7 17 Young 4 4 8
‘Lamar 2 - 15 17 N Calhoun 5 2 7
Val Verde 7 10 17 Glilesple 3 4 7
Yan Zandt 8 9 17 Kimble 1 6 7
Erath 4 12 16 Kleberg 3 4 7
Hays 7 9 16 LImestone 4 3 7
Liberty 9 7 16 Ochlltree 5 2 7
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COURTS OF APPEALS
Activity for the Year Ending August 31, 1986
(Continued)

COUNTIES FROM WHICH CASES WERE APPEALED TO ‘A COURT OF APPEALS DURING FISCAL YEAR 1986

COUNTY

Polk
Stephens
Burnet
Dallam
Dimmtt
Duval
Gonzales
Grimes
Howard
Hutchinson
Jones
Montague
Moore
Nolan
Terry
Zavala
Brooks
Cal lahan
Castro
Chlldress
Coryel |
Deaf Smith
Hamti I ton
Lavaca
Lee
Ralns
Upton
Wood
Aransas
Cass
Chambers
Crockett
Dawson
DeW 1+t
Falls
Fannln
Fayette
Gol tad
Jack
Kinney
Llano
McCul loch
Mltchell
Titus
Upshur
Ward
Zapata
Bosque
Camp
Cochran
Floyd.
Franki In
Galnes
Kendal |
L.amb
Lipscomb

CIVIL CRIMINAL TOTAL
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COUNTY.

Morris
Real
Rockwal |
San Jaclnto
Washington
Wheel er
Willacy
Winkler
Andrews
Balley
Brewster
Carson
Clay

Col eman
Crosby
Donley
Frio

Hall
Hartley
Jeff Davis
Knox

McMul len
Mi ks

Ol dham
Parmer
Presidio
Reagan

San Augustine
SterlIng
Swlsher
Archer
Bandera
Coke

Crane
Foard
Hansford
Hardeman
Haskel |
Hudspeth
Irton

Jim Hogg
Karnes
Kenedy
l.aSalle
Menard
Newton
Reeves
Sablne

San Saba
Schlelcher
Shackel ford
Somervel |
Sutton
Throckmor+ton
Trinity
Wilbarger

CIVIL CRIMINAL JOTAL
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ADMINISTRATIVE JUDICIAL REGIONS
AND
JUDICIAL DISTRICTS
September 1, 1986
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DISTRICT COURTS
Analysis of Activity for the Year Ending August 31, 1986

On September 1, 1985, three new diatrict
courts were created as a result of legislation
passed in 1983 and 1985, making a total of 374
district courts in the state during the year.

The district courts experienced a 2.2 perxcent
decrease in new cases filed during the reporting
year, down to 474,133 from 484,834 in 1985. While
the number of new criminal cases filed increased
15.5 percent above 1985, civil cases decreased 7.1
percent and juvenile cases decreased 2.2 percent.

+-Civil cases accounted for 72.7 percent of all
new cases filed during the fiscal year. The
largest segment of civil cases filed (36.2 percent
of new eivil filings) were divorce actions. 0f
the civil cases filed, damages and personal injury
cases (including worker's compensation) comprised
13.3 percent, tax cases comprised 11.3 percent,
and disputes over debts comprised 15.5 percent.

Juvenlle cases (Title 3 of the Texas Family
Code) accounted for 2.2 percent of the total cases
filed in the district courts.

Criminal cases constituted 25.1 percent of the
total new cases filed during the year ending
August 31, 1986. Of the criminal cases, 17.4 per—

cent Iinvolved a charge of theft (including auto
theft), 20.4 percent burglary, 5.9 percent rob-
bery, 1.5 percent homicide (including capital
murder), 5.0 percent sexual assault (including
sexual assault of a child and of an adult), 3.4
percent felony DWI and 18.4 percent drug offenses.
About' 3.7 percent of the new filings were mis-
demeanor cases. About 11 percent of the criminal
cases filed in the district court were by infor—
mation, the remainder were by indictment.

Urban Filings Increase

The number of all categories of cases filed in
the ten Texas counties with populations over
210,000 increased 1.8 percent for state fiscal
year 1986 over the number of filings during 1985.
In all other counties; the number of cases filed
decreased 2.8 percent. These ten large—population
counties (Harris, Dallas, Bexar, Tarrant, El Paso,
Travis, Hidalgo, Nueces, Jefferson, and Lubbock)
had approximately 54 percent of the State's popu-
lation and 58 percent of the total cases filed
during the fiscal year.

Figure 7.

DISTRICT COURT ACTIVITY
Causss filed, disposed and pending calendar year 1976 through fiscal year 1986

850,000

625,000

600,000

575,000

550,000

525,000

500,000

475,000

NUMBER OF CAUSES

450,000
425,000
400,000

Causes Added
Causes Disposed v
Causes Pending [}

* Activity shown for State Fiscal Year 1986 includes for the first time show cause
motions .in civil activity, deferred adjudications and shock probations in criminal
activity, and motions to revoke probation -in criminal and juvenile activity.

** 1984 and following are fiscal years; all previous are-calendar years.
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Figure 8.

DISTRICT COURTS
Categories of new cases filed, year ending August 31, 1986

Criminal
25.1%

Juvenile L
2.2% i ¥

CRIMINAL CASES
(detailed)

Robbery
5.9%

All Thefts
17.4%

" Other
Criminal |
24.3%

Burglary A
20.4% §

/q % Misdemeanors

1.5% 59%

ALL NEW CASES FILED

Personal
injury
13.3%

CIVIL CASES
(detailed)

Other Famiiy

8.1% &

Tax

Other Civil
12.7%

Reciprocals
2.9%

Total case filings decreased in the counties
of Harris (13.2 percent); Jefferson (3.3 percent),
and E1 Paso (0.6 percent). Increases in total
filings occurred in the counties of Travis (7.6
percent), Bexar (6.5 percent),
percent), Nueces (4.5  percent), Lubbock (4.6
percent), Hidalgo (3.9 percent), and Dallas (2.8
percent).

New Criminal Filings Increase

New filings in criminal cases increased 20.4
percent in the ten urban counties during fiscal
year 1986 as compared to 1985. This compares to
- an increase of 9.1 percent in criminal filings for
all other counties of the State. Criminal filings
increased in nine of the ten urban counties:
Jefferson County  (37.7 percent), Nueces County
(37.5 percent),; Lubbock County (35.3 percent),
Bexar County (25.0 percent), Tarrant County (22.3
percent), Harris (17.5 percent), Travis (16.0 per-
cent), and Dallas (2.5 percent). Criminal cases
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Tarrant (5.7 -

filed decreased only in El Paso (3.2 percent).

 Civil case filings declined 7.6 percent in the
most populous counties, and 6.1 percent in the
remaining - counties - of ~the. State. Counties
reporting declines in civil filings were: Harris
(21.2 percent), Jefferson (1l1.1 percent), Dallas
(%.5 percent), Lubbock (3.6 percent) and Nueces
(0.5 percent). Counties reporting increases in
civil filings were Travis (5.4 percent), Hidalgo
(4.0 percent}, Bexar (3.5 percent), and Tarrant
(1.0 percent). = El1 Paso reported no significant
change. .

Percent of Dispositions Increases

During the fiscal year ending August 31, 1986,
the district courts of the State disposed of 50.1
percent of the total cases on their dockets (added
during the year or carried over from the previous
year)—-compared - to .42.3 in 1985. The district
courts in the ten countlies with populations over '
210,000 disposed of 51.9 percent. In all other
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counties of the State, 47.8 percent were disposed
statewide, 55.5 percent of the criminal cases and
45.9 percent of the civil cases on the dockets
were disposed of during the year.

In the ten urban counties the disposition rate
of criminal cases averaged 60.5 percent, ranging
from 70.0 percent in Dallas County to 43.9 percent
in Travis County. The disposition rate of crimi-
nal cases in counties under 210,000 averaged 55.5
percent of those on the docket.

Comparable figures for civil cases show an av=
erage disposition rate of 49.8 percent in the ten
urban counties and 45.9 percent in the rest of the
State. The range in the ten urban counties was
from 71.0 percent in Jefferson County to 40.4 per-
cent in El Paso County.

4n average of 1,625 causes per judge were dis-
posed of during the year. These dispositions
include new items counted for the first time this
fiscal year. Civil dispositions now include show
cause motions disposed in family law cases.
Criminal dispositions imclude the-e cases where
the defendant i1s placed on deferred adjudiation,
where motions to revoke probation are disposed,
and where the defendant is placed on shock
probation. Juverile dispositions mnow include
motions to revoke disposed.

0f all civil cases, 28.4 percent were disposed
of by non—jury trials. (Approximately 66 percent
of these non-jury trials were in divorce cases.)
0f the c¢ivil cases disposed, 10.9 percent were
family law (show cause) dispositiomns. 22.5 per-
cent were dismissed for want of prosecutiomn, and
14.1 percent were dismissed at the request of the
plaintiff.

The defendant entered a plea of guilty in 45.1
percent of the ¢riminal cases disposed. Including
these pleas, the defendant was convicted in 47.9
percent of the cases and acquitted in one percent.
Ten percent of the criminal dispositions were
where the defendant was ~placed on deferred
adjudication. Approximately 21 percent of the
criminal cases were disposed of by dismissal. Of
those cases dismissed, 13.3 percent were because
of insufficient evidence, 13.8 . percent were
because the case was refiled, and 27.5 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 ver-
dicts; the defendant was found guilty in 83.2 per-
cent of the cases and was acquitted In 16.8 per-
cent. In trials before the judge alone on not-
guilty pleas, convictions resulted-in 59.6 percent
of the cases and zcquittals in 40.4 percent. The
defendant was convicted of a lesser offemse than
that originally filed in 12.8 percent of the cases
resulting in convictions.

Among the criminal cases, the highest rate for
disposition by conviction was the category. of
felony driving while intoxicated (DWI) with 64.1
percent by convictions. '  The highest rate of
disposition by dismissal was of cases of sexual
assault of an adult (34.0 percent).  The lowest
rate of dismissal was for felony DWI (10.5
percent).

In previous years deferred adjudications were
carried on the pending docket and counted as
dismissals 1f the defendant = completed the
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prescribed time period without incident.
Beginning this fisecal year, placing defendants on
deferred adjudication is a separate category of
disposition. Of the categories of cases where
the defendant was placed on deferred adjudication,
drug possession was the highest with 15.1 percent
and felony DWI the lowest with 1.2 percent.
Motions to revoke disposed, another new cate-
gory, accounted for 15.6 percent of dispositions.

Death Sentences Imposed

Thirty-five death sentences (compared to 32 in
1985) and 378 life sentences were assessed in the
district courts during the year ending August 31,
1986. Of the criminal cases disposed by the
district courts of Texas, 36.1 percent were
disposed of in a period of less than two months
from the date of indictment or information, 13.6
percent took two to three months, 10.3 percent
took three to four months, and 40.0 percent took
over four months.

0f the juvenile cases handled by the district
courts, a finding of delinquent conduct or conduct
indicating a need for supervision (CINS) was
entered in 59.8 percent of the cases disposed.
The Juvenile was found not to have engaged in the
proscribed conduct in 1.4 percent.

District courts handled 2.1 percent less
divorce actions during 1986 than during 1985.
During the fiscal year, 139,265 divorce cases were
disposed o0f--30.6 percent of all ecivil (non-—
juvenile) cases handled by district courts. Some
23.7 percent of divorce cases were dismissed.

Tax cases tend to stay on the docket for long
pexiods of time c¢ompared to .other categories of
cases. This fiscal year, 35.3 percent of the tax
cases filed during the year or carried over from
the previous year were disposed of by the district
courts as opposed to 19.6 percent in fiscal year
1985. . Over 77 percent of tax case dispositions
were either dismissed for want of prosecution or
by the plaintiff.

District courts disposed of 14.2 percent more
personal injury-type cases during 1986 than during
1985. More than 30 percent of the personal
injury-type cases ended in agreed judgments, and
21.4 percent were dismissed by the plaintiff.

Of the 455,849 civil dispositions during the
year ending August 31, 1986, the courts disposed
of 24.6 percent of the cases in under three
months, 15.9 percent in three to six months, 17.1
percent in six to twelve months, 10.1 percent in
12 to 18 wmonths, and 32.2 percent took over 18
months.

The  total number of cases  pending in the

~district courts on August 31, 1986——-605,556—~was

5.4 percent less than the 639,848 pending on
September 1,  1985. New categories have been
included in the civil pending figures. Family
matters other than diverces or reciprocals were
added (42,485 cases pending August 31, 1986).
Including these cases, civil cases ' pending
decreased by 7.1 percent. )

Criminal cases pending increased 3.1 percent.
New categories were added: deferred adjudications
are now counted as dispositive as are motions to
revoke probation {(granted or denied) and place-
ments on shock probation.



