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s AGENDA '
Supreme Court Advisory Cammittee Meeting

May 31, 1985
Date of Request  Action taken, - -
Request Submitted by if any ~ Comments
3a 1/11/85 Judge Wénace Amended version adcopted 'See also Rules 8, 10,

by Supreme Court 12/3/83. 10a, 10b, 27a, 27b,
No record of new request. 27c, 165a, 166f, 247,
247a, 250, 305a.

8 1/11/85 Judge Wallace Amended versicon adopted See also Rules 8, 10,
: ) by Supreme Court 12/3/83. 10a, 1l0b, 27a, 27b,
No record of new request. 27¢c, 165a, 166f, 247,
o 7 - 247a, 250, 305a.

8 2/84 Ray Hardy Proposed Revision approved 10, 14b
‘ by COAJ on 6/9/84

8 9/15/83 Ray Hardy None 10, 65, 165a, 127,
: 131 proposes New Rule

10 1/11/85 Judge Wallace Amended version adopted See also Rules 8, 10,
- by Supreme Court 12/3/83. 10a, 10b, 27a, 27b,
No record of new request. 27c, l65a, 166f, 247,
: 247a, 250, 305a.

10 2/84 " Ray Hardy Proposed Revision approved 10, 14b
by COAJ on 6/9/84

10 9/15/83 Ray Hardy None : 10, 65, 165a, 127,
: . 131 proposes New Rule .

10a 1/11/85 Judge Wallace Amended version adopted See also Rules 8, 10,
by Supreme Court 12/3/83. 10a, 10b, 27a, 27b,
No record of new request. 27c, 165a, 166£f, 247,
247a, 250, 305a.

10b 1/11/85 Judge Wallace Amended version adopted See also Rules 8, 10,
by Supreme Court 12/3/83. 10a, 10b, 27a, 27b,
No record of new request. 27c, 165a, 166f£, 247,
: 247a, 250, 305a. o
14b 2/84 .  Ray Hardy Proposed Revision approved 10, 1l4b KF ’r
‘ by COAJ on 6/9/84 g%{ [p

145
1505
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’.4c a

21c

27a

. 27¢ ‘

47

47

47

Chairman Green request.the
subcamittee to study the -
rule for a later report. -

... Ccmments

At 2/25/84 meeting Gary =

report at the next meeting;
however, it was not on the
4/14/84 agenda prepared by

. Approved. 12/3/83 by S.C.

- Report by Doak Bishop on

306(2); Written report on
306(2) also received from
Tcm Pollan dated 3/6/8S.

Amended version adopted
by Supreme Court 12/3/83.
No record of new request.

Amended version adopted

. by Supreme Court 12/3/83.

No record of new request.

. Amended version adopted L

by Supreme Court 12/3/83.
No record of new request.

Comnittee on Professional

Camittee on Professional

Date of Request W}-\ci:ion taken,
Request Submitted by if any A
. '2/3/83  W.J. Kronzer At 11/5/83 meeting,

Hopkins was to have a
Greene

-6/26/84. Jordan & Haggen

S ‘ : on 3/9/85 Agenda for

1/11/85 Judge Wallace

1/11/85 Judge Wallace

1/11/85 Judge Wallace

8/31/82 W.J. Kronzer -Referred to State Bar
Ethics

12/1/83 Hubert Green Referred to State Bar
Ethics

9/20/84 Robert Davis

On 3/9/85 agenda for
report by Jim Weber

See alsc Ruales 8, 10,
10a, 10b, 27a, 27b,
27c, l65a, 166f, 247,
247a, 250, 305a.

See also Rules 8, 10,
10a, 10b, 27a, 27b,
27c, 165a, 166f, 247,
247a, 250, 305a.

See also Rules 8, 10,
10a, 10b, 27a, 27b,
27c, 165a, 166£, 247,

- 247a, 250, 305a.

None

None

Nene



Date of Reqﬁest 7 Action taken,

- Request - Submitted by . . iffany - .- -VConmentsi
:M\ 47 ° Unknown JimWeber .  Nome - . ' None
65, . 9/15/83 RayHardy.  Nome . .. . .10, 65, 165a, 127, . . .

. 131 proposes New Rule

86 1/9/84 Judge Wallace  None - : 87,88, 89
87 1/9/84 Judge Wallace None 87,88, 89
'87(2) (1;) ” 2/10/84 Hubert Green - - Approved by COAJ at o None

- 6/9/84 meeting

87 | 2/16/84 Bill Dorsaneo Approved by COAJ at . None
. 6/9/84 meeting

'87(2) (b) 8/29/83 Bob Martin Approved by COAJ at None
' 6/9/84 meeting

1/9/84 . Judge Wallace None 87,88, 89
89 1/9/84  Judge Wallace None . 87,88, 89
103 8/6/84  Donald Baker  On 3/9/85 Agenda for 106
: ' = - Appointment to Sub-
106 3/10/83 Ellen Grimes Removed fram docket ~ None

6/4/83, returned to
docket and placed on
3/9/85 Agenda for Report
on from Jeffrey Jones

127 9/15/83 Ray Hardy None 10, 65, 165a, 127,
: 131 proposes New Rule

131 9/15/83 Ray Hardy " None 10, 65, 1l65a, 127,
. 131 proposes New Rule
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165a

165a

166f£

200

201

204

204

Date of Request

Action taken,

Request = Submitted by -

1/25/84° Don L. Baker -

if any

Amended Version adopted

by S.C. by order 12/3/83,
‘on 3/9/85 Agenda for

" Appt. to Subcammittee

2/21/84  Putnam/K.Reiter

1/11/85 Judge Wallace

. 9/15/83 . Ray Hardy

8/21/84 Jeremy Wicker

-1/11/85  Judge Wallace

3/7/84 Richard Relsey

1/25/84 Don L. Baker

1/9/84  Harris Morgan

6/20/84 David Hyde

pertains to attorney fees

. .Comments

' None

not 161

Amended version adopted
by Supreme Court 12/3/83.

No record of new request.

None

,'Adopﬁed by S.C. by Order

of 12/3/83. On 3/9/85
Agenda; Written Report
has been submitted by Tam
Pollan dated 3/6/85.

Amended version adopted
by Supreme Court 12/3/83.
No record of new request.

Approved by S.C. by Order
of 12/3/83. On 3/9/85
Agenda for Appointment to

" Subcommittee.

Approved S.C. by Order of
12/3/83. Cn 3/9/85
Agenda for Appointment
to Subcammittee.

Approved by S.C. by Order
of 12/3/83. On 3/9/85
Agenda for Report by
Collins and Haworth.

Approved by S.C. by Order
of 12/3/83. On 3/9/85
Agenda for Report by
Collins and Haworth.