DISTRICT COURTS
Total of Reported Activity for Year Ending August 31, 1986

CRIMINAL, CIVIL & JUVENILE CASES
(100% of Counties Reporting)

AVERAGES
__ToTALs PER JUDGE!
CAUSES PENDING SEPTEMBER 1, 1985. & o a a « s o o « s » ~ o » 631,221 1,688
CAUSES ADDED DURING YEAR:
New Cases Filed « o « « o » « s o o« » o« & o » « 474,133 1,268
*Show Cause Motions Filed & 4 o a s ~ o a n o o 62,627 167
*Mofions +o Revoke Probation Filed . « o « o & & 30,979 83
Other Causes Added . o &« o o o a a o n » a » o 14,163 __ 38
TOTAL CAUSES ADDED DURING YEAR « 4w o = o » o » » o o 981,902 1,556
CAUSFS DISPOSED OF DURING YEAR:
Jury Trials (including Directed Verdicts) . . . 8,536 23
Mon-jury Trials (excluding Guilty Pleas or
Nolo Contendere) « o w« « o o ¢ o s o = » a o 138,566 370
Guilty Pleas or Nolo Contendere (Criminal,
Non=Jury). o n o « « » « s « s o a a » a o o 62,361 167
*Mo+ions 1o Revoke Probation Disposed (Criminal
and Juvenile only) "« v a e ¢ 4 a n s s . . 22,982 61
*Placed on Deferred Adjudication
(Criminal only) a o o« o o « a 2.6 6 a'a n = 14,171 38
*Placed on Shock Probation (Criminal only) + . . 2,253 6
Transférs on Change of Venue. o « « « o s o o = 3,411 9
Transfers to County Court (Criminal only) . . . 1,214 3
¥Show Cause Motions Disposed (Civil only), . « . 49,824 133
Default Judgments (Civil only)e o o « o o s = » 33,345 89
Agreed Judgments (Civil only) o« o o &« & o o & & 39,342 105
Comp lete Summary Judgments (Civil only) . . . « 6,600 18
DiSmISSalSs o o4 @ e m o 2 a o » 5 a o o~ na o 199,367 533
*¥0ther DisposITions '« » o o s a a s a s o o » « _25,599 : 68
TOTAL DISPOSITIONS DURING YEAR . v o o s o s o » » » 607,571 1,625
CASES PENDING AUGUST 31, 19864 « o v = o a « = o s « » = « « 605,552 1,619

1Averages based on 374 judges
*These items are Included for the flrst time in Fiscal Year 1986.
*¥ ncludes both criminal and civil for the first time In Fiscal Year 1986.
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DISTRICT COURTACTIVITY
Statewide Summary of Reported Activity for Year Ending August 31, 1986
(Criminal)

CRIMINAL DOCKET

Murder. Assit Sex  Sex Drug
Cap- Or Yol Or Asslt Assit Sale Drug ALl
ita)  Mapsi-< Attmpt Of of Auto or Posse- Felony Other Misde=

Murder aughtr Murder Adult Chifd Robbery Burg Thett Thoft Arson Manut sslon D.W.is Felony meanors — TOTAL

CAUSES ON DOCKET;

Causes Pending 9-1-85 360 1978 5221 1137 2818 3573 12672 18097 3788 546 5346 . 7246 2010 14714 6243 86649
Cases Fifed by Indictment 248 1546 7048 1606 4129 6607 21202 13412 5376 651 7511 12765 3708 18996 1052 105857
Cases Filed by Information 3 46 410 46 217 391 3015 1221 752 48 468 © 1138 290 1725 337 13141

CAUSES REACHING DOCKET ;

Motlons to Revoke Filed 1 158 1409 206 459 1066 8531 4469 1924 185 1659 - 2886 1225 4675 374 29227
Shock Probation from TIC 2 22 123 21 127 165 621 207 69 14 313 225 76 308 2293
Transter Other Countles 8 16 5 5 10 10 14 7 2 1 9 1 32 15 135
Other Causes. Added n 46 64 21 39 27 150 79 24 12 37 60 27 184 872 1653

TOTAL CAUSES ON DOCKET 633 3812 14280 3042 7799 11839 46205 37492 11935 1457 15334 24329 8237 40634 11927 238955

DISPOSITIONS &

Convictlons:
Guitty Plea ~ No Jury 45 602 3287 633 117 3755 14986 6808 3681 312 4578 6757 3103 9981 2056 62361
Not Guilty Plea = No Jury 1 46 58 18 52 64 182 8t 41 7 41 109 25 126 21 942
Gulity Plea ~ Jury Verdiet 3 31 41 1 42 75 03 22 12 6 40 34 13} 44 6 481
Not Gulity Plea = Jury Yer 73 342 256 158 225 398 442 147 61 12 190 137 37 392 t4 2884
Total Convictions 122 1021 3642 820 2096 4292 15713 7058 3795 337 4849 7037 3176 10543 2167 66668
Placed On Deferred Adjudjcation 46 829 89 453 368 3058 2399 . 708 74 885 2154 61 2981 68 14174

Acquittals:
Non-jury Trilals 1 20 n 7 32 40 96 125 31 4 N 68 12 118 3 639
Jury Verdicts 1 42 o1 42 87 40 108 37 17 9 14 38 5 70 1 612
birected Yerdlcts 2 3 1 3 5 14 9 1 1 2 " 14 66
Total Acquittals z 64 175 50 122 85 218 171 49 14 21 117 17 202 4 1317

Dismissals:
Insufficlent Evidence 2 53 251 73 144 205 594 £98 209 40 167 529 66 652 195 878
Def Convicted Other Case 22 69 628 17 422 483 1787 998 338 62 553 625 124 1685 124 8037
Speedy Trial Act Limlts 6 48 5 14 19 86 146 14 5 36 n 34 98 10 592
Case Reflled 32 140 342 126 180 400 635. 537 140 42 194 317 15 842 22 4024
Defendant Unapprehended 7 49 10 16 17 102 623 94 9 &7 61 27 218 7 1307
Def Granted Immunity 1 1 3 1 2 2 12 8 1 3 ¥ 10 1 52
Other Dismissals 13 169 1648 255 553 541 1523 2246 548 90 422 878 198~ 2130 700 11314
Total Dismissals 70 445 2369 -5T7 1331 1667 4739 5256 1344 248 1442 2488 E 5635 1059 29204
Change of Yenue Transfers 8 14 21 7 8 (B] 24 13 1 1 1 3 2 43 26 183
Transfers to County Court 1 40 5 5 25 43 1 28 19 20 123 904 1214
Placed on Shock Probation 1 21 126 24 128 161 600 200 2l 13 297 218 77 307 9 2253
Motion fo Revoke Granted 1 56 612 84 220 576 . 4431 1825 980 81 742 1202 650 2179 168 13807
Motlon to Revoke Denied 32 411 50 150 299 2179 1366 475 62 466 815 334 1217 112 7968

All Other Dispostions 36 162 16 45 84 421 261 kAl 25 79 138 95 376 663 2480

TOTAL DISPOSITIONS 212 1736 8387 1727 4558 7548 31408 18592 7492 856 8816 14191 4956 23606 5180 139265
CAUSES PENDING 8-31-~86 421 2076 5893 1315 3244 4291 14797 18900 4443 601 6518 10138 3281 17028 6747 99690
UNAPFREHENDED CAUSES 30990
SENTENCING (NFORMAT ION:
Death Sentences - Cases 35 35
Life Sentences - Cases 33 99 19 3 12 13 35 9 ) ‘ 3 15 5 39 378
Lesser Offense Convictions 26 201 889 140 184 953 ~ 1820 1088 4713 41 464 505 223 1504 14 8525
ADDITIONAL COLRT ACTIVITY:
Jury Panels Examined 4258
Jury Sworn & Evd Presented 4325
Attorneys Appolnted 62205
60 Days 60 Days 91 Days Over 120
Or Less To 50 Days To- 120 Days Days . _TOTAL

AGE OF CAUSES DISPOSED 50251 18965 14363 55686 139265
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DISTRICT COURT ACTIVITY

Statewide Summary of Reported Activity for Year Ending August 31, 1986
(Civil, Juvenile) |

CI1¥Y1liL DOCKET
Injury injury
Oor Damagqe
Damage Other Al
Invol Than Othar
Motor Motor Horkers Fam!ly Other
Vechl Vechl Comp Tax Condemd Note Rec Divr Matter Clvi] TOTAL
CAUSES ON DOGKET!
Csuses Pending 9-1-85 34245 37137 12066 141297 t101 86431 17102 95245 33301 81489 539414
New Causes Flled 17459 19467 8752 38913 435 53489 10002 124788 27974 43303 344582
CAUSES REACHING DOCKET:
Show Causes Flled 62627 62627
Other Causes Added 482 830 157 171 18 2078 149 1399 1182 2544 9010
TOTAL ONDOCKET 52186 57434 20975 180381 1554 141998 27253 221432 125084 127336 955633
DISPOSITIONS:
Change of Vanue Transfers 132 298 156 94 664 414 486 523 422 3189
Detsult Judgments 674 693 92 6745 2 15012 129 5973 420 3605 33345
Aqreed Judgments 5608 4403 4353 7e3 120 4897 1233 10229 1999 5717 39342
Summary Judqments 187 505 79 108 3 2999 3t 1009 275 1404 6600
Judg Aftter Trlal/No Jury 1699 1700 1375 3511 183 4756 3263 85872 16561 10563 129484
Judg on Jury Verdict 589 782 430 7 i 540 1 437 159 743 3709
Direct Ver or JNOV 23 54 16 5 92 1 362 16 96 665
Dismlss/Want Prosecution 3895 4268 769 25876 101 17166 4773 26530 6115 12914 102407
DismlIssad by Plalntltf 4869 4598 691 23337 120 10616 1845 6460 2462 9167 64165
Show Causes Olsposed 49824 49824
Other DIsposltlions 1774 1978 709 3295 50 2574 982 1907 4245 5605 23119
TOTAL DISPOS)ITIONS 19450 19279 8671 63761 590 59316 12682 139265 82599 50236 455849
CAUSES PENDING 8-31-86 32736 38155 12304 116620 964 82682 14571 82167 42485 77100 499784
COURT JURY ACTIVITY:
Jury fee Pald/Oath 37973
Jury Panel Examlned 4334
Jury Sworn/Ev Bequn 4§79
3 Moaths Over 3 To Over 6 To Over .12 To Over: 18
Or Less 6 Months {12 Months 18 Months Months _TJOTAL
AGE OF CAUSES DISPOSED 112237 72576 78377 45654 147005 455849
JUVENILE DOCKET
CINS Deiln TOTAL CINS Delln JOTAL
CAUSES ON DOCKET: INFORMAT ION ON FINDINGS:
Causes Pending 9-1-85 853 4305 5158 Under Parental Care 263 5276 5539
New Petlt!lons Filed 700 9853 10553 Under Foster Care 36 15 1
Mot!on Revoke Flled 68 1684 1752 Resldentlal Faclilty 132 1329 1461
Other Causes Added 87 985 1072
Comml+ted to T.Y.C. i414 1414
TOTAL ON DOCKET 1708 16827 18535 Judgment wlith No Dlsp 10 108 118
DISPOSITIONS: TOTAL 37 8153 8590
Flnd Dalln Cond/CINS
Trlals by Judge 402 6948 7350 OTHER JUV CT ACTIVITY:
Trials by Jury 5 93 98 Detentlon Hearlnas 519 14134 14653
FInd No Del Cond/CINS Hearlnag Mod!fy Ct Order 40 541 581
Trials by Judge 1519 151 Chlldren Cert Adult 134 134
Trlals by Jury 1 17 18 Attorneys Appolnted 388 6639 7027
Directed Verdlcts 1 2 3 :
Probatlon Revoked 6 811 817
Contlnue on Frobatlaon 24 366 390
Change of Yenue Trans 6 33 39
Dismliss & Other Dispos 251 3340 3591
TOTAL DISPOSITIONS 696 117671 12457
CAUSES PENDING 8-31-86 1012 5066 6078
OTHER PROCEEDI NGS
Post-Convlet Other Contempt, Extraditlon Bond
Writs Of Writs Of And Other Separately Forfelture
Habeas Corpus Habeas Corpus Docketed Procevdlinas Proceedings
PENDING 9-1-85 1595 1167 477 8576
Total Added 1871 3215 1622 6339
Total Dlsposed 1507 3026 1475 5334
PENDING 8~31-86 1965 1356 624 9581
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DISTRICT COURT ACTIVITY
Summary of Reported Activity for Year Ending August 31, 1986

(By County)

CivIit CAUSES CRININAL CAUSES JUYENTILE CAUSES TOTAL CAUSES

Panding Panding Panding Pend I ng Pending Pandlng Panding Pending
COUNTY 9-1-85  Added Disposed B-31-86 9-1-85  Added Disposed B-31-86 9-1-85  Added Disposed B~31-86 9-1-85  Added Disposed B~31-86
Anderson 1,446 499 687 1,256 286 455 327 414 14 33 24 23 1,746 987 1,038 1,695
Androws 521 487 424 564 118 142 124 136 0 [ 0 Q 639 629 548 720
Angellne 3,562 1,53 1,751 3,350 517 662 1,006 173 17 83 100 0 4,096 2,284 2,857 3,523
Aransas 365 335 361 339 31 248 184 95 t 7 6 2 397 590 551 436
Archer 142 243 212 173 17 52 42 27 ! 2 3 0 160 297 257 200
Armstrong 22 22 20 24 t 7 3 5 0 0 0 [ 23 29 23 29
Atascosa 471 %07 487 491 255 309 372 192 15 17 24 8 741 833 883 691
Austin 540 422 318 644 7 142 140 73 0 0 [} 0 611 564 438 M7
Bafley 254 208 252 210 1" 12 53 30 [ 0 0 0 265 200 305 240
Bandera 290 214 231 213 52 53 40 65 0 (] [ [ 342 267 2n 338
Bostrop 1,468 635 788 1,315 262 215 221 316 21 39 38 21 1,751 949 1,048 1,652
Baylor 112 162 191 a3 49 299 109 239 1 5 1 162 466 305 323
Boo 1,102 490 653 939 64 155 172 47 0 65 65 0 1, 166 ne 890 986
Boll 3,956 4,813 5,250 3,519 1,047 1,350 1,116 1,282 36 124 116 44 5,039 6,208 6,482 4,845
Boxar 45,038 30,236 39,025 36,249 4,235 6,933 6,415 4,753 466 - 1,165 1,171 460 49,739 39,334  46,6%] 41,462
Blarco 143 95 7 167 46 37 38 45 0 1 1 0 189 133 1o 212
Barden 37 23 23 37 8 5 9 4 [ 0 0 [} 45 28 32 a1
Basque 161 266 215 172 70 165 147 88 0 t 0 1 251 432 422 261
Bowle 3,267 2,897 2,379 3,785 84t 1,124 4,154 811 15 2t 27 5 4,123 4,042 3,560 4,605
Brazorla 5,184 4,733 4,786 5,131 532 t,212 1,04t 703 0 [} 0 [ 5,716 . 5,945 5,827 5,834
Brazos 2,114 2,378 2,003 2,487 393 983 863 513 0 0 0 [} 2,507 3,361 2,868 3,000
Srewster 150 124 151 123 25 59 47 n ] 0 0 [ 175 183 198 160
Brlscoe 53 23 26 50 14 16 19 1 [ [ 0 0 67 39 45 61
Brooks 178 291 195 274 59 124 97 86 0 [ o [ 237 415 292
Brown 954 520 788 1,086 209 429 250 388 0 [ 0 [ 1,163 . 1,349 1,038 1,474
Burleson 887 326 265 928 6 209 134 81 0 [ [ [ 893 535 419 1,009
Burnet 6 725 &17 792 209 220 196 233 10 19 18 1 903 954 631 2036
Caldwell 398 424 391 431 137 223 217 143 26 35 38 23 569 682 646 597
Calhoun 476 350 524 302 136 144 162 118 [ [ [} 0 612 494 686 420
Caliahan 418 327 351 415 4 67 64 4 5 4 4 5 465 398 399 464
Cameron 19,440 © 6,016 19,938 5,518 1,526 1,721 1,902 1,345 91 183 195 79 21,057 7,920 22,035 6,942
Comp 837 255 435 657 82 24 €0 46 3 2 2 3 281 497 706
Carson 183 258 304 137 27 &6 59 34 0 0 [ 210 324 363 171
Cass 497 635 591 56} 458 360 476 342 1 1 1 1 956 1,016 1,068 904
Castro 17 115 13 119 67 53 57 63 [ [} 0 0 184 168 170 182
Chembers 528 506 547 487 357 328 250 435 13 0 0 13 898 834 791 935
Chorokee 1,303 984 987 1,300 216 323 258 301 20 58 51 27 1,599 1,365 1,336 1,628
Childross 170 121 106 185 32 50 57 25 4 7 6 ] 202 78 169 211
Clay 163 240 221 182 46 68 84 30 10 3 8 5 219 3n 313 217
Cochran 198 67 128 137 10 24 21 13 0 0 [} 0 208 91 149 150
Cake 41 63 52 52 5 3 3 7 t 0 1 [ 47 76 64 5
Col eman 265 229 259 235 62 37 42 57 0 0 0 0 327 266 301 292
Cotlin 2,372 3,718 3,455 2,635 461 1,483 |, 168 176 60 77 67 70 2,893 5,278 4,690 3,481
coll l:ﬂsmr?h 33 115 52 94 11 28 15 24 4 0 0 0 143 6 8
Colorado 487 380 425 442 182 146 105 223 10 26 25 " 679 552 855 676
Comat 1,169 838 562 1,445 291 296 360 227 0 37 20 17 1,460 1,171 942 1,689
Comanche 210 300 320 191 57 155 153 59 0 0 0 0 456 473 250
Concho 3 50 47 74 19 16 16 2 0 0 2 52 106 66
Caoke. 1,513 1,054 1,132 1,435 137 288 193 232 [ 0 0 0 1,650 - 1,342 1,325 1,667
Coryol | 472 983 990 465 201 264 300 165 62 38 at 20 5 1,286 1,371 650
Cottle 66 157 128 85 24 73 74 23 [ 3 3 0 90 233 215 108
Crane 109 167 86 130 37 31 24 44 0 0 0 0 146 138 110 174
Crockett 183 92 83 192 50 35 39 46 13 2 1 14 246 125 123 252
Crosby 383 89 8% 363 62 87 68 81 2 15 7 [+ 447 191 174 464
Cul berson 198 103 40 261 26 14 8 32 o [ [ 0 224 17 48 293
021l am 153 201 183 17 10 41 48 3 0 0 [ 0 242 174
Dallas 31,150 44,992 44,451 31,691 7,702 23,302 21,703 9,301 528 2,162 1,754 936 ¥9,380 . 70,456 67,908 41,928
Dawson 409 249 269 369 103 120 139 104 0 26 24 2 512 395
Doat Smlth 324 441 496 269 a n3 254 140 [ 6 6 [ 495 760 756 409
Delta 384 m 69 426 2t 38 [ 3 0 2 2 [ 405 131 17 439
Denton 15,429 4,501 4,646 11,284 536 804 73 7 0 0 [ [ 11,965 5,385  5,3% . 11,991
De Witt 334 318 289 360 9t 136 127 100 [ 0 [ [ 422 454 416 460
Dickens 404 29 39 394 1 18 17 12 0 0 0 [+ 415 47 56 406
Dimmit 218 279 242 255 30 41 a1 30 2 3 3 2 250 323 286 287
Donley 87 1ot 103 85 6 53 29 30 [ 0 [ 6 99 154 132 121
Duval 1,861 307 1,048 1,120 51 122 89 04 0 19 9 10 L9112 448 1,146 1,214
Eastland 1,318 603 415 1,506 423 832 705 550 15 | 1 15 1, 1,436 1,121 2,07
Ector 6,501 3,973 4,516 5,958 1,337 1,128 1,382 1,083 0 0 0 [ 7,838 5,101 , 888 »
Edwards 35 35 39 31 2 17 8 11 2 [ 7 t 39 58 54 43
Ellls 3,302 1,553 1,004 3,851 210 431 383 208 0 [ 0 (4 3,512 1,984 1,359 4,137
Ef Paso 18,064 12,569 11,943 18,690 2,933 3,884 3,567 3,250 53 732 753 32 21,050 17,185 16,263 21,972
Erath 910 553 706 757 64 183 186 [ 1] 4 0 0 974 ag2 ale
Falls 644 23) 312 563 560 213 538 235 14 15 9 20 1,218 459 859 818
Fannin 1,306 48t 667 1,120 33 97 8 47 0 0 [ 0 1,339 578 750 1,167
Fayette 647 318 478 487 84 87 18 93 28 15 1 38 35 420 557 618
Flsher 244 Ha 63 295 22 24 0 & 0 0 [ 0 266 138 93 3
Floyd 363 86 109 340 101 83 n 13 [ 0 0 0 464 169 180 453
Foord 73 36 30 23 9 16 16 2 0 [ 2 98 45 95 48
fort Bend 4,673 3,896  3,32) 5,248 %01 . 1,244 . 1,099 1,046 0 [ [ 0 5,574 5,140 - 4,420 6,294
Frankl [n 194 201 179 213 18 86 8 2] ] 4 2 " 218 264 245
Freestone 405 326 337 394 57 22t 191 87 8 12 17 3 470 559 945 484
Frio 269 362 229 502 362 247 296 13 4 8 11 t 535 617 536 616
Galnes - 437 293 258 432 72 63 0 1 5 [ 509 367 369 507
Galveston 8,945 4,662 5,250 8,387 695 1,442 1,429 708 1,323 417 323 1,417 10,963 - 6,551 - 7,002 10,512
Gara 251 80 98 233 59 3 I3 40 0 (] 0 0 10 123 160 273
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DISTRICT COURT ACTIVITY
Summary of Reported Activity for Year Ending August 31, 1986

(By County - Continued)

CYI¥1L CAUSES CRIMINAL CAUSES JUNENILE CAUSES TOTAL CAUSES

Pend ing Pending Pending Pendlng Pandfng Pendlng Pending Pending
COUNTY 9-1-85 Mded Disposed B-31-86 9~-1-85 Added Disrosed 8-31-86 9-1+85 Added Dlsposod 8-31-86 9-1-85 Added Dlsposed £-31-86
Glliesple 357 23 255 333 52 72 65 59 1] 0 0 [ 409 303 320 392
Glasscock 52 20 22 50 5 1 1 5 0 0 0 57 21 23 55
Gollad 110 110 97 123 28 109 44 93 Q 0 [ Q 138 219 141 218
Gonzalos 504 346 437 413 286 172 208 250 2 16 3 15 792 534 648 678
Greay 1,156 694 1,090 760 179 336 303 212 0 1 1 o 1,335 1,031 1,394 972
Grayson 4,395 3,006 3,099 4,302 660. 799 641 818 0 51 32 19 5,055 3,856 3712 5,139
Gregg 3,108 3,092 3,317 2,803 368 582 455 495 132 14 159 14 3,608 3,815 3,931 3,492
Gr Imes 758 450 399 809 296 202 209 289 2 13 0 5 1,056 665 618 1,102
Guadafups 1,309 1,050 1,023 1,336 232 32 293 251 12 41 48 5 1,353 1,403 1,364 1,59
Hale 1,428 575 1,067 936 143 405 340 208 30 39 49 20 1,601 1,019 1,456 1,164
Hall ¥ 1s 4 77 17 41 42 22 [} [ Q a 93 162 156 99
Hemiiton 93 182 195 80 3 68 68 3t 0 2 1 1 124 252 264 12
Hansford 232 124 202 154 48 45 25 68 1 0 ] 1 281 169 227 223
Hardeman 148 181 194 135 46 28 65 9 8 4 4 8 202 213 263 152
Hardln 883 1,031 993 921 227 29 384 134 31 49 45 35 1,144 1,37 1,422 1,090
Harrls 123,545 71,562 80,521 114,586 14,544 31,296 28,783 17,057 5t 2,792 2,537 666 138,600 105,650 111,941 132,309
Harrison 2;124 1,397 2,451 1,070 129 241 276 94 0 [ [} Q ,253 1,638 2,727 1,164
Hartley 62 34 &7 3 T ] 6 2 0 5 4 t 8 57 12
Haskel | 290 98 116 272 21 88 46 63 1 1 1 1 312 187 163 336
Hays 1,606 882 803 1,685 189 325 270 244 ] 0 [} ] 1,795 1,207 1,073 1,929
Hemphilt 409 109 85 433 [ 13 1" 8 2 5 6 1 417 127 102 442
Handerson 2,387 1,841 1,783 2,445 358 536 457 437 12 74 40 46 2,757 2,451 2,280 2,928
Hidaigo 4,496 3,511 A, 962 5,051 A3 1,405 1,244 1,290 57 317 214 160 5,684 7,239 6,422 6,%01
Hi1l 1,241 584 450 1,375 1,468 1,327 1,005 1,700 27 7 28 2,736 1,919 1,552 3,103
Hockley 846 692 736 802 66 123 115 74 o 0 Qo 0 92 851
Hood 861 662 71 652 86 280 287 79 0 [} [ 0 947 942 1,158
Hopkins 4N 672 549 1,534 83 360 332 1 3 19 17 3 1,497 1,051 898 1,650
Houston 1,046 432 279 1,199 161 248 209 196 2 25 16 1 1,209 70t 504 1,406
Howard 700 1,178 969 909 287 338 404 221 0 0 0 0 987 1,516 1,373 1,130
Hudspeth 197 118 36 279 52 39 23 68 [} 0 0 o 2489 157 59 347
Hunt 1,057 1,484 1,490 1,051 257 531 523 265 [} aQ 0 0 1,314 2,015 2,013 1;316
Hutchinson 847 729 629 947 166 304 305 165 22 17 18 21 1,035 1,050 952 1,133
irton 30 35 34 31t 2 8 2 8 0 1 0 1 32 44 36
Jack 455 189 157 487 21 60 60 21 13 2 0 23 489 2% 217 923
Jacksan 256 283 246 293 109 294 186 217 0 0 0 0 365 577 432 510
Jasper 1,164 834 994 1,004 70 219 215 74 9 15 14 10 1,243 1,068 1,223 1,088
Jott Davis 4 0 .39 28 3 10 4 9 0 0 0 Q 30
Jattferson 4,468 9,973 10,215 4,226 919 2,60 1,821 1,158 30 178 180 28 5,417 . 12,21} 12,216 5,412
Jlm Hogg 320 4 83 ™ 78 62 27 13 [} o 0 10 156
$im Wellts 2,059 1,453 110 2,402 144 446 393 197 [} 2 1 1 2,203 1,90 1,504 2,600
Johnson 3,440 1,961 2,654 2,747 409 560 727 242 [} [} 0 0 3,849 2,521 3,381 2,989
Jones 1,235 380 478 1,137 1,680 769 540 1,909 0 0 0 0 2,915 1,149 1,018 3,046
Karnes 262 201 209 254 159 126 179 105 1 25 5 16 428 352 404 376
Kautman 1,100 1,142 1,25 989 38 362 322 kil 0 o e o y, 138 1,504 1,515 1,067
Kendel | 303 220 218 305 70 64 3 61 0 0 [] 0 373 284 291 366
Kenedy 14 ” 49 42 0 141 91 50 [ 0 [ 0 14 218 140 92
Kent 45 31 45 31 9 8 8 0 ] 0 1 1] 46 39 54 31
Kerr 795 663 795 663 261 252 224 289 0 0 [} 0 1,056 915 1,019 952
Kinble 15% 105 %2 172 19 36 42 73 2 9 9 2 240 130 143 247
King 5 4 7 2 [ 38 4 34 0 0 0 ) a2 11 36
Kinney 39 42 54 27 & 8 11 3 ] 0 0 0 45 50 65 30
Kleberg 495 699 499 695 44 290 268 66 o, 0 0 0 539 989 767 751
Knox 141 108 142 107 33 206 109 130 1 7 8 0 175 321 259 237
{amar 1,343 1,088 1; 107 1,324 184 302 468 218 1 1 2 0 1,528 1,591 1,577 1,542
Lamb 348 307 92 % 93 78 94 8 L] o 8 435 400 370 483
Lampasas 217 265 308 174 90 66 92 64 ] 3 3 1 308 334 403 239
1a Safte 144 138 13 209 96 59 107 48 3 2 4 1 243 199 184 258
Lavaca 356 230 307 279 69 62 54 77 1" 5 " 5 436 297 372 361
{oe 1,082 439 337 1,164 82 198 109 m 0 14 14 0 1,164 651 480 1,335
Leon 409 313 365 357 144 80 52 169 13 1 0 24 563 404 417 550
Liberty 3,852 1,182 1,124 4,010 703 570 652 621 0 0 [} Q 4,655 1,752 1,776 4,641
Limestone 540 607 788 759 118 192 166 f44 3 3t 25 9 1,081 830 979, 912
Lipscomb 154 153 119 188 17 19 31 5 Q 0 0 0 1 172 150 193
Liva Oak 222 256 234 321 29 103 85 47 3 1 2 z 31 360 321 370
Liano 214 307 235 282 69 83 86 66 1} ] o Q 283 390 325 348
toving 13 5 u 7 (] 0 0 & 0 0 0 0 9 5 n 12
Lubbock 6,768 4,425 5,102 6,111 1,437 1,802 1,483 1,786 164 302 279 187 9,389 6,529 6,834 8,084
Lynn 377 13 115 393 24 38 39 23 0 10 J0 [ 1 19 164
HeCul toch 280 153 265 168 59 51 31 59 6 8 12 2 345 212 328 229
Helennan 6,470 4,619 4,017 7,072 417 1174 1,038 553 24 2n 224 7 8,91 5,010 5,279 7,642
#cHul len 30 17 24 23 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 30 18 25 23
Had | son 427 222 234 415 218 171 101 288 [ o 0 0 645 393 335 703
Morion 395 270 192 473 el 109 68 136 ] 3 5 4 495 382 265 613
Martin 177 70 63 104 04 29 69 64 0 [} 0. [ 281 929 132 248
Mason & 44 38 70 2 28 85 15 8 ) o 8 124 T2 103 95
Mategorda 1,615 1, 151 976 1,788 58 213 260 n 0 1] 0 0 1,673 1,424 1,238 1,859
Maverick 476 551 559 468 93 136 159 70 6 22 18 18 09 736 48
Modina 226 501 364 A6} 80 223 203 10% ] ] (1] 0 306 72% 567 464
Menard 74 30 46 58 24 9 15 18 1] 7 4 3 98 46 &5 78
Hidland 3,5 2,541 3,420 2,752 380 904 963 324 ] [} 1) Q 3,911 3,545 4,383 3,073
Milom 614 4717 505 586 253 237 292 198 15 2 18 18 882 735 815 802
Hilts &7 a7 72 82 15 22 23 14 [ 0 0 0 a2 109 95 96
Mitchal| 643 204 114 133 95 135 118 12 0 0 4 0 738 339 232 845
Mantague 562 51 41 532 65 128 120 73 i 17 9 19 638 656 670 624
Hontgonery 6,337 4,033 4,418 5,932 £68 1,307 1,198 5N 29 133 T4t 21 7.014 5,273 5,157 6,530
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DISTRICT COURT ACTIVITY