See also Rules 8, 10,
10a, 10b, 27a, 27b,
27c, 165a, 166f, 247,
247a, 250, 305a.. -

10, 65, 165a, 127,
131 proposes New Rule

306(a) (1)

See also Rules 8, 10,
10a, 10b, 27a, 27b,
27c, l1l65a, 166f, 247,

247a, 250, 305a.

324 (b)

None

None

None



204(4)

204 (4)

- 206(3)

207(2)

208(a)

216

247

247a

250

Action taken,

" ‘Approved By S.C. by Order’

on 3/9/85

Approved byvé.C. by Order
On 3/9/85

Approved by S.C. by Order.

On 3/9/85

Approved by S.C. by Order
On 3/9/85

Approved by S.C. by Order

Cn 3/9/85

Was on 11/5/83 Agenda for
suggested action by CCAJ.

Amended version adopted
by Supreme Court 12/3/83.
No record of new request.

Amended version adopted
by Supreme Court 12/3/83.
No record of new request.

Date of Request
.. Request .Suhn@tted by if any
3/6/84 ~ Judge Barrow
. of 12/3/83.
‘Agenda for Report by
2/21/85 L. Soules
of 12/3/83.
Agenda for Report by
Collins and Haworth.
3/6/84  Judge Barrow :
- IR of 12/3/83.
Agenda for Report by
Collins. and Haworth.
3/6/84  Judge Barrow
A of 12/3/83.
Agenda for Report by
Collins and Haworth.
3/6/84 Judge Barrow
of 12/3/83.
Agenda for Report by
Collins and Haworth.
9/22/83 Bradford Moore
No further record.
1/11/85 Judge Wallace
1/11/85 Judge Wallace
1/11/85 Judge Wallace

Amended version adopted
by Supreme Court 12/3/83.
No record of new request.

: Connents
7206(3),207(2),
208(@)

~ Collins and Haworth. .

None

..206(3) 7207(2) ,
208 (a)

1206(3),207(2),

208 (a)

206(3),207(2),
208 (a)

See also Rules 8, 10,
10a, 10b, 27a, 27b,
27c, 1l65a, 166£, 247,
247a, 250, 305a.

See also Rules 8, 10,
10a, 10b, 27a, 27b,
27c, lé5a, 166f, 247,
247a, 250, 305a.

See also Rules 8, 10,
10a, 10b, 27a, 27b,
27¢c, le5a, l66f, 247,
247a, 250, 305a.



264'

265(a)

272

296

296

297

305a

306(a) (1) 8/21/84

306(a) (4) 6/26/84

Judge Wallace

Jeremy Wicker

Jordan & Haggen

' Proposed change presented
by Richard Clarkson was

Cn 3/9/85 Agenda for Report

Appoved by S.C. 12/3/83

Appoved by S.C. 12/3/83

Date of Request Action taken,
Request ‘ Suhudtted.by,‘.x,- if any.
' Unknown " Unknown .
approved at the 6/9/84
meetlng 4
6/14/83 Judge Onion
o by Judge Curtiss Brown
12/13/83 Judge Wallace  On 3/9/85 Agenda for
- Appointment to Sub-
. cammittee - .

6/14/83 D. Bickel
On 3/9/85 Agenda by .
Doak Blshop.

8/6/84 Jeremy Wicker
On 3/9/85 Agenda by
Doak Bishop. -

12/13/83 Judge Wallace On 3/9/85 Agenda for
Appointment to Sub—
cxxunlttee

1/11/85

Amended version adopted
by Supreme Court 12/3/83.

_No record of new request.

Adopted by S.C. by Order

of 12/3/83. On 3/9/85

 Agenda; Written Report
. has been submitted by Tom

Pollan dated 3/6/85.

Approved 12/3/83 by S.C.
on 3/9/85 Agenda for
Report by Doak Bishop on
306 (a) ; Written report
on 306(2) also received
fram Tam Pollan dated
3/6/85.

“Conments_

{ane

None

297,373,749

None

306(c)

297,373,749

See also Rules 8, 10,
10a, 10b, 27a, 27b,

- 27c, 165a, 166f, 247,
A 247a, 250, 305a.

306(a)(l)

456,457,458



ST e

324 (b)
329
354

355

364 (a)

373

380 -

438

452

306 (c)

Appoved by S C 12/3/83

Approved by S.C. by Order

.Agenda for Appointment to

Approved 12/3/83 by S.C.
On March 9, 1985 Agenda

Date of Request Action taken,
Request  Submitted. by if any
8/6/84 = Jeremy Wicker
: .. -On 3/9/85 Agenda by .
'Doak B;Lshop
3/7/84 | Richard Kelsey
of 12/3/83. On 3/9/85
Subcammittee.
3/9/84  Charles
Childress
' for Appointment to
Subcammittee.
4/6/84  Jim Milam  Approved COAT 4/14/84
4/6/84  Jim Milam Approved COAJ 4/14/84
5/2/84  Guy Hopkins Approved COAJ 6/9/84
12/13/83 Judge Wallace  On 3/9/85 Agenda for
: Appointment to Sub-
-cammittee .
4/6/84  Jim Milam Approved COAT 4/14/84
© 7/17/84 Michael Renme  On 3/9/85 Agenda for
: - Appointment to Sub-
Camittee
3/23/84 John Feather

At 4/14/84 meeting it was
determined that Sub-
camittee would continue
its work; No further
record.

" 306(c)

324(b)

None

354, 380
354, 380
None

297,373,749

354, 380

None

Ncne



© 456

457

458

621A

627

680

680

680

680

Approved 12/3/83 by S.C.

Report by Doak Bishop on

“on 306 (2) also received

Approved 12/3/83 by S.C.

Report by Doak Bishop on
306 (a) ; Written report
on 306(2) also received

Approved 12/3/83 by S.C.

Report by Doak Bishop on
306 (a) ; Written report
on 306(2) also received

. - Comments -

456,457,458

456,457,458

456,457,458

3/9/85 Agenda for Appoint- 627

3/9/85 Agenda for Appoint- 627

Date of Request ‘Action taken,
. Request Submitted by _if any -
6/26/84 Jordan & Haggen
on 3/9/85 Agenda for
306 (a); Written report
fram Tom Pollan dated
3/6/85.
6/26/84 Jordan & Haggen
on 3/9/85 Agenda for
fram Tom Pollan dated
- 3/6/85.
6/26/84 Jordan & Haggen
» on 3/9/85 Agenda for
from Tom Pollan dated
3/6/85.
6/29/84 John Pace
ment to Subcamnittee.
6/29/84 Jchn Pace
y ment to Sutcxnudttee.,
7/6/83  W. C. Martin  On 3/9/85 Agenda for
' Appointment to Sub-
Camnittee.
7/27/83 on 3/9/85 Agenda for
Appointment to Sub-
Camnittee.
1/27/84 On 3/9/85 Agenda for
Appointment to Sub—
Camittee.
2/10/84 Kenneth Fuller

On 3/9/85 Agenda for
Appointment to Sub-
Cammittee. '

None

None

None

683



Date of  Request Action taken, o
" Request -~ Submitted by . .- ifany - oo -Comments- .