Summary of Reported Activity for Year Ending August 31, 1986
(By County - Continued)

CIlYIlL CAUSES CRIMINAL CAUSES JUYENILE CAUSES TOTAL CAUSES

Pendlng Pénd!ng Pendl ng Pondlnq Pendlinq Pend! ng Pendlng Pendlng
COUNTY 9-1-85 Added Dlsposed B8-31-86 9-1=-85 Addod Dlsposed 8-31-86 9-1-8% Added Disposed B8-31-85 9-1-85 Mded Disposed B-31-86
Moore 482 404 383 503 24 70 72 22 Q 0 0 a 506 474 455 523
Morris 476 443 358 561 55 89 69 7% 15 10 23 2 546 542 450 638
Motiey 44. n 13 42 13 8 17 4 0 0 0 0 57 19 30 46
Nacogdoches 1,888 882 954 1,816 37 598 529 434 6 27 29 4 2,281 1,509 1,512 2,274
Navarro 1,032 989 1,246 775 37 385 282 110 0 19 16 3 1,069 1,363 1,544 868
Newton 298 264 27 291 41 66 52 55 0 0 a 0 33 330 323 346
No{an 638 152 499 291 180 209 216 173 0 (4 818 361 ns 464
Nueges 8,572 9,518 9,302 8,785 Ges 2,148 1HWwN? 1,416 98 360 306 72 9,655 12,023 11,405 10,273
Ochlltree 323 a5 392 226 48 133 153 28 1 0 1 372 428 545 255
0)gham 2 44 43 27 3 16 15 4 0 1 1 o 35 61 65 31
Orange 1,792 1,83 1,896 1,735 367 632 563 436 0 1} [} ) 2,159 2,47 2,459 2,1
Polo Plnte 7. 80 783 56 245 200 10 0 [ ] 0 855 9at 980 856
Pancla 1,568 211 318 1,561 229 134 135 228 0 o ] o 1,797 345 453 1,689
Parkar 1,027 1,304 1,129 1,202 108 23 218 124 2 14 14 2 1,137 1,549 1,358 1,328
Parmor 194 229 287 136 41 49 6 0 0 0 [} 233 298 336 197
Pacos 762 430 494 698 68 207 AL} 157 6 16 15 7 a36 653 627 862
Polk 1,140 921 697 1,364 189 243 1 7 4 2 17 7 1,333 1,184 869 1,648
Potter 3,086 3,356 2,97 3,465 520 1,200 4,116 604 t 69 54 26 61 4,625 4,147 4,095
Prasldlo 152 69 1 1 48 54 27 0 0 0 0 117 169
Ralns 20t 97 162 136 17 48 48 17 0 0 0 0 218 145 210 153
Randai | 1,350 1,898 1,672 1,576 114 400 359 155 0 [ [} o 1,464 2,298 2,031 1,731
Rangan 186 121 146 161 5 54 J 35 4 0 [ 4 05 175 1
Raal 33 76 60 49 14 33 29 18 0 0 [ 0 47 109 89 67
Red Rlyer 380 399 292 487 58 m 181 48 1 4 3 2 439 574 476 537
Raeves 207 20 t2e 280 81 148 156 53 0 0 0 0 268 349 284 333
Refiglo 125 154 131 148 62 6 53 85 0 o 0 4 187 230 184 233
Roberts " 19 17 3 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 74 20 20
Robertson 1,09t 268 507 852 150 417 237 350 " 11t 8 7 1,255 696 32 1,219
Rockwal | 1,491 491 14 491 16 192 135 133 4 0 0 0 1,587 683 1,626
Runnels 286 285 241 330 26 79 69 36 13 7 5 15 m 315 381
Rusk 3,284 632 2,061 1,855 141 260 214 187 ] 0 1] [} 3,425 892 2,275 2,042
Sagine 604 200 143 661 210 5, 9 233 1 0 ] 1 1 252 17,
Sen Auqustinz 430 137 172 308 1 45 10 0 0 0 b 432 180 217 405
Snn Jacinto 960 61 393 928 136 m 130 t? 3 16 18 } 1,099 488 341 1,046
San Petrlelo 4,720 1,437 4,126 2,031 81 466 389 158 41 106 137 10 4,842 2,009 4,652 2,199
San Saba 17 1t 106 176 2 2 8 48 (] 1 1 ] 206 139 115 230
Schielcher 56 44 56 44 1 19 1] 9 o 0 [} ] 5 63 67 83
Scurry 409 576 458 527 " 284 260 95 5 29 20 14 485 889 738 636
Shackefford 350 115 86 379 456 369 181 644 [ 1 1 0 806 485 268 1,023
Shel by 620 536 383 773 242 138 205 175 10 5 5 10 872 679 593 950
Sherman 58 56 57 57 0 1t n G 0 0 ] 0 5 67 68 57
Smith 4,026 3,209 3,931 3,304 48) 1,076 769 788 13 206 215 4 4,520 4,491 4,915 4,096
Somervel { 152 87 104 135 43 41 2 55 o 0 0 0 195 128 133 190
Starr 1,525 203 403 1,325 143 129 82 190 %2 a 0 52 1,720 332 4835 1,367
Staphens 81 n 655 539 1,498 510 598 1,410 0 1 5 2 2,375 834 1,258 1,951
Storfing 22 27 21 28 0 8 3 5 0 ) 0 1 22 36 24 34
Stanewal | 200 46 119 127 28 12 9 3 0 5 1 4 228 63 129 162
Satton 338 120 241 07 5t 27 52 36 9 1 2 8 408 148 295 261
Swisher 2082 159 249 192 25 :[4 68 37 31 8 [} 39 338 247 317 268
Tarrant 23,499 35,713 36,387 22,885 5,859 10,789 9,879 6,769 222 1,224 1,128 38 2,580 47,786 47,394 29,972
Tayl or 3,959 3,590 3,184 4,325 704 1,201 1,038 867 34 92 o 16 4,697 4,843 4,332 5,208
Terrel) 16 23 24 15 5 3 ] 2 0 0 0 0 21 26 10 17
Terry 316 350 313 353 70 93 70 93 ] o 0 386 443 383 446
Throckrorton 245 78 60 263 H 10 17 4 0 3 0 3 256 N 17 270
Titus 1,672 549 496 1,725 203 177 100 280 4 [] 7 3 1,879 732 603 2,008
Tom Green 780 2,313 2,239 854 224 939 953 210 5 37 35 7 1,009 3,289 3,227 1,07
Trevls 21,929 23,569 21,667 23,831 6,059 6,347 5,443 6,963 149 457 36 a0 28,137 30,313 27,506 31,004
Trinlty 333 245 288 290 44 124 121 47 0. 0 [} 0 3 369 409 337
Tyler 336 584 549 I 116 151 158 109 18 7 3 17 470 742 ns 497
Upshur 1,069 651 672 1,048 123 193 98 118 1 26 23 14 1,203 870 893 1, 180
Upton 21t 108 a5 234 23 45 25 43 0 11 1 0 234 164 121 217
tvalde 245 553 518 280 57 n 128 40 Q 0 0 0 302 664 646 320
Vai VYarde 391 582 520 413 118 214 300 132 21 32 33 20 530 888 833 363
Yan Zandt 1,696 855 1,572 979 50 169 155 64 11 15 12 14 1,757 1,039 1,739 1,057
Victorla 3,954 1,615 1,780 3,849 255 823 610 4£8 1] 1] o 0 4,209 2,498 2,390 4,317
Walker 679 563 396 846 168 680 LOE] 443 0 2 2 0 847 1,245 803 1,289
waller 751 448 298 201 168 120 174 114 0 0 (] ] 919 568 472 1,015
Ward L 441 351 239 74 159 142 9 [ 0 o [} 223 600 493 330
Washington 768 530 483 813 97 150 152 135 1] 0 ] 0 865 720 637 948
Hebb 1,843 1,455 an 2,827 596 798 647 747 54 m 106 59 2,493 2,364 1,624 3,233
Wharton 1,205 1,145 1,451 903 42 167 184 25 5 27 25 7 1,252 1,343 1,660 935
Whaeler 227 109 7 219 23 9 33 9 0 0 0 0 250 128 150 228
Wichiva 3,925 2,499 3121 3,303 262 1,283 1,000 545 53 60 51 62 4,240 3,842 4,172 3,910
W!ibarger 341 290 399 232 48 110 77 a1 17 18 29 6 405 418 305 319
Willacy 308 368 356 320 1o 225 194 141 23 27 32 18 441 620 582 47
W1t1}emson 1,51 2,024 1,945 1,590 374 740 707 407 0 [ a o 1,885 2,764 2,652 1,997
Wilson 242 254 201 295 146 115 206 115 6 1% 17 0 394 440 424 410
Winkier 404 2179 174 509 92 124 89 127 0 9 10 9 496 422 273 645
Wse 1,175 665 632 1,208 183 143 140 186 o 3 3 [ 1,358 811 715 1,394
Wood 1,078 e 1,129 663 176 312 29 189 10 19 22 7 1,264 1,045 1,450 859
Yoakum 213 219 168 264 57 103 108 52 [} [} 0 [ 270 322 278 316
Young 741 647 760 628 143 205 200 148 6 20 25 1 850 872 985 777
Znpata 216 104 141 2% 43 50 23 70 1] 8 0 8 319 162 164 m
Zayale %21 209 oo 36 3 o 9 1m0 o4 % w8 7 2 30 3W __ 2%
Totals 839,414 416,219 455,849 499,784 86,649 152,306 129,265 99,690 5,158 13,377 12,451 6,078 £31,221 581,902 607,571 605,552
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DISTRICT COURT ACTIVITY
Summary of Reported Activity for Year Ending August 31, 1986