683 2/10/84 ' Kenneth Fuller Approved by S.C. - - 680
S e e oo 12/3/83.  3/9/85 Agenda .
for Appointment to
- Subccmm.ttee. b

735-755 - 1/16/85 Jefferson Erving S.C. AC. only proposed
and Robert Ray changes to Rules 741-
746. Changes in Rules
741-746 approved by S.C.
12/3/83. No record of

new Request.
749 12/13/83 Judge Wallace On 3/9/85 agenda for 297,373,749
: _ . " appointment to sub-
camittee ,
792 8/25/83 John Williamson At 6/4/83 meeting this

was deferred to new
camittee on COAJ.
6/2/83 John Williamson At 11/5/83 meeting Frank
A Jones moved further
caonsiderations be given
' to the rules, including
1/27/83 . Carl Hoppess Rules 791 and 798. At
: the 2/25/84 meeting, it
was referred to the Section
on Real Estate, Praobate and
. Trust Law before final
. ' approval. - No further
o action at this time.

7o,

=
s
S
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Supplement to

) . AGENDA
Supreme Court Advisory Camnittee Meeting
May 31, 1985
- . ]

Date of Request Action taken, :

Request Submitted by if any Comments
10 4/17/85 Reese Harrison None 165a, 3C6a
106 - 2/27/85 Jeffrey Jones  None See 107
204 4/9/85 Charles Haworth None See 216
296 4/8/85 R. Doak Bishope None See 306a, 306c

Rules of 5/8/85
Evidence

Canon 3c 5/28/85

FRAP 10 4/23/85

Newell Blakely None

ILuke Soules and None
Justice Kilgarin

Frank Baker None 11

*These rules are located in the pgck.
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CHIEF JUSTICE THE SUPREME COURT OF TEXAS

JACK POPE : PO. BOX 12248 CAPITOL STATION . CIERI;SON *_IACKSON
AUSTIN, TEXAS 78711 GA JA

JUSTICES .

SEARS McGEE . B , EXECUTIVE ASS'T.

ROBERT M. CAMPBELL : : WILLIAM L WILLIS

FRANKLIN S. SPEARS .

C.L RAY : ADMINISTRATIVE ASS'T.

JAMES P. WALLACE MARY ANN DEFIBAUGH

TED Z. ROBERTSON
WILLIAM W. KILGARLIN
RAUL A. GONZALEZ

January 11, 1985

" Mr. Luther H. Soules, III, Chairman
Supreme Court Advisory Committee
Soules & Cliffe
1235 Milam Building
€an Antonio, TX 78205

Re: Rules 3a, 8, 10, 10a, 10b, 27a, 27b, 27c,
165a, 166f, 247, 247a, 250, 305a.

Dear Luké:

-I am enclosing herewith copies of amendments to the Rules of
Civil Procedure as recommended by the Committee on Local Rules of
the Council of Administrative Judges. I am also enclosing a copy
of that Committee's report to Judge Pope which sets out the
reasons for the proposed changes.

If you would like a éopy to go to each member of the Advisory
Committee at this time, please call Flo in my office (512/475-4615)
and we will take care of it. ’

Sincerely,
/.,‘\
" Jam Wallace
: JéStice -
JPW: fw
Enclosures



lao: Jack Pope, Chief Justice, Supreme Court of fexas | .- ﬂ ) f : S

Re: Report of Committee on Local Rules

“‘Uittle vacuum exists is: case processing; necessity, 1nvent1veness and
the akill of the mgrtinette will rush in to plug gaps in any System of
tules, wherever adopted.

Your committee was furnished copies of all Local Rules filed by
District and County Courts with the Supreme court by April 1, 1984, Qur
work was divided, with Judges Ovard and lhurmond reviewing Criminal case
processing and Judges McKim and Stovall civil case processing. Our

_approach was to ;group-Local -Rules by, function, so each .could be compared
~ for likenesses and dlfferences. Host Local rules agddressed these

“Jlr”"°t1°"a' e et e e e L T e T e e e e e s
1. 'Divis‘on of work load in overlapping districts.
2. Schedules for sitting in multi-county districts,
3. " Procedures for setting cases: Jury, non-jury, ancillary and dxlatory,

preferential, oo

i, Annguncements, assignments, pass by agreements, and continuances.
5.. Pre-trial methods and procedures.
6. Dismissal for Want of Prosecutian,
7. - Notices - lead counsel. -
8. Withdrawal/Substitution of Counsel. . ’
9. Attorney vacations. - - . .
10. Engaqed counsel conflicts, ' ) .
l1l. Courtroom decorum. - housekeeping. pa -
12. Exhortatory suggest;ons about good-faith settlement efforts. T

The Committee found three broad groups of Local Rules_and offer the
fallowing comments:

Grnhup One: fBensral! Administrative Ruleas

Most courts have general administraltive rules, particularly those who

'serve more than one county, setting out terms of court in each county,

types of setting calendars and information about who to call for settings,
what %ind of notice is. to be given others in the case and genecal
housakéeping provisions, subject to change, depending on circumstances,

. Comment: The Committee notes that terms of court are governed by
statute, usually when the court was created or in a reconstituting statute,
making most, if not all, continuous term courts. [his language is probably
not needed in a Local Rule, Calendars setting out the "who, when, what and
where™ are useful and must be flexible, to fit court needs, such as
illness, vacations and the unexpectedllong case or docket collapse. OQOur

recommendation: lace this information in a "broadside", post it in all
. P : 4

courthouses in the District and instruct the clerk to send a copy to all
cut-of-district attorneys and pro se who file papers, when the first
appesrance is made. lhe local Bar can be copied when the senedule is first
made and notified of any changes, We note that many multi-county Judicial



.--could -be covered by a "Courct lnformatzon Bulletin®,

:

Districts serve overlapping counties and the division of work load 1is.
qovéraed by statute or agreement of the affectzd Judges. All the above

spelling out .the. madner.
of getting a ‘setting on motxons, pre=- trxal and trial matters.’

-

tRchmmgndatién: AdOpt as 3 statew;de RuIe the followlng.