(By County Population)

CASE FILINGS DISPOStITIONS CASE FILINGS DISPOSITIONS

1980 1980
couty. Foputation Civii®  Criminal TOTAL Clyl)® Criminsl _TOTAL COUNTY, Population Slyll® _ Ceiminal TOTAL Clvil Crisinal  TOTAL
Harris 2,409,544 60338 23544 B39O2 83158 * 28783 111941 Harris 14,62 ac4 78 482 381 69 450
Dallas 1,556, 54y 39295 19447  sayaz 46205 21703 57908 Pacos i4,818 356 150 306 509 18 627
Bexor 988,800 28266 3391 33657 40196 6415 46611 Tarry 14,581 301 69 370 313 0 363
Tarrant 860,860 24825 8500 33325 37515 9679 47394 Rackval | 14,528 43 173 604 1491 135 1626
El Paso 479,899 12025 2138 14780 12696 3567 16263 Aransas 14,240 234 103 397 367 184 551
Travis 419,335 18517 4682 23199 22063 %443 27505 word 13,976 384 126 510 351 142 493
Hidaiga 283,229 4706 1174 %880 5176 1246 8822 Fric 13,785 323 200 523 240 296 336
Huaces 268,215 7666 1751 9417 9688 N7 11408 Kornos 13,593 218 112 321 225 179 404
Jotterson 240,938 4924 1454 6378 10393 1821 (2216 Grimes 13,380 372 153 525 409 209 618
Lubbock 214,651 4182 1361 5743 5381 1453 6834 Glilespte 13,532 213 61 274 255 1] 320
CamaFon 209,680 st62 115 636 20133 1902 22035 Bosque 13,401 237 132 369 273 147 422
Gafvoston 195,940 4238 1150 5385 5573 W29 7002 Jachison 13,352 225 231 456 248 186 432
MecLannan 170,755 4600 981 3531 a2 03 5279 Androws 13,323 433 120 553 424 124 518
Brazoria 169,387 3537 863 4a02 4786 1041 5827 Hawton 13,254 264 66 330 2N 52 323
Bafi 157,889 4525 911 5436 5366 1116 6482 Galnes 13,150 295 63 358 303 66 369
Colitn 144,490 3503 1114 1617 3822 1168 4690 Comanche 12,617 230 107 33 320 133 473
Denton 143,126 4109 776 4883 4646 713 5359 Ouval 12,517 217 67 346 1057 89 1146
Fort Bend 130,846 3647 988 4635 33:4 1099 3420 Burleson 12,313 204 121 405 205 134 419
Mantgomory 126,467 3752 890 4672 4559 1198 5757 Lompasas 12,008 223 48 213 sy 92 403
Smith 128,366 2934 911 3845 4145 769 491 Runnols 11,872 280 68 348 246 &9 315
Wichite 121,002 2238 852 3087 3492 1000 4172 Zavata 13,666 25 95 320 237 N 328
Ector 115,374 3688 889 4573 4516 1362 . 898 San Jucinto 19,434 325 97 422 41 130 54}
Taylor 110,932 3138 930 4268 3294 1038 4332 Dimmit 11,362 263 37 300 243 43 286
Gregg 99,487 2086 510 3396 347 455 3931 Parmar 11,036 152 61 213 287 49 336
Wobb 9,258 1372 697 2069 977 647 1624 Caf lahan 10,992 287 48 135 335 64 399
Pattor 98,637 3058 912 3970 3081 N6 4147 Leo 10,952 413 101 514 m 109 480
Brazos 93,588 2324 645 2966 2005 863 2866 Hadl san 10,643 193 157 350 234 163 338
Graysan 89,795 2474 685 3160 3131 64) 377% Kenda | f 10,635 212 51 263 218 13 291
Tor: Groen 84,764 1953 817 . 210 214 933 3227 Castro 10,536 97 48 145 13 57 170
Orange 83,838 1399 458 1853 1896 363 24% Coleman 10,439 192 26 218 259 42 30
Hidland 82,635 2292 647 2939 3420 963 4383 Hr ton 10,360 25} 102 353 %7 £8 265
WH) Jtemson 6,521 1aa3 632 2515 1945 701 2652 Liano 10, 144 308 56 361 239 86 325
Bovle 75,301 7681 1015 3696 2406 1454 3%0 Winklsr 9,944 283 118 o1 184 89 273
Randal| 75,062 1534 287 1821 1672 35 203 Staphens 9,926 282 448 730 660 598 1258
Yictorla 68,807 1356 468 1624 1780 610 2390 Floyd 9,834 8BS &6 149 109 7 180
Johnson 67,649 1622 465 2087 2654 727 331 Su(3har 9,723 150 8 228 249 68 317
M%ntlnu 54,172 1461 a8 1939 1851 1006 2857 Live 0ok 9,606 226 72 28 36 85 321
Elfly 39,743 1299 400 1699 1004 358 1359 Leon 9,594 N2 70 362 365 52 417
San Patrlclo 58,013 tia7 220 1407 4263 9 4682 Ochiitrae 9,388 267 91 388 392 138 345
Caryell 36,767 852 248 1097 1071 100 371 Clay 9,582 197 44 241 229 a4 313
Hunt 35,248 1250 498 1656 1490 523 - zoly Trinity 9,450 245 124 369 288 121 409
Harrison 52,265 1037 175 1212 2451 276 2121 Ratuglo 9,289 10 35 145 131 53 184
Libarty 47,088 1102 480 1582 1124 652 1776 Camp 9,275 247 2 268 437 60 497
HNacogdoches 46,786 839 439 1278 983 529 1312 itchel | 9,088 204 131 335 114 e 232
Guada Jupe 46,708 1027 215 1302 1071 293 1364 osby 8,859 00 1] 166 106 66 174
Parker 44,609 1199 219 1318 1143 215 1358 San Augustine 8,785 136 40 176 172 a8 217
Honderson 42,606 1659 425 2084 1823 457 ' 2280 HeCul toch 8,735 159 50 209 217 st 328
Lamar 42,156 984 422 1406 1109 468 1571 Sabine 8,702 200 52 252 143 2 172
Wa lkar 41,789 562 544 1106 398 405 803 yon 8,605 140 36 176 125 39 164
Rusk 41,362 80t 218 812 2061 218 2275 Brooks 8,428 194 96 0 195 97 2
Hard 40,721 829 247 1076 1038 384 1422 Yoakum 8,299 194 91 285 168 108 276
3 40,594 835 298 133 210 1073 Faml 1ton 8,297 139 54 213 196 68 264
stiarton 40,242 2 116 40 184 1660 Bsllay 8,188 178 49 227 252 55 305
Kaufman 39,015 1041 248 1287 1253 322 1575 Haskel | 7,725 92 85 177 "1 5 163
Anderson 30,381 4na 384 8 7 327 1038 Brovster 7,513 102 48 150 151 47 196
Crarokes N 239 104 1038 298 1336 Jdack 7,308 191 60 251 157 60 217
Matagorda 37,828 1108 164 1272 978 260 1238 Archer 1,266 257 48 285 215 42 257
K 37,592 32 904 118 3dp 1436 whaoler 7,137 107 18 125 17 33 )50
Jin Wal (s 36,448 1077 340 1447 111 393 1504 Bandora 7,084 209 51 260 231 i 271
Camal 36,446 808 22 1050 582 360 94z Cnildross 6,950 90 38 128 12 57 169
val Vordo 35,910 508 253 761 553 3u0 853 Franklin 6,893 189 82 251 18% 83 264
Navorro 35,323 866 271 1137 1262 282 1548 Carson 6,612 123 58 181 304 59 363
Kisberg 33,358 540 245 785 499 268 767 Zspate 6,628 104 46 150 141 23 154
Howard 33,142 1051 188 1239 969 404 1373 Dol lam 6,531 145 3 184 183 48 231
Bromn 33,087 862 304 1166 788 250 1038 Hardeman 6,368 163 27 192 198 65 263
Yan Zandt 31,426 758 133 291 1384 1%5 1739 Hansfard §,209 120 2 152 202 25 221
Maver | ck 31,398 318 iy 631 577 159 736 Fisher 5,891 100 22 122 63 30 93
Jaspor 39,781 726 151 877 1008 215 1223 San Saba 5,693 110 2 138 107 8 115
Cass 29,430 845 358 1003 592 476 1068 fr 5,564 94 3 1ds 14 42 156
Kerr 4780 603 214 817 795 224 to1g £ Satle 3,514 130 a0 170 *y 107 184
Upshiir 28,595 181 741 198 893 rza 5,336 7 33 107 3 62 160
Caoke 27,656 101} 212 1223 H32 193 1323 nox 5,329 103 56 138 150 109 259
Starr 21,266 203 129 332 82 83 Hamph 111 5,304 3. io 105 9 102
Wise 26,575 664 132 796 635 140 75 Goliad 5,193 103 42 145 97 44 14}
Gray 26,386 519 218 857 1081 303 1394 Fresldio 5,188 6 28 (1] s 54 169
Hutchinson 26,304 813 248 861 647 305 952 Jim Hogg 5,168 74 62 136 63 27 90
Beq 26,030 438 133 551 18 172 890 Sutton 5,130 103 26 129 243 52 295
Hopkins 25,247 649 307 9%6 566 332 898 ssytor 4,919 109 65 174 196 109 305
Atascosa 25,055 524 304 828 511 372 583 Belta 4,839 10t 32 135 71 46 17
HIO 25,021 2 138 1663 457 1095 1552 Ralps 4,839 97 a5 142 162 48 210
Bastrop 24,726 562 168 730 827 21 1048 Cochren 4,825 6 26 86 128 2t 149
Woad 24,697 827 252 878 151 299 14350 Fartin 4,684 69 - 98 83 65 132
Poik 24,407 813 2 1097 714 35 859 Blanco 4,681 92 4 16 72 38 110
Fannln 24,285 402 3 4715 667 83 750 Collingsworth 4,648 nz 26 138 52 15 67
Palo Pinfo 24,062 542 160 702 780 200 980 toton 4,619 19 a4 163 96 25 121
Caldwall 23,637 425 188 613 429 217 646 Orackett 4,608 93 32 125 84 3 123
Hackiey 23,230 603 84 €87 736 [1t] 851 Crane 4,600 103 26 129 86 24 110
Madina 23,154 443 208 651 364 203 367 His 4,477 87 22 199 72 23 95
Sheiby 23,084 498 105 £03 388 203 593 Somarval § 4,154 80 38 t18 108 o] 133
Mfam 22,732 433 205 639 523 292 815 Reagan 4,135 13 49 168 125 3 180
Erath 22,560 458 134 612 706 186 892 Donioy 4,075 86 38 122 103 29 132
tvalde 22,840 aaz 106 553 318 128 646 Kimbio 4,063 111 33 144 101 42 143
Houston 22,295 442 223 €63 295 209 504 Hartiey 3,987 56 3 62 3y § 57
Washington 21,998 503 167 670 485 152 631 Shackelford 3913 109 333 442 ar 183 268
Titus 21,442 452 160 €42 503 100 603 \ipscomb 3,766 128 i3 142 149 31 i50
Daaf Smith 21,165 342 199 541 502 254 756 Hasan 3,583 40 20 60 38 85 1o3
Panola 20,724 150 121 m 318 135 453 Blckans 3,538 27 13 40 39 17 56
Limestons 20,224 604 135 737 813 166 979 Qufberson 3,315 98 10 108 40 8 48
waller 19,798 3y 109 548 298 174 472 Coka 3,196 62 1 73 53 1 64
Cathoun 19,574 282 16 338 524 162 686 Sherman 3,11 56 1 87 57 1" 58
Eastiand 19,480 512 238 1250 416 708 121 Cottle 2,947 62 17 19 141 7 218
Lavace 19,004 218 49 267 318 24 372 Concho 2,915 90 15 105 a7 39 66
Youn, 19,001 530 150 €80 785 200 985 Schtaichar 2,820 43 17 60 56 0 67
0w Witt 18,903 306 1o 418 289 V21 418 Hidspath 2,728 116 37 153 36 23 59
Fayette 18,832 333 87 420 479 78 357 Briscon 2,579 23 16 39 26 13 45
Calorado 18,823 369 121 430 450 198 555 Roal 2,469 57 26 83 €3 2 89
18,669 260 78 358 292 78 370 Stonewal | 2,406 28 10 50 120 9 129
Chenbors 18,538 429 180 609 47 250 97 Henard 2,346 E 9 43 50 15 65
Scurry 18,192 528 174 3 a8 260 738 Ot dham 2,283 38 15 43 50 15 65
Fails 17,946 217 249 366 321 538 a%9 Kinney 2,279 35 7 42 54 3] 85
Burnat 17,803 513 178 79 635 196 834 Foard 2,158 36 9 43 79 16 95
Austin 17,726 397 168 305 318 140 458 Throckmor fon 2,053 1] [ 90 60 17 71
1,714 593 213 B80S 811 287 1158 Eduards 2,033 36 1] 53 46 B 54
Willacy 17,485 306 10 476 308 194 582 Arestrong 1,993 22 & ) 20 3 23
Montagus 17,410 386 101 487 350 120 610 Hotley 1,950 1 6 17 13 L 30
toten 17,359 152 168 320 39 216 718 Joif Davls 1,647 17 8 25 b 4 43
o5 17,268 342 599 341 478 580 1018, Torrall 1,595 22 2 24 24 6 30
Gonzates 16,883 326 161 487 440 208 648 Irlon 1,385 36 8 4 34 2 36
Wilson 16,756 213 125 244 218 205 424 Glasscock 1,304 20 1 21 22 1 23
Hoore 16,575 371 56 421 383 72 455 Steritng 1,206 2 & 32 21 3 24
Tyter 16,223 320 121 A4} 557 138 715 Foberts 1,187 19 1 20 17 3 20
Dawson 16,184 256 100 336 33 119 432 Kent 1,145 29 7 36 46 8 54
Rad River 16,101 298 131 429 295 181 476 Borden 859 22 4 2 23 $ 32
¥iibargor 13,931 308 109 417 428 7 305 HeHat den 769 17 1 8 24 1 25
Roerios 15,801 199 124 323 $28 156 284 Kanedy 543 7 141 236 45 91 140
Fronstono 11,830 337 167 301 354 191 565 Kin 425 4 5 9 7 4 13
Robertson 14,653 245 3% 385 515 21 32 Lavfng 91 s 0 - . 1" [ 11
Totals 14,228,383 355,135 118,998 474,133 468,306 139,265 607,571

.