. LOCAL RULES: NOTICE ro COUNSEL AND PUBLIC
Local Schedules and Assxgnments of Court shall be mailed by each Oxstr;ct

Qr - County c1erk upon: recezpt of the first. pleading ar dnstruaent. filed by-an.

attorney or pro se party not resxdxng within the county. fThe clerk shall not
be required to provide more than one copy of the rules during a given year to
each attorney or litigant who resides outside of the county in which the case
is filed. It shall be the attorney and litigant's responsibility to keep

informed of amendments to local rules, which shall be provided by the clerk on
request for out of county residents. Local Rules and Amendments thereto shall
be printed and available in the clerks office at no cost, and shall be posted

in the Courthouse at all times.

Grouo Two: 'State Rulés of4Procedure

e . R . . ,.»-._.

Many of Local Rules address functxons whl h could best be served by 8
statewide uniform rule. lhese are suggested, as examples,

36th,-156th

NN
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- Rule 3a.. - Rul'es.by.Other. Cou‘rtsw:_ cee T N

g ) Each Court of Appeals, each adm1n1strat1ve Jud1c1a1 dlstmct each

*1str1ct court and each county ‘court may, from t1me to t1me, ‘make and amend

rules govermng 1ts pract1ce not 1ncons1 stent with these rules. Cop1es of rules

and amendments s nade shall before the1r promulgatwn be furmshed to the

..

. P B s Ceeed .1 - . . b
Supreme Court of' Texas for approva] I KR T e e e T

(b) If a judge of a single judicial district desires to adopt a local

rule of procedure governing his judicial district, he shall request approval of

such rule by filing with the Presiding Judge of the Administrative Judicial

District the rule and the reason for its adoption. In a county or counties

having two judicial districts, both judges must approve the proposed rule '

before submitting"ii to the Presiding Ju&ge. In counties of "three or more

-_;,wdmv-al drstmcts, a ma30r1ty of JudLS nust approve the pr_posed ru]e before

it is sent to the Pres1d1ng Judge of the Adrmmstratwe Judicial D1strict “in R

accordance with Section 3(b), Article 200b, V.T.C.S. All recuests for approval

of new rules of procedure or amendments thereto shall be filed with the

Presiding Judge of the Administrative ‘Judicial District on or before December

31st of each year. The Presiding Judge shall provide written support or oppo-

sition to the proposed rule, which shall accompany the proposed rule and which

shall be filed by the Presiding Judge with the Supreme Court not later than

January 31st of the §uéc’eeding year. The Supreme Court shall have final

authority to appr'ove' or disapprove the adoption of all local rules of'procedure

as provided by Section (a) of this Rule and Section 3(.91, Article 200b,
v.T.C.S.

CA:RULE1(69th)




- Rule .8, . Attorney. in Chargé [LeadiagLouassl Dafinad] 7 )

... Each party shall, on the occasion of its first appearance through coun-

o= ﬁe'],td.esi-gnate in weiting the_..l'fa.ttc')rr;éyA 1n'cr.\a:r§e';‘ for such par»'t)"‘. Thereaffer, 5
- until such designation is chan@ by written notice .to the .court and wri.tten'

‘notice to all other“parties in accordance with Ruiés 212 and 21b, ‘said-‘attbr;: '
‘nevy iﬁ‘uélriar'-'g"s'haﬁ 'Be r:é:sbansible for thé™ suit as- to ‘such party and “shall ~ .

attend or send a fully authorized representative to all hearings,' conferences,

and the\ trial.

A1 communications from the court or other counsel with respect to a

suit will be sent to the attorney in charge. [Ihe—attorney—firct employed—shall

e ,".,’ | ? - ,..’ ,”“"“‘“"”v By _“,‘“t.’ "“”'_ J'a_”"_‘ ‘m“__
CA:RULE2(69th) - - e m e mmmmee s




Rule 10. mthdrawal of Counsel [wwﬁy—-ﬂf—ﬂﬁmﬂd—ﬂaﬁnﬂd] -

mthdrawal of - an attorney in. charqe may be effected (a) upon motmn»

shomng good cause. and under such cond1t1ons ‘lmposed by~ the Presnhng Judge- or.

b} upon - presentatmn by such attorneLm charge of a notice of . subst1tut1on'

deswnatmg»the name, address, telephone number, and State- Bar Number of the

subst1tute attorney, w1th the s1gnature of the attorney ta be subst1tuted the

_@roval of the client, the client's current address and telephone number and

an_averment that such substitution will not delay any setting currently in
effect., [Aa—atiorney—of record—is—ong-who-has-appaared—in the case .35 axvidenced
by hi . 1 . ¢ .

CA:RULE3(69th)




4' RuAIeVIOa (new),. : Attorney; Vacations .

Each attorney practu:mg in the d1 strxct and county courts who des1res
"o assure mmself of a vacat;on perwd not to exceed four weeks 1n June, July,
and August,_may do so automatwally by de51gnat1ng the four weeks,»"' Wﬂtmg.
addressed and maﬂed or dehvered to the D1str1ct or County C1erk or any
ofﬁcer des1gnated as the Docket C!erk in his’ own- county, ‘with a copy thereof to
the District Clerk or Docket Clerk of any other county in which he has cases
pending trial, before the 15th of May of each year. The vacation period so
designated shall be honored by all judges so notified. 7

This provisiion shall not apply to vacations for attorneys engaged in a
criminal case, Nothing herein provided shall prevent the varmus judges from

‘recogmzmg vacations of attorneys as a d1scret1onary matter.

CA:RULE4(69th)




‘Rule 10b (new). . Conflict in Trial Settings . .~ . B

1. Attorney Already -in Trial Assigned tb'"frial {i Another Court:
"When the docket clerk or jﬁdgeffsﬂtnformedjtha;“an atfhrnejlisldléegﬁyhzn>trial;
ne clerk w{IIAdetermine theaﬁesigﬁatiod of .the courf; the county where it is
-locétéd, and the-time the -attorney went -to trial. .- If. the judge or opposing e
-attorney desires the :information to be {erifggd,'phe~court will ascertain if the N S L .3:
;ttorﬁe}'%s-act;all; in trﬁai énd theﬂpfabable timeléf reléase;' The c;Sé ﬁé}
then be put on "hold", or another date may be set for triail.
1f the attorney is not actually in trial, the case will be assigned to
trfal as scheduled, and the court shall inform all parties. ’ :f_
If the attorney's office canﬁot provide the clerk with an attorney's

_location, the case will nevertheless be scheduled for.trial as.plasned, and his

.office.so'advised, wiih the warning that ihé case will be'trfed without fufther

Te mea, SN s g m TR R

.

2. Atforney Assigned to Two Courts Simultaneously: Whenever an

_attorney has two or more cases on trial dockets and is set for trial at the same

time, it shall be the duty of the attorney to bring the matter to the a;tention
of thé judges concerned immediately upon learning of the conflicting settings.