* wCivii® Includes Juvenile casss.
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DISTRICT COURT ACTIVITY
Age of Causes Disposed for Year Ending August 31, 1986

(By County)

CIVIL CAUSES CRIMINAL CAUSES

1980 Total 3Moaths Over 3 to Over & to Over 12 to Over 18 Total 60 Days Over 61 to Over 91 to Over 120
County Population Cacses or tess 6 Months 12 Months _ 18 Months _Monthg Causes o less . __ 90 Days __ 120 Days Days
Andorson 38,381 687 10% 107 132 7 608 327 152 5% &% 748
Andrews 13,323 424 391 162 15¢ 7% 238 124 252 198 &% 508
Angot Ina 64,172 1,751 135 18¢ 142 10% 43518 1,006 39¢ 8% 4% 49¢
Aransas 14,260 361 32 208 27¢ 165 5% 184 49% 267, 9% 164
Archar 7,266 212 228 328 22¢ 1 138 42 20¢ 142 262 408
Armstrong 1,994 20 158 jeg 108 109 501 3 674 3 33% 0%
Atascose 25,055 487 221 20% 19% 175 22% 372 271 23 25% 25%
Austin 17,726 318 238 25¢ 192 [:}3 258 140 248 24% 118 415
Ballay 5,168 252 18% g 7% 12 s52f 53 38¢ s 17% 28%
Bandera 7,084 231 15% 118 25% 6% a3 40 16% 30% 32 22¢
Bastrop 24,726 788 14% 18% 13 6% 49% 221 4738 20% 128 218
Baytor 4,919 191 175 151 148 134 412 109 188 6% % 695
Boe 26,030 653 242 21g 138 128 308 172 76% 15¢ 5% 4f
Betl 157,889 5,250 19% 208 172 25¢ 195 1,116 318 245 163 29%
Baxar 988,800 39,025 268 128 118 7t 44 6,415 38% 14 118 372
8lanco 4,681 n 8y 348 238 15% 201 38 40% 5% af 55%
Borden 59 23 35% 358 4f of 17% 9 22 |8} 678
Bosque 13,401 275 408 21 20¢ 138 &% 147 44% 158 128 29%
Bovla 75,301 2,379 413 11 118 6% 3% 1,154 51% 15% 9% 25%
8razoria 169,587 4,786 208 20% 22% 108 28% 1,041 372 29% 208 148
Brazos 93,588 2,005 326 18% 171 1% 224 863 248 125 1% 53%
Browster 7,573 151 218 152 a0g 7% 28% 47 13% 15% 3% 40%
&15c00 2,579 26 17% 15% reg 15% 38% 19 A3f 0% 26% tig
Brooks 8,428 195 28 318 248 tag 102 97 31z 308 6% 33
Brown 33,057 788 238 228 20% 14% 21 250 g 128 128 658
Bur lason 12,33 285 354 13¢ 16% 108 26% 134 50% 5% 1% 445
Burnet 17,803 617 28 25% 15¢ 6% 26§ 196 17% 23¢ 13 52%
Caldwal) 23,637 391 185 201 16% 13¢ 25% 217 19% 181 13¢ 50%
Calhown 19,574 524 51 191 258 14 a3 162 61 6%, 5% 83g
Catiahan 10,992 33 408 178 [ % 320 64 a1f 25% 3% 38
Camoron 209,680 19,938 7 " 5% 4y 7% 1,902 348 18% 124 36%
Camp 9,275 435 17% 124 8 3% 60% 60 131 7% 3% 712
Carson 6,672 304 441 19% 185 124 7% 59 408 248 145 222
Cass 29,430 591 25% 26% 20%, 12 g 476 145 16 17%. 538
Castro 10,556 "3 308 23% t2g 4% 318 57 17% 1ig 5% 67%
Chanbers 18,538 547 328 18% 15¢ 108 25% 250 338 225 8¢ 374
harokee 38,127 987 158 17% 14% 7% 475 298 7% 14 6% 73
Childress 6,950 106 43¢ 19% 198 1g 8% 57 43¢ a5 ax 491
Ciay 9,582 221 328 19% 25% 108 142 84 308 20% g 398
Cochran 4,825 128 138 1"g 126 5% 59% 2) [E1 145” o 7%
Coko 3,196 52 482 23% 32 125 af 11 3738 9% 9% 458
Coleman 10,439 259 25% 15¢ 138 20% 27% 42 23 125 108 55¢
Coltin 144,490 3,455 218 2% 213 108 128 1,168 308 20% 158 358
Cotllingsworth 4,648 52 338 238 401 or az 15 472 208 of 338
Catorade 18,823 425 208 138 138 7% 475 105 388 258 [:¥3 298
Comall 36,446 562 32 18% 244 13¢ 13¢ 360 14 14y 28% 50¢
Comanche 12,617 320 21 12¢ 195 208 23 153 34% 8% 13% 458
Conchio 2,915 47 338 9% 328 g 3 19 165 5% 26¢ 53%
Cooke 217,656 1,132 25% 165 22% 148 238 193 38% 12¢ 4% 461
Coryell 56,767 990 428 248 188 8t 8 300 258 2 198 548
Cottle 2,947 138 128 1] 23% 185 3¢ 24 8y 7% of 855
Crane 4,600 86 36% 28¢ 21% 6% 9% 24 8% 213 8¢ 63%
Crockett 4,608 a3 4% 348 208 195 23% 39 5% 28% 218 46%
Crosby 8,859 89 338 215 tig 9% 208 €8 43¢ 22 1] 34%
Cutberson 3,315 40 218 3% 27 ki 32 8 50% [£4 of 508
Dallan 6,531 183 471 17 15% B% 13% 48 67% 8% 6% 19%
Daltas 1,556,549 44,451 218 265 278 1% 152 21,703 554 118 13 268
Dawson 16, 184 289 32 142 172 % 30% 119 63 78 [} 29%
Doat Snlth 21,165 496 301 248 185 138 158 254 37% 39% 13¢ ]
Dalta 4,839 69 4% 172 7% 16X 9% 46 648 15% a 17
Banton 143,126 4,646 249 15¢ 208 9% 328 73 324 1§14 ag 498
Do HItt 18,503 289 398 221 238 8z 8s 127 3% 25¢ 5% 38%
Dlckens 3,539 39 268 36% 183 5% 155 17 761 12 6% 63
Olimmi+ 11,367 242 23 238 142 af 36% 41 22¢ 5% 29% 44¢
Donley 4,075 103 238 178 19% 16¥ 25% 29 765 7% 3% 143
Duvat 12,517 1,048 2 6% 68 af 823 89 21% 19% 12 42¢
Enstiand 19,480 415 42 17% 158 7% 198 705 458 163 108 285
Ector 115,374 4,516 318 138 142 8f 345 1,382 36% -] 7 45
Edwards 2,033 39 125 44% 268 5% 138 8 62( 388 of of
Ellls 59,743 1,004 358 31z 198 6% 9% 355 65% 178 102 8%
€1 Paso 479,899 11,943 241 208 148 108 328 3,567 218 218 tg 418
Erath 22,560 706 238 198 168 8% 348 186 a5¢ 118 18¢ 26%
Falls 17,946 342 288 175 13 8% 348 338 ag g 2] 902
Fannin 24,285 667 213 135 1% 18 38% 83 318 108 175 425
Fayetto 18,832 478 188 [R11 11 5% 55% 78 358 10% 288 27%
Flsher 5,891 63 tog 35% 2585 62 24¢ 36 165 37% 208 278
Floyd 9,834 109 11 17% 118 17% 37% 7 758 4 [ 208
fFoard 2,158 79 7% 208 158 of 58% 16 og 12 of 88g
Fort Bend 130,846 3,321 358 173 145 102 242 1,099 18%. 9% 9% 64%
Franklin 6,893 179 463 308 128 &8 6% 83 478 1 102 308
freostone 14,830 337 2% 308 138 128 43¢ 191 6% 48g 263 208
Frlo 13,785 229 29% 2% 298 a¥ 135 296 26 202 5% 4958
Galnes 13,150 298 308 228 132 9% 268 66 [ S8 8% 218
Galveston 195,940 5,250 175 168 11g 158 418 1,429 178 9% 108 64%
Garza 5,336 98 218 1958 [RH 1a% 208 62 478 ox of 538
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DISTRICT COURT ACTIVITY
Age of Causes Disposed for Year Ending August 31, 1986

(By County — Continued)

CIVIL CAUSES CRININAL CAUSES
1980 Totai 3Months Over 3 to  Over 6 to Over 12 to Over 18 Total 60 Days Ovar 61 to Over 81 to Over 120
County Popuiation Causes or Less 6 Months 12 Months * 18 Months Manths Causes. or lass 90 Days 120 Days, Days
Giltosple 13,532 255 164, 211 301 "y 225 65 431 as 6% 43¢
Glasscack 1,304 22 419 185, 143 9% 18% 1 1002 of 0% 0%
Gotlad ,193 97 242 21t of 4% 428 44 1] 7% 54, 80¢
Gonzales 16,883 437 28% 118 8% 9% 445 208 17% 4% 9% 701
Gray 26,386 1,090 25% 104 5% 2% 58¢ 303 30% t2f -4 56%
Grayson 89,796 3,099 334 13 13 3% 408 641 39¢ 8% 8% 45¢
Gregg 99,487 3,317 241 19¢ 162 17¢ 248 455 211 248 20¢ 35%
Grives 13,580 399 478 164 134 7% 17% 209 29% 7% 14 54%
Guadalupe 46,708 1,023 211 208 128 af¢ 391 293 13y as 178 62t
Hale 37,592 1,067 19% 10¢ a¥ 55% k-3 340 65% 148 34 13
Halt 4,594 114 114 921, 8% 03 0% 42 108 881 2 0%
Hami ton 8,297 19% 35¢ 25% 248 8% 8% 68 458 358 4% 168
tons ford 6,209 202 175 162 304 14% 233 25 320 36 128 208
Hardeman 6,368 194 348 143 121 137 27% 65 28% 5% 2f 652
Hrdin 40,721 993 28% 18% 16% 128 26% 384 26% 1 tox 557
Harris 2,409,544 80,521 214 12¢ 128 [ 378 28,783 284 1% 108 51§
HarrIson 52,265 2,451 20% 8% 113 9% 521 276 a8 111 k4 a1y
Hartloy 3,987 47 328 28% 238 43 138 6 67% 0% 338 of
Haskel | 7,725 116 22 19 a8y 9% 42y 46 67% 2% i 20¢
Hays 40,594 803 348 18% 13% 3% 328 270 6% 138 19% 62¢
Homphit) 5,304 85 58% 223 125 4% o 1" 918 9% [ of
Henderson 42,606 1,783 44z, 165 12 9% 195 457 312 108 7% 528
Hidalgo 283,225 4,962 231 20% 243 13¢ 208 1,246 36 20¢ 4% 308
HETL 25,024 450 27% 16% 10g B 398 1,095 348 224 10¢ 34%
Hockt ey 23,230 736 315 t7% 158 34 29% s 312 122 218 368
Hood 12,714 87 16% 20% 16% 8 408 287 33 193 78 [313
Hopklas 25,247 549 492 248 12% 6% 9% 332 50% 12¢ 142 248
Houston 22,299 279 135 23¢ 18y 10% 164, 209 3% 3¢ 108 46%
Howard 33,142 9569 29% 223, 185 173 121 404 258 6% 9% 605
Hudspeth 2,728 36 28% 192 17% 0% 36% 23 61% 13% af 224
Hunt 55,248 1,490 atx 21% 218 i s 108 523 39% 165 185 274
Hutchlnson 26,304 629 39% 7% 10% 7% 2% 305 42f 6% 9% 433
Ielon 1,386 34 23 38% 26% 12¢ 3¢ 2 o 504 508 0%
Jack 7,408 157 43¢ 20% 13% 10% 14t 60 42f 13¢ 17¢ 28%
Jackson 13,352 245 208 19% 26% 212 14% 186 39% 15¢ 12% 348
Jaspsr 30,781 994 35% 195 108 ] 321 215 1% 9% )i 13% e
Jotf Davls 1,647 39 3 181, 158 5%, 59 4 25¢ of of 755
Jotforson 250,938 10,215 495 197 1% 8% 134 1,821 442 13 9 348
Jim Hogg 5,168 63 57% 81 35¢ 23 [ 27 67% 33 of. (i}3
Sim-Wells 36,498 1, Ho 308 19% 15% 7% 28% 393 56% [¥-3 14 24%
Jobason 67,649 2,65¢ 225, 22¢ 6% 7% 438 127 138 7% 121 68
Jones 17,268 478 8% 125 15% 193 46% 540 12§ 19% 37% 328
Karnes 13,593 209 (5% 20% 23¢ 14% 28% 179 29% 10% 3% 5a%
Kaufman 39,015 1,253 408 15% 18% 5% 228 322 83% ag 2% 7%
Kendai { 10,635 218 138 15% 19% 94 443 73 428 13 14 362
Kenedy 543 49 88x. 6% 2 2f 2% 91 82¢ 16% og 28
Kent 1,145 45 [Ar ] 181 7% 0% 643 8 245 63% 132 07
Kerr 28,780 795 218 20% 193 12¢ 28% 224 168 155 3% 662
Kimbte 4,063 92 40% 308 91 112 101 42 40K 5% 128 438
King 425 7 29% 438 13 of 145 4 258 of 258 508
Kinnoy 2,279 54 115 39% 224 135 158 1" 461 9% o5 458
Kieberg 33,358 489 3i% 308 172 5% 17% 268 631 12¢ 7% 18g
Knox 5,329 142 108 25% 16% 6% a3 109 108 7% 3 77%
Lamar 42,156 1,107 243 208 141 108 32 468 300 22 15§ 338
Lamb 18,669 292 318 2018 17% % 19% 78 328 28% 9% 3z
Lampasas 12,005 308 26% 16% 112 15¢ 32 92 33 241 108 338
La Salte 5,514 - 73 308 158 12 148 308 to7 ay 9% 6% 7%
Lavaca 19,004 307 13¢ 132 1% 138 50§ 54 39% 201 138 28%
Lee 10,952 357 24¢ 172 133 5% 41% 109 4L tog 45 45%
Leon 9,594 368 9% 16% 148 15% 46 52 39% 13 3¢ 35¢
Liberty 47,088 1,124 228 208 17¢ 15% 26% 652 145 7% R (134
Limo stone 20,224 7688 108 1% 7% 5% 678 166 248 215 138 421
Llpscomb 3,766 119 38% 22¢ 168 8% 16% 31 0% 6% 3 61%
Live Oak 9,606 234 2% 21% 14% 9% 27% 85 63% 115 2 248
Liana 10,144 239 4 23¢ 36% 28% 9% 86 7% 278 33g 338
Lev) ng 91 11 108 36% 182 9% 278 0 71 og of 0%
Libback 211,65} 5,102 24% 131 108 5% 48% 1,453 17% tig 1o 628
Lyan 8,605 115 225 174 18% 24 192 39 518 108 ay 318
McCul toch 8,735 265 135 175 111 1% 48% 51 25¢ 245 - 33% 14
Lennan 170,755 4,017 308 148 18 % 8% 1,038 3% 138 108 45%
HcMut en 789 24 128 0% 29% 218 388 1 1008 05 0% 0%
Madl son 10,649 234 25§ 22¢ 19% 15% 19% 10 23 118 3% 63%
Mar [on 10,360 192 39% 275 118 4% 198 68 15¢ 3 tag 518
Martin 4,684 63 263 258 19% 3% 275 69 26% 3% 6% 655
tason 3,685 38 50% 8¢ 18% 134 tg 65 tig 5% 28 828
Hatagords 37,828 978 26% 13¢ 145 13 39% 260 551 138 3 3
Mayor | ck 31,398 550 27% 21% 9% 9% 3ag 159 35% 133 3 515
Medina - | 23,164 364 3 238 22t 7% 155 203 491 9% 165 268
Monard © 2,386 46 178 24% 9% 4% 46% i5 27% 13% 7% 534
Midiand 82,636 3,420 29% 2 135 as - 38% 963 413 17% 10% 328
Ml tam 22,732 505 26% 22 13¢ of 308 292 318 148 ag EXL]
Milis 4,477 72 A1 198 198 a3 173 23 130 ag 22 61%
M tchal | 9,088 114 25% 321 15% 4% 24% 118 aag 8% 8% 40%
Montague 17,410 541 425 19% 128 128 145 120 46% 17¢ &% 35
Hon tgomery 128,487 4,418 2385 31 168 91 218 1,198 33% 378 215 9%
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DISTRICT COURT ACTIVITY
Age of Causes Disposed for Year Ending August 31, 1986

(By County — Continued)

CIVIL CAUSES CRIMINAL CAUSES
1980 Tota) 3Months Over 3 16 Over § fo Over 12 fo Over 18 Total 60 Days Over 6) o Ovor 91 to Over 120
County Pcpulation Causes or less 6 Months 12 Months 18 Months Months Lauses o Lass 90 Days 120 Days Bays
Moore 16,575 383 441, 275, 79, 5% 17¢ 72 60% 29% ag 3%
Morris 14,629 358 318 25¢ 16% 10¢ 185 69 138 107 9% 685
Motiey 1,950 13 611 8% 1 8% 15% 17 41% L] 0% 55%
Hacogdoches 46,786 954 208 292 158 s 25% 529 25% 208 131 42¢
Navarro. 35,323 1,246 202 138 16¢ 17% 2658 282 65% 10% 141 11g
Nowton 13,254 271 23¢ 28¢ 15¢ 17% 178 52 332 318 172 192
tblan 17,359 499 138 10¢ 9% 45 645 216 465 138 6% 35¢.
Hucces 268,215 9,302 338 13¢ 15% 19% 20% L7 275 25% 235 25%
Cchiltres 9,588 392 23 215 128 8% 36% 153 32 208 7% 4%
0f dham 2,283 49 125 41z 207 218 0% 15 53% 27% 208 o
Qranga 83,838 1,896 258 24% 25% 124 145 563 29% 17% 145 408
falo Pinto 22,062 788 378 1 ag 12 301 200 36% 95 148 418
Panola 20,724 318 15% 163 172 6% 46% 135 308 145 25% 3%
Parker 44,609 1,129 39% 182 20¢ 101 13£ 215 358 155 14¢ 36%
Farmer 11,038 287 438 158 g 108 218 49 61% 2 [:14 29%
Pacos 14,618 494 188 218 188 4% 39¢ 118 178 198 1% 57%
Folk 24,407 697 398 208 108 5% 26% 155 328 135 7% 484
Potter 98,637 2,977 31z 23 18% 148 145 1,116 441 1a% 9f 33%
frosldlo 5,188 115 158 [13 5¢ 6% 66% 54 42¢ 41 V7% 37
n 4,839 162 18% 6% 21 27 28% 48 468 218 a3 29%
Randal | 75,062 1,672 25% 28% 17% 12¢ 182 359 23 19% 16% 425
Roagan 4,135 146 113 25¢ 217 27% 168 34 35¢ 9% 152 a1g
Roal 2,469 60 26% 25% 185 ag 23% 29 318 145 0% 55%
Red River 16,101 292 465 248 141 51 115 181 53¢ 188 11g 18§
Raoves 15,801 128 26% 19% 25¢ 18X 12¢ 156 318 19% 175 33%
Ra figlo 9,289 131 25¢ 215 218 8% 191 53 22¢ 232 i5¢ 40f
Foberts 1,187 17 178 24% 35% 61 182 3 341 33 of 33%
Robertson 14,653 507 183 108 73 4% 61% 217 528 15¢ g 228
Rockwal | 14,528 1,491 9% 8% 5% 3% 75% 135 35% 16% 9% 408
Runnsls 11,872 241 2% 19 213 14 173 69 418 17¢ 108 3%
Rusk 41,382 2,061 25 tog 91 as 712 214 438 [:}4 9% 404
Sablne 8,702 143 195 318 265 5¢ 19% 29 80% 7% 3% 101
San Augustine 8,785 172 238 148 128 14% 37% 45 65¢ 0g 4% 3%
San Jacinto 11,434 393 28% 16%. 11 6% 398 130 313 17¢ 5% 473
San Potricto 58,013 4,126 9% sf % 52 74% 389 728 208 5% 3
San Sabs 5,693 106 165 253 25¢ 105 245 8 743 13 o 135
Schiaicher 2,820 56 263 34 18% 9% 132 ] 468 9% 27% 18%
urry 18,192 458 545 201 5% 3% ax 260 528 15% 12¢ 371
Shacke | ford 3,915 86 14% 42% 23¢ 8% 135 181 36% 243 16% 248
Shelby 23,084 383 36% 248 16 108 142 205 29% 5% [ 665
Shorman 3,174 57 of 112 26% 51% 125 11 641 9 27%
Smfth 128,366 3,931 248 12 141 11g 39% 769 19% 17% 1a¢ 464
Somarval { v 2,154 1 175 328 73 7% 31% 29 55% o 45%
arr 27,266 403 78 162 14 6% 57% 82 33§ 358 208 125
Staphons 9,926 655 163 % 108 13g 54% 598 1ax 7 8% 71
Sterling 1,208 21 33 101 192 145 24% 3 343 of 33 338
Stonewal | 2,406 119 5% 8% 7% 138 674 9 67% 1 (i}3 225
Sutton 5,130 241 25¢ 1% 7% 2 54¢ 52 441 4y 2 50¢
Swisher 9,723 249 185 128 8% 55 57% 68 47% 128 15¢ F131
Tarrant 860,880 36,387 221 128 428 9% 3] 9,879 33 tog 14 49¢
Taylor 110,932 3,184 19% 23% 248 185 165 1,038 245 1z 9% 56%
Terrel| 1,595 24 28% 29% 172 1% 131 6 178 33¢ 178 33
Tarry 14,581 313 35% 195 172 8% 21% 70 441 0% 9% 375 -
Throckmorton 2,053 60 235 475 23 7% [ 17 23 12% 6% 59%
Titus 21,442 496 26% 24% [ 9% 278 to0 128 2% 7% 798
: Tom Green 84,784 2,239 448 208 318 31 2 953 511 208 132 163
Travis 419,335 21,667 28% 138 158 6% 38% 5,443 508, 132 9% 28%
Trinkty 9,450 288 428 33¢ 158 108 of 21 668 175 5% 12%
Tyler 16,223 549 318 132 112 6% 395 158 35¢ [ 8% 515
thshur 28,595 672 28% 27% 165 81 21% 198 418 23 145 22
thton 4,619 85 215 143 148 19% 328 25 122 ex 168 645
Uvaide 22,441 518 44% 32 16% 6% 2% 128 708 12 115 b3
Val Yerde 35,910 520 17% 27% 25% 12¢ 19 300 28¢ 23% 108 398
Van Zandt 31,426 1,572 78 tig 8% 4y 608 155 51% 155 13 218
Victoria 68,807 1,780 31 18% 238 3} 178 610 45% 175 9% 292
Walker 41,789 396 218 12¢ 18% 15¢ 28% 405 258 208 108 453
Yol ter 19,798 298 (33 51 26% 285 358 174 108 8% 338 49%
Ward 13,976 351 478 326 143 5% 2% 142 35% 3% 108 22¢
Weshngton 21,998 485 29% 22 145 12 23% 152 498 228 [ 17%
99,258 871 19% 8% 238 158 358 647 168 14¢ g 59%
Whar fon 40,242 1,451 5% 108 122 122 613 184 438 141 163 273
Wheelor 7,137 11 308 213 165 ag 258 33 2 158 27% 363
Wichita - 121,082 3,21 9% 199 23¢ 248 25% 1,000 48% 138 122 27%
¥l{bargar 15,951 399 163 178 115 17 39% 77 358 258 268 148
Willacy 17,495 356 238 143 9¥ e 46% 194 318 138 T 458
w1l tiamson 76,521 1,945 165 212 28 218 t4g 707 245 368 23 i7%
Wiison ' 16,756 201 358 208 15¢ 7 218 206 26 8% 5% 618
Winki er 9,944 174 473 188 188 5% 89 258 15% &% 5
Wlsa 26,575 632 16% 218 16% 13¢ 28% 140 28% 328 24% i6g
¥ood 24,697 . 1,129 9% 115 [X}1 E4 Sa% 299 3% 188 fog 408
Yoakim 8,299 168 302 33¢ 23% 7% 7% 108 118 233 228 44%
Young 19,001 760 368 145 6% 45 408 200 3a% 12¢ 4% 465
Zspata 6,628 141 108 g 481 9% 222 23 9% 178 4% 708
Zavala —ME6 209 ¥:11 a8 g A5 F:i} Y L 8 4 a1
Totals 14,228,383 455,849 258 162 178 108 32 139,265 36% 148 108 408
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COUNTY-LEVEL COURTS
Analysis of Activity for the Year Ending August 31, 1986

The county clerk in each of the 254 counties
of Texas 1s supplied forms by the Judicial Council
for reporting the judicial ‘activity in the county-
level courts ("constitutional" county courts,
counky courts at law, probate courts, ete.). For
for the state fiscal year ending August 31, 1986,
the clerks in all 254 counties reported activity
all twelve months, for a 100 percent reporting
rate.

Looking at numbers of cases, criminal casss
constituted 71.3 percent (467,375) of the 655,648
new cases filed or appealed from lower courts.
Civil cases accounted for 16.9 percent (111,107),
probate cases represented 8.2 percent (53,757),
and mental health cases (a category counted for
the first time this fiscal year) represented 3.1
percent. (20,621). New juvenile cases filed were
Jess than 0.4 percent of the total.