. '3. General Priority of Cases Set for Trial -- Determination: Insofar

as practicable, 'judges should attempt to agree on which case has priority,

otherwise, the following priorities shall be observed by the judges of respec-
tive courts: ‘
(1) criminal cases have priority over Eivi1 céses and jail cases
over bond cases; A
(2) preferentially set cases have priority over those not given
preference by.stétqte or otherwi se; o -
(3) the oldest case, on the basis of filing date, has pfiority; ‘
(4) courts in metropolitan counties should yield to courts in
rural ‘counties in all other instances of conflicting trial
settings. z A - N ‘
‘4; Comity Between Fedefal and State Courts: The jﬁdgeﬁ 6f11ocal State‘
Courts should énter into agreements with the Chief Judge of Federal Judicial
Districts having jur%sdiction-in the same counties to establish the priorities
for trial in the event of setting conflicts between the Federal and State

Courts.
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© CA:RULE9(69th)

..Rule 27a (new). Fﬂmg of Cases; RandOm Ass1gnment . - N

Except as prov1ded in th1s rule, aH cases fﬂed in count1es havmg two" E

or more d1str1ct ‘courts ‘shall be filed in’ random order, in a manner prescnbed

Yy the judges of those courts. Each,garmshment actmn sha~H be assigned to the

‘court im which .the principal . suit is pending, and should transfer occur,. Both o
cases. sha]] be transferred Every, su1t 1n the nature of 2 bill of revvew or‘

other act‘lon seek1ng to attach, avmd or set as1de a Judgment or other court

order shall be assigned to the court which rendered such decree. Every motion

for consolidation or joint hearing under Rule 174(a) 'shall be heard in the court

in which the first case filed is pending. Upon motion granted, the cases being - .

consolidated shall be transferred to the granting court.




Rule 27b (new) Transfer of Cases . . . . _ o

Nhenever any pend1ng ‘case 1s S0 related to another case pendmg in or
dismissed’ by another court-that’ a transf‘er of "the-‘case to such other court wouldl‘..
'acih‘tate orderly and'efficient di sposftion ‘of the Htigatio_n, the "judge ‘of -the

court. in- which- either case. i's ar was pending may, upon motion.:and- notice-

_(1nc1ud1ng h1s own motlon} transfer the case to the court 1n wmch the earher_. )

i "'."as those mvolved 1n the earher case,

case was fﬂed. Such cases may include but are not 11m1ted to:
1. Any case arising out of the same transaction or occurrence as did
an earlier case, particularly if the earlier case was dismissed for want of pro-

secution or voluntarily dismissed by plaintiff at any time before final

Jjudgment;

2. Any case 1nvolv1‘ng one ar more. of the same parties in an earlier

case and requiring a determmatmn of any of the same questwns of fact or law

3. - Any case involving a plea that a judgment 1in. the earlier case is
conclusive of any of the issues of the later case by way of res judicata or
estoppel by Jjudgment, or any p1ead1ng that requires a construction of the
earlier judgment or a determmatmn of its effect;

4. Any suit for a declaratwn concerning the alleged duty of an
insurer ito provide a defense for a par:y to another suit;‘ or

S. Any- suit concerning which the duty of an insurer to defend was

involved in another suit.

CA:RULE10(59th)




Rule 27c- (new) - Temporary Orders S o o I -

Except in energenc1es when the clerk's ofﬁce is closed no apphcatmn
= for 1mmed1ate or. temporary relief shal¥ be presented to a- judge untﬂ a. case has~"
,r’"‘_ »een filed and ass1gned.,to<aicourjt accordmg to these “rules. If the judge of
" the court to which a case. is'-assigned is absent, 'ca'nnof be- contacted or isr
occup1ed emergency apphcatwn may be made to en:her a. Judge appomted to hear. T e . \
such matters, or in his absence, any judge of the same Jur1 sdiction, who may sit '
for the Jjudge of the court in which the case is pending, and who shall make all .
orders, writs, and process returnable to the eourt 1ﬁ which the case is pending.
Any case not initia]]yn filed with the clerk before terﬁporary hearing shall be - ) T
filed, docketed and assigned to a court under normal filing procedures at the

earliest' pra_cticable time. 'AH? writs and process shall be returnable to that

COUft.

CA:RULE11(69th)




Rule 165a. Dismissal for Want of Prosecution

1. Di smlssal A case may be d15m1ssed for want of prosecutmn on

”7'fa1lure of any party seekmg aff1rmat1ve rehef or his attorney “to appear for‘
«ny hear'lng or tr1a1 of which the party or attorney had not1ce or on faﬂure ofA
the party or his’ attorney to request a hearmg or take other action spec1f1ed by
“the court within. fifteen’days after the mailing of notice of 'the: court's inten-
tion to dismiss the case for want of prosecution. Notice of the court's inten-
tion to dismiss shall be sent by the clerk to each attorney of record, and to
each party not represented by an attorney and whose address is shown on the
docket or in the papers on Vfﬂe, by posting same in the United States Postal
Service. Notice of the signing of the order of dismissal shall be §1‘ven as pro-
-“vided in Rule '306a. Failure to mail noticea as‘réquired by ‘this lriﬂe-shaﬂ not

affect any of the perlods mentwned in' Rule 306a except as prov1ded 1n that

e et e . - Lo e H o

'.Jrule. _

2 Reinstatement. A motion to reinstate shal-’l 'setl forth the orounds
therefor and be verified by the movant or his attorney. It shall be filed with
the clerk within 30 days after the order of dismissal is'si'gned or within the
period provided by Rule 306a. A copy of the motion to reinstate shall be served ]
on each‘attorney of record and each party not represented by an attorney whose
address 1is shown on the docket or in the papers on file. The clerk shall
deliver a topy of the motion to the judge, who shall set a hearing on the motion »
as soon as practicable. The court shall notify all vpart'ies or their a’ttorneys
of record of the date, time and place of the hearing. . A A

.The court shall reinstate the case upon findihg after a hearing that
_the failure of the party or his attorney was not 1ntent1ona1 or the resu]t of -
conscious indifference but was due to an acc1dent or mistake or that the faﬂure
has been otherwise reasonably explained.

In the event for any reason a motion for reinstatement is not decided
. by signed written order w1th1n seventy -five days after the Judgment is s1gned
- or, within such other time as may be allowed by Rule 305a, the mot1on shaH be
‘deemed overruled by operation of law. If a motion to reinstate is timely fﬂed'
by any party, the trial court, regardless of whether an appeal has been per-
fected, has plenary power to reinstate the case until 30V days after all such
timely filed motions are overruled, either‘by a written and signed order or

by operation of law, whichever occurs first.




3 Cumulative Remedies. Thls dismissal and re1nstatement procedure
" 'shall’ be cumulat1ve of "the rules and laws govern1ng any other procedures
‘qva11qb1e to the- part1es in such- “cases. The same re1nstatement procedure and .

metable 1is applicable to all dismissals for want of' prosecution including

-cases which are dismissed pursuant to the court's inherent power, whether-or not. .-~

a mot1on to d1sm1ss has been f11ed

4. Cases on F11e for Two or More Years. Except as provided in this

rule, each civil case on file for two or more years which does not meet one of

the exceptions herein provided, shall be dismissed for want of prosecution by

the court unless set for hearing on written motion to retain submitted by coun-

sel or set by the court within thirty days of receipt of notice of intent to

dismiss which shall be sent by the court to all attorneys in charge and pro se

11t1gants. D1smxssal for want of prosecut1on sha11 occur at 1east once a year

“.on the’ Firsts Monday of - Apr11, and may occur at any t1me in: accordance ‘with sec-i e

tion 1. of this rule.

Upon receipt of a motion to retain, the court shall notify the parties

of the hearing date. At the hearing, if the parties request trial, the court

shall either set the case for final pretrial conference to insure prompt comple-

tion of discovery, or, if the court finds the case is ready for trial, shall set

the case for trial not less than 30 day: from the date of hearing on retention,

Cases shall be exempt from dismissal for want of prosecution if at the time of

eligibility their status is one or more of the following:

(1) set for trial;

(2) one or more of the parties announces ready for trial subsequent to

the issuance of the notice of intent to dismiss;

. 111 N
(3) under Bankruptcy Stay Order; S .

{8 having legal or other impediments which the court shall determine

~as justifiable grounds for retaining the case from dismissal,

Judicial districts breviously by local rule having eligibility for dismissal

for want of prosecution set at less than two years may retain their dismissal

-age criteria at less than two years; jurisdictions previously having eligibi-

1ity for dismissal for want of prosecution set at over two years from the date

of filing shall set dismissal for want of prosecution at three years maximum

from the date of filing.

CA:RULE5-6(69th)
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. Rule 166f (new). Oral Hearings;jﬂu]ings_of'Submissjons

The Judge of the court 1n wh1ch a case 1s pend1ng w111 hear all matters

"egard1ng cases e1ther by subm1ss1on wlthout oral hear1ng or by ora] hear1ng

where such is requested in writing,

1. Fform of the Motion. Motions shall be in writing, shall state the’

. grounds therefor, and. may include or be accompanied by authority for the motiom.

- Motions shall set a date of submission, and shall be accompanied by a proposed

order granting the relief sought. The oroposed order shall be a separate

instrument.

2. Service. Motions and responses shall be served in accordance with

Rule 21 on all attorneys in charge and shall contain a certificate of service.

"3, Submission Date. Motions shall bear a submi'ssion date at least ten

oo (10) days from the date of f111ng. The mot1on w11l be subm1tted to the court on .

PN

the spec1f1ed day or as soon after as is practical

. 4. Response. Responses by oppos1ng parties shall be in wr1t1ng, shall

advise the court whether the motion is opposed or unopposed and may be accom-

panied by authority for opposition. 4 Failure to file a response shall be a
representation of no opposition.

5. Supporting Materie{. If the motion or response to motion requires
consideration of facts not appearing of record, proof will be by affidavit or
other documentary evidence which shall be filed with the motion or response.

6. Oral Argument. The motion or response shall include a request.for
hearing for oral argument if either party views argument as necessary,»which the
court shall grant in the form of an oral hearing or by telephone conference.

The court may order oral argument.

7. Attorneys attending. Counsel attendind a hearing shall be the

" attorney who expects'to try the case, or who shall be fully authorized to state

his party's position on the law and facts, make stipulations, and enter into any

- proceeding in behalf of the party. If the court_finds counsel unqualified, the

court may take any actions specified in this rule.

8. Failure to Appear. Where hearing is set and counsel fails to
appear, the court may rule on motions and exceptions timely submitted, shorten
or extend time periods, request or permit additional authorities or supporting
material, award the prevailing party its costs, attorneys fees, or make other

orders as justice requires.

CA:RULE12(69th)




_Rule 247, Tried When Set .

Every sult shaH be tried when it 1s caHed, unless contmued or post-

poned to a future day, un]ess contmued under the prov151ons of Rule 247a, or

placed at the end of the docket to be ca]led agam for tna] in its regular

order, No cause which has been set upon the tr1a1 docket for the date set

' except by agreement of “the" partres or for good cause upon mot1on and not1ce to -

the opposing party.

* CA:RULE15(69th)




- Rule 2474 (new}.A.Irﬁal~Continuances . .

Mot1ons for contlnuance or agreements to- pass cases. set -for tr1a1 shall-

Y made in writing, and shall- be f11ed not 1ess than 10 days before tr1al date

" or 10 days before the Monday of the week set for trial, if no specific trial date

- triale . o

. has been set Provided however, that agreed mot1ons for contlnuance may be

announced at f1rst docket call in courts ut1l1z1ng docket call court sett1ng V
methods. Emergencies requiring delay of trial arising within 10 days of trial
or of the Monday preceding the week of tria] shall be submitted to the court in
writing at the earliest practicable time. Agreements to pass shall set forth

specific legal, procedural or other grounds which require that trial be delayed.

The court shall have full discretion in granting or denying delay in the trial

of a case. Upon motion or agreement granted, the court shall reset the date for

CA:RULE16(69th)
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Ruke,ZSO-(new), Cases Set for Trial; Announcement of Ready ..

. Cases set for .trial ‘on the merits shall be.considered- ready for tr1al
and there shall be no need for counsel to dec]are ready the week month, or term
prlor to tr1al date after initial announcement of ready has occurred Cases not
tr1ed as scheduled due to court delay sha]l be cons1dered ready for tr1a1 at all
t1mes un}ess 1nformed otherw1se by mot1on, and such cases ‘shall be carrled over
to the succeeding term for trial assignment until trial occurs or the case is

otherwise disposed. In all instances it shall be the attorney's or pro se

.party's responsibility to know the status of a case set for trial,

CA:RULE14(69th)
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Rule 305a (new). Final Preparatjon of Rulings, 0rders_and,Judgments

- Ru11ngs, orders and 1udgments requ1r1ng the s1gnature of the Judge must

be prepared by the preva111ng party and subm1tted to a]l other counse] for

approval as to form", then transmltted to the court for s1gnature. If the

-counse1 for the preva111ng party does not recerve an “approved as to form
Q;instrument'after‘lofdays*(or-3'daysnin temporary~injunction matters) after sub-
mission to such other counsel, prevailing counsel may forward a duplicate origi-
nal of such instrument to the court with a request that the court sign same
without the "approval as to form" of the non-prevailing.counsei and an affidavit
verifying that the instrument has been submitted to the non-prevailing counsel
as required by this rule and that>no response has been recejved. N
Non;prevailing counsellmay‘oppose the’instrumeht.proftered to the'court

- by request1ng the court to set such matter for hear1ng thereon, prov1ded that

’ such request for sett1ng of hear1ng must be made pr1or to the 1apse of the sa1d.