DWI Cases Top Criminal Dockets

Concerning the criminal cases only, 27.7 per-—
cent of those filed in or appealed to the county-
level courts were for driving while intoxicated or
under the influence of drugs (DWI/DUID), 17.4 per-
cent were for theft, 6.1 percent for violations of
drug laws, 16.5 percent for traffic offenses, 2.7
percent for simple assault, and 29.7 percent were
for other criminal offenses.

Again concerning c¢riminal cases only, 20.3
percent of the cases added to the county-level
court dockets came by way of appeal from justice

of the peace or muni.:ipal courts rather than being
filed origlnally in the county~level courts or
added in another manner.

Debt Suits Dominate Civil Dockets

Of the civil cases filed in or appealed to the
county-level courts during the year ending August
31, 1986, 58.4 percent were classified as suits on
debt, 8.9 percent concerned personal injury/damage
suits, 3.2 percent were divorce suits, 2.9 percent
were tax sults, less than one percent concerned
other family matters, and 25.7 percent were other
civil cases.

During the twelve-month reporting period, the
county-level courts of the State ‘disposed of 48.8
percent of the 1,161,492 total criminal, civil,
and juvenile cases on thelr dockets (added during
the year or carried over from the previous year).
No statistics on the disposition of probate or

mental health cases are recorded. The disposition

rate was highest for juvenile cases (64 percent).
Fifty-one percent of the criminal cases on the
docket were ‘disposed of as were 42 percent of the
civil cases. Within the category of criminal
cases on the docket, 62.6 percent of the drug
charges, 56.5 percent of the DWI/DUID charges,
38.1 percent of theft charges, 53.1 percent of
assault charges, 49.7 percent of traffic cases,
and 55.1 percent of other criminal cases were
disposed.

Figure 10,
COUNTY-LEVEL COURT ACTIVITY

Causes filed, disposed and pending, calendar yeai»1976 through fiscal year 1986
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* * +*

*

Fiscal year 1986 includes for the first lime show cause motions in civil activity

(family law), deferred adjudications in criminal activity, and motions to revoke

probation in criminal and juvenile activity.

* *

1984 and following are fiscal years; all previous are calendar years.
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Figure ' 11.
COUNTY LEVEL COURTS

Categories of cases filed*, year ending August 31,1986

Mental Health
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Drugs ~ 27.7%
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Theft
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Includes cases appealed from lower courts.

-

ALL NEW CASES FILED

Dallas County reports cases appealed {rom lower courts In "Other Criminal,

Criminal

71.3% CIVIL CASES

(Detailed)

0.8%

Divorce
3.2%

The county-level courts disposition figures
include motions to revoke probation granted or
denled for the first time in fiscal year 1986. Of
the 29,687 umotions to revoke filed during the
year, 10,627 were granted and 8,481 were continued

on probation or deferred adjudication. Motions to
revoke disposed accounted for 4.1 - percent of
dispositions.

In previous years, deferred adjudications were
carried on the pending docket and counted as
dismissals 1f the defendant completed the
prescribed time period without incident.-
Beginning this fiscal year, placing defendants on
deferred adjudication is a separate category of
dispositions. Deferred adjudications accounted
for 6.1 percent of the total dispositions. Of the
case categories where the defendant was placed on
deferred adjudication, drug offenses  was  the
highest with 8.1 percent and DWI/DUID was the
lowest with 0.4 percent.

Looking at all cases except probate and mental
health, the county-level courts  disposed of
566,941 cases, while 616,148 cases were added to
their dockets.

Of the criminal cases disposed of in county~
level courts, - 50 percent of the dispositions
followed a plea of guilty or nolo contendere, and
34.2 parcent were dismissed. - Trials were held in
2.2 percent of the criminal cases disposed of;
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7,628 were before the judge alone, and 2,580 were
before a jury.

The highest percentage of dismissals occurred
in the traffic cases~—~66 percent of the disposi-
tions were by dismissal. Dismissals accounted for
12.1 percent of the DWI/DUID, 48.5 percent -.” the
theft, 24.1 percent of drug, and 47.2 p¢e-.<nt of
the assault case dispositions, respectively.

With regard to civil cases, 11.9  percent of
dispositions involved a trial. OFf the civil cases
tried, 564 were before a jury and 11,558 were
before the judge alone. Default or agreed judg-
ments accounted for 41.2 percent of civil disposi-
tions, and 38.6 percent of civil  cases were
dismissed. Civil activity includes show cause
motions in family law for the first time in fiseal
year 1986. Of the show cause motions filed during
fiscal 1986 in the county~level courts, 81 percent -
were disposed. :

Total Pending Caseloads Increase

Total cases pending on the dockets of the
county-level courts increased 9 percent from
545,344 on September 1, 1985, to 594,551 on August
31, 1986. (This does not include probate or men—
tal health cases.)

Civil cases remaining on the dockets on August
31, 1986, represented a 10.1 percent increase in
pending civil cases and pending criminal cases
increased by 1l4.6 percent during the fiscal year.



COUNTY-LEVEL COURTS
Total of Reported Activity for Year Ending August 31, 1986

CRIMINAL, CIVIL & JUVENILE CASES
(100% of Counties Reporting)

CAUSES PENDING SEPTEMBER 1, 1985. . . . 4 4 & 4 4 4 n a & = o « « o « s - o s a - « 545,344

CAUSES ADDED DURING YEAR:

New Cases Filed. . . . . s s o e a e a o aaamomoaaaoaaa~ s . s 484,189
Appeals from Lower Court . . . . . . . "+ aae e aaaaonoaaa . 97,081
*¥Show Cause Motions Filed v o o v 4 o v 4 4 a4 o o « 8 2 o o o o« o w s 992

*Motions to Revoke Probation Filed . . & o o o o « 2 w « a a s » -~ o 29,834
Ofher Cases Added. . + - - & & & 4 & « @ 4 n a o o o a a a s« o __4,052

TOTAL CAUSES ADDED DURING YEAR . . . . . . . . A e s s oa e - - . 616,148

CAUSES DISPOSED OF DURING YEAR:
Jury Trials (including Directed Verdicts). o « 4 o & 4 o o = o = » » 3,168
Non=jury Trials (excluding Gullty Pleas or Nolo Contendere). . . . . 21,126
Guilty Pleas or Nolo Contendere (Criminal, Non=dury) . . . . . . . . 230,761
*Placed on Deferred Adjudication (Criminal only) v « o w o « o ~ . - 28,398
*Motions to Revoke Probation Disposed (Criminal and Juvenile only). . 19,253
Default or Agreed Judgments (Civil only) . « & & 4 « 4 o =« o n » - « 41,990
*Show Cause Motions Disposed (Civil only) o v v ¢ v 4 4 4 o o 4 n o & 803
DIsmissals u o o « o o s o a a a a a ¢ a a = o o2 8 s « = o o ~ » » 197,403
Other DispositTions . . . & & ¢ 4 4 & &« s a o« 5« a s n s+ aa o 24,039

TOTAL DISPOSITIONS DURING YEAR & w & 4 o « w s a a o o o o n o ~ & 566,941

CAUSES PENDING AUGUST 31, 1986 . w o 4 s & o a 4 o o o » o a o a o s o 2 » » & » » » 594,551

* These items are included for the first time in State Fiscal Year 1986.

PROBATE AND MENTAL HEALTH CASES
(100% of Counties Reporting)

TOTAL PROBATE CASES FILED DURING YEAR o & & v 4 4 4 o e o e a a a a o o o a n o ~ » o 53757
HEARINGS HELD DURING YEAR &4 & & 4 4 v 4 s = o o s o & s a s o a « s » a'n o o o « o o 16,024

TOTAL MENTAL HEALTH CASES FILED DURING YEAR . w & &« v s o o v o o o o a » o = =« as - 20,621
HEARINGS HELD DURING YEAR , 4 4 wn a'a o o s @ & o o « a'a o2 o « o 2= s & o a.n o » « 34,146
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COUNTY-LEVEL COURT ACTIVITY
Summary of Reported Activity for Year Ending August 31, 1986

CIVIL DOCKET

Injury Injury or

or Damage
Damage Other
Involve Than Suits ANl
Motor Motor on Other Other
Vehicle Vehicle Tax Debt Divorce Family Civil TOTAL
CAUSES ON DOCKET:
Causes Pending 9-1-85 10,620 3,521 6,127 66,602 2,179 836 35,707 125,592
New Causes Filed 7,532 2,171 3,253 64,053 3,581 968 27,143 108,701
Cases Appealed Lower Courts 82 57 5 784 7 7 1,464 2,406
Show Cause Motions Filed 3 1 5 981 2 992
Other Causes Added : 89 41 28 601 1,098 295 461 2,613
TOTAL OW DOCKET 18,326 5,790 9,414 132,045 6,865 3,087 64,777 240,304
DISPOSITIONS:
Default Judgments 1,991 335 671 23,543 197 26 5,011 31,774
Agreed Judgments 715 242 68 3,768 976 118 4,329 10,216
Judgmnt After Trial-No Jury 572 150 36 5,370 2,228 394 2,808 11,558
Judgment on Jury Verdict 93 35 1 279 25 2 129 564
Dismiss/Want of Prosecution
or by Plaintiff 4,098 1,074 1,483 22,593 1,081 445 8,622 39,396
Show Cause Disposed 4 799 803
Other Disposition 481 164 120 1,412 132 159 5,248 7,716
TOTAL DISPOSITIONS 7,950 2,000 2,379 56,969 4,839 1,943 26,147 102,027
CAUSES PEMDING 8-31-86 10,376 3,790 7,035 75,076 2,226 1,144 38,630 138,277
AGE OF CAUSES DISPOSED IN MONTHS Under 3 3 Ta 6 6 To 12 12 To 18 Over 18 TOTAL
Number of Causes 22,894 19,814 27,128 12,703 19,488 102,027
\ikw
JUVENILE DOCKET
CINS Belin TOTAL CINS Delin TOTAL
CAUSES ON DOCKET: INFO ON DELIN. COND/CINS
Causes Pending 9-1-85 284 1,384 1,668 Placement of Child
Petitions Filed 399 2,389 2,788 Under Parental Care 247 1,265 1,512
Motion to Revoke Filed 15 132 147 Under Foster Care 10 17 27
Other Causes Added 10 65 75 Residential Facility 21 121 142
TOTAL OH DOCKET 708 3,970 4,678 Committed to T.Y.C. 288 288
Judgment No Disposition 1 16 17
DISPOSITIONS:
Find. Delin Conduct/CINS TOTAL } 268 1,650 1,918
Trial by Judge 273 1,572 1,845
Trial by Jury 1 12 13 OTHER JUV COURT ACTIVITY
Find. No Delin Cond/cins Detention Hearings Held 196 963 1,159
Trial by Judge 95 95 Hearings Modify Ct Order 41 202 243
Trial by Jury 1 8 9 Children Certified Adult 29 29
" Directed Verdict 2 2 Attarney App. As Counsel 197 1,262 1,459
Motion to Revoke Granted 6 100 106
Motion to Revoke Denied 3 36 39
Change. of Venue Transfer 1 8 9
A1l Other Dispositions 120 741 861
TOTAL DISPOSITIORS 405 2,574 2,979
CAUSES PENDING 8-31-86 303 1,396 1,699

* Dallas County reports cases appealed from lower courts in the "Other Criminai® column.,

138




COUNTY-LEVEL COURT ACTIVITY
Summary of Reported Activity for Year Ending August 31, 1986

( Continued )
CRIMINAL DOCKET
DWI Theft or
or Worthless Drug Other
DUID Check Offense Assault Traffic Crim JOTAL
CAUSES ON DOCKET: ’ .
Causes - Pending 9-1-85 101,250 121,293 21,757 8,702 50,036 100,046 403,084
New Cases Filed 129,209 81,018 28,330 12,325 19,118 102,760 372,700
Cases Appealed Lower Court 31 246 132 264 57,923 36,079 94,675
CAUSES REACHING DOCKET:
Hotions To Revoke Filed 19,480 2,974 1,502 b12 358 4,761 29,687
Other Causes Added 326 267 102 59 42 568 1,364
TOTAL CAUSES ON DUCKET 250,296 205,798 51,823 21,962 127,477 244,154 901,510
DISPOSITIONS:
Convictions
Guilty Plea - No Jury 106,470 29,283 18,375 4,478 12,830 59,325 230,761
Not Guilty Plea - fo Jury 405 118 71 101 56 440 1,161
Guilty Plea - Jury Verdict 138 12 i1 3 19 50 233
Not Guilty Plea - Jury Ver 693 84 58 68 102 298 1,303
Total Convictions 107,706 29,497 18,515 4,650 13,007 60,113 233,488
Placed On Deferred Adjud 960 7,832 4,200 685 4,717 10,004 28,398
Acquittals
Non-Jury Trial 444 110 65 178 77 5,563 6,437
Jury Verdict 467 51 14 81 33 227 873
Directed Verdict 52 14 14 21 23 47 171
Total Acquittals 963 175 93 280 133 " 5,837 7,481
Dismissals
Insufficient Evidence 1,949 2,209 866 541 2,160 3,788 11,513
Speedy Trial Act Limit. 949 4,931 223 213 1,205 1,795 9,316
A1) Other Dismissals 14,288 30,893 6,739 4,747 38,436 42,075 137,178
Total Dismissed 17,186 38,033 7,828 5,501 41,801 47,658 158,007
OTHER DISPOSITIONS
Motion To Revoke Granted 7,647 922 506 185 136 1,231 10,627
Continue On Prob Or Def Adj 4,991 893 56