10 (or 3) day period. It wi]] be the further responsibi]ity of the non-
preva111ng party to advise the court of the intention to appeal any such ruling,

order or Judgment -

CA:RULE13(69th)




Craig Lewis and Frank Jones L/ 04
. (re: proposals from Dist. Clerk, Ray Hardy)

— [ -

Proposed Rule: Parties Responsible
for Accounting of Own Costs

Each party to a suit shall be responsible for
accurately recording all costs and fees incurred during the
course of a lawsuit, and such record shall be presented
to the Court at the time the Judgment’'is submitted to the
Court for entry, if the Judgment is to provide for the
taxing of such costs. 1If the Judgment provides that costs
are to be borne by the party by whom such costs were incurred,
it shall not be necessary for any of the parties to present
a record of court costs to the Court in connection with
the entry of a Judgment. )

A judge of any court may include in any order or
judgment all taxable -costs including the following:

(1) Fees of the clerk and‘service fees
due the county;

(2) Fees of the court reporter for the
original of stenographic transcripts
necessarily obtained for use.in the
suit;

(3) Compensation for experts, masters,
interpreters, and guardians ad litem
appointed pursuant to these rules
and state statutes;

(4) Such other costs and fees as may be
‘permitted by these rules and state
statutes.

Proposed Rule: Documents Not To Be Filed

. Depositions, interrogatories, answers to interro-
gatories, requests for production or inspection, responses
to those regquests, and other pre-trial discovery materials
propounded and answered in accordance with these rules shall
not be filed with the Clerk. When any such documents are
needed in connection with a pre-trial procedure, those por-
tions which are relevant shall be submitted to the Court as
an exhibit to a motion or answer thereto. Any of such
material needed at a trial or hearing shall be introduced in
Open Court as provided by these rules and the Rules of
Evidence.

- p———



Proposed Rule 8-» Attorney in~Charge

Each party shall, on the occasion of its first

‘Q'appearance through counsel, designate in writing the attorney

in charge”.for such party. Thereafter, until such ‘designa~
tion is changed by written notice to the Court and written
notice to all other parties in accordance with Rules 2la and
21b, said attorney in charge shall be responsible for the suit
as to such party and shall attend or send a fully authorized
representative to all hearings, conferences, and the trial.

All communications from the court or other counsel .
with respect to a suit will be sent to the attorney in charge.

Progosed Rule lO. Wlthdrawal of Counsel

Withdrawal of counsel in charge may be Effected
(2) upon motion showing good cause and under such conditions
~imposed by the Presiding Judge; or (b) upon presentation by
such attorney in charge of a notice of substitution designating
the name, address and telephone number of the substitute
attorney, with the signature of .the attorney to be substituted,
the approval of the client, and an averment that such substi-~-
tution will not delay any setting currently in effect.

Proposed Rule 14 (b):  Return .or Other
. Disposition of Exhibits

(1) Exhibits offered or admitted into evidence
which are of unmanageable size (such as charts, diagrams
and posters) will be withdrawn immediately upon completion
of the trial and reduced reproductions substituted therefor.
Model exhibits (such as machine parts) will be withdrawn upon
. completion of trial, unless otherwise ordered by the Judge.

(2) Exhibits offered or admitted into evidence
will be removed by the offering party within thirty (3) days
after final disposition of the cause by the court without notice
if no appeal is taken. When an appeal is taken, exhibits
returned by the Court of Appeals will be removed by the offer-
ing party within ten (10) days after telephonic notice by
the clerk. Exhibits not so removed will be disposed of by
the clerk in any convenient manner and .any expense incurred
taxed against the offering party without notice.

(3) - Exhibits which are determined by the Judge
to be of a sensitive nature, so as to make it improper for
them to be withdrawn, shall be retained in the custody of
the clerk pending disposition on order of the Judge.

,.'._,.;; T e
R T

T
™ 0



RAY HARDY

DISTRICT CLERK
HOUSTON, TEXAS 77002

© =30 00

September 15, 1983

Supreme Court Justice James P. Wallace
Supreme Court Building

P. O. Box 12248

Austin, Texas 78711

Dear Justice Wallace:

I am writing to you again regarding the consideration of adopting several State
Rules to celineate the following areas:

(1) larification of Lead Counsel and Attorney of Record

There appears to be some inconsistancy with respect to which attorney is attorney
of record and lead counsel, and which are recorded only as attorneys of record.
According to State Rules 8 and 10, lead counsel is the first attorney employed
(does this mean just employed, or the attorney whose signature appears on the
first instrument filed by a party to a suit?), and remains such until he designates
. another attorney in his stead. Does State Rule 65, substitution of amended
instrument for the original, act to substitute the lead counsel automatically? Or
simply to remove the superceded instrument? If lead counsel remains such until a
scparate designation is made, of record, by the counsel substituting "out”, then is
it necessary to provide notice under State Rule 165a of dismissal for want of
pros=cution to all attorneys of record, or only to lead counsel? If the intent of
tre rule is to insure notification be made to the p_artz, then notification to lead
cou-sel should suffice; if, however, the notice is intended to protect every
attcrney connected to the suit (multiple attorneys representing one party,
potentially), then the Rule would be left as written.

Esaiow is Rule 1.G. (1) and (4), of the L.oéal Rules Of The United States District
Court for the Southern District of Texas, amended May, 1983, effective July 1,
15&3, which appears to adequately answer these questions:

1.G. Attornev in Charge.

{1} Desigmation and Responsibility. Unless otherwise ordered, in all actions
fiie¢ ic cor removed to the Court, each party shall, on the occasion of his first
Trarance through counsel, designate as "zttorney in charge" for such party an
:rney who is 2 member of the Bar of this Court or is appearing under the terms

: ;Lag-apn E of this rule. Thereafter, until such designation is changed by
ce pursuant to Local Rule 1.G.{4), said attorney in charge shall be responsibie
for the action as to such party and shall attend or send a fully authorized

representztive to all hearings, conferences and the trial.
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(2)

(3)

1.G.(4) Withdrawal of Counsel. Withdrawal of counsel in charge may be
effected (a) upon motion showing good cause and under such conditions imposed
by the presiding judge; or (b) upon presentation by such attorney in charge of a
notice of substitution designating the name, address and telephone number of the
substitute attorney, the signature of the attorney to be substituted, the approval

of the client, and an ‘averment that such substitution will-mot delay any setting
currently in effect.

Regarding the problem of appropnate attorney notxflcatzon, the same Rule,._ .
":.LG (5), regardmg Notmes, specifiess i BB 0 Thi , R

TP

All communications from the Court with respect to an action will be sent to the

attorney in charge who shall be reponsible for nouwmg his associate or co-
counsel of all matters affecting the action. ~

Attorney responsibility for the preparation and submission of a Bill of Costs:

Originally legislation was proposed to place the responsibility on each party to
maintain a record and cause to have included in the judgment their recoverable

~ costs. This legislation was not adopted. We recommend consideration of a State

Rule which would require that each attorney be responsible’ for the inclusion of
the recoverable cost in the Judgment submitted to the court. This might be

attached to either State Rule 127 or State Rule 131, or be a separate rule, such
as:

Rule: Parties Responsible for Accounting of Own Costs.
Each party tc a suit shall be responsible for the accurate recordation of all costs
incurred by him during the course of a law suit, and such shall be presented to

the court at the time the Judgment is submitted.

Removal of the Filing of All Depesitions and Exhibits: -

It is recommended that in an effort to save the counties from increasing space
requirements tc provide lbrary facilities for case files, that a limit be set on the
depositions, interrogatories, answers to interrogatories, requests for production
or inspection and other discovery material so that only those instruments to be
used in the course of the trial are filed. .—sﬁalu, the United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas has accopted this rule:

Fule 10. riling Recuirements.

F. Documents Not to be Filed. Pursuant to Rule 5{(d), Fed. R. Civ. P,,
dzpositions, interrcgatories, answers to interrcgatories, reguasts for production
or inspection, responses to those requests and other discovery material shall not
be filed with the Clerk. When any such document is needed in connecticn with a

(2)



pretrial procedure, those portions which are relevant shall be submitted to the
Court as an exhibit to a motion or answer thereto. Any of this material needed

at trial or hearing shall be introduced in open court as provided by the Federal
Rules. (Added May, 1983).

" and

o Rule 12 Dlsp051t1on of Exhzblts. .'

.‘... ~as LY

"""-'A.‘ Ex"z b1ts offered or admltted into ev*dence wh:ch are of unmarage-
able size (su\.h as charts, diagrams, and posters) will be withdrawn immediately
upon completion of the trial and reduced reproductions substituted therefor.
Model exhibits {such as machine parts) will be withdrawn upon completion of
trial unless ctherwise ordered by the Judge.

B. Exhibits offered or admitted into evidence will be removed by the
offering party within 30 days after final disposition of the cause by the Court
without notice if no appeal is taken. When an appeal is taken, exhibits returned
by the Court of Appeals will be removed by the offering party within 10 days

after telephomc notice by the Clerk. Exhibits nct so removed: will be disposed of-

by the Clerk in any convenient manner and any expenses incurred taxed against
the offering party without notice.

C. Exhibits which are determined .by the Judge to be of a sensitive

nature so as to make it improper for them to be withdrawn shall be r

zined in
.the custody of the Clerk pending disposition on order of the Judge.

ry truly

Ra f}\"ardy,' oistrict
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Honorable Jack Pope [ -
Chief Justice , ,/‘.
Supreme Court of Texas T 4 /.IC/
Capitol Station A s o b A
Austin, Texas 78701 Y i~
. . y !
Mr. George W. McCleskey : T
: {f 77y
Chairman p@;?s;/
Ldvisory Committee TV
Texas Rules of Civil Procedure ‘ .
McCleskey, Harriger, Brazill & Graff . i
P. 0. Box6170 _ S
Lubbock, Texas 79413 ' 5 P
, r = A
S : / /“ i
Mr. Jack Eisenberg R = gk -
c/o Messrs. Byrd, Davis & Eisenberg ’ #42 e

P. O. Box 4917
~Austin, Texas 78765

Dear Judge Pope, George and Jack:

The recent holding of the Dzllas Court in number 0%-
82-00952-CV, Herritage Housing Ccrporation v. Harriett A.

Fercuson, construing Rule l4c, s=zsms to me to light ur &
problem that needs attention in Texas.

In the case mentioned the Tezllaes Court held thau'a

"letter of credit" would not pass muster as a "negotiable - -
oblication" under Rule l4c, which thus in turn could be
used tc supersede a judgment under Rule 364.
I have no great guarrel with the bottom line holding
ins:far as it interprets Rule l4c, but I do with the current
rastrictive interpretations of our supersedeas rules and
principles as con;raqbed _with the corresponding Federal
ra Federazl Rule 62 permits the
¢l &na courts of eppeal tc fashlion stav crdars
Th otect the richb of a;;eal, and, of course, tnhec




. Februarv 3, 1983

+ is true that in most instances the Federal courts

- have -required cash bonds, or .the eguivalent thereoz, but:
‘where theré are serious aopellate cuestlons, ‘ané’ it can ‘be-

made to appear that the judgment plaintiff or creditor will
not suffer a loss of actual rights and remedies by fashioning
a remedy less than requiring of full cash or security, the
Federal courts have not been unwilling to do so.

It is also true that the prevailing party insists upon
his "full pound of flesh" to prevent the apoeal particularly
if the judgment rests on shaky grounds but it ‘has always
seemed to me the right to levy and execute upon the trial

court judgment which remains. unsuperseded ‘can in .some . vl Gk )
- iinstances:heé [too ‘HarshH and”requireg‘action and rélief’ bv )

the judgment-debtor that may be irreversible regardless of

-the success of the appeal.

~In any event, I do suggest that both. Committees give
consideration to adopting a practice similar to the Federal
rule which does permit some protection against the battering
ram use of power to execute pending appeal.

Yours very truly,

W. James Kronzer

WIK/ja



Revision Proposed by Judge Thomas R. Phillips

l4c: Deposit ‘in Lieu of’ Surety Bond. T :

I don't understand the scope of the term”surety bonds'';
are supersedeas bonds-included?
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. June 26, 1984
Chief Justice Jack Pope
The Supreme Court of Texas
P. O. Box 12248

Capital Station
Austin, Texas 78711

Dear Mr. Chief Justice:

This letter is meant to call your attention to a problem that
has become apparent with current practice under the Texas Rules of
Civil Procedure, specifically Rules 436 and 457. This problem
does not involve a case currently pending before any court. As
you are aware, these rules requlre several notices of judgment to
go to the attorneys involved in a case at the Court of Appeals.
Rule 457 requires immediate notice of the disposition of the case.
Rule 456 additionally requires a copy of the opinion to be sent
out within three (3) days after rencdition of the decision, in
addition to a copy of the judgment to be mailed to the attorneys
within ten (10) days after rendition ¢£ the decision. As you can
see, the Rules contemplate three (3) separate notices to be mailed
out by first class letter, which shouid, in this most perfect of

. all possible worlds, result in at least one of them gettlng

through to an attorney to glve him notice of the Court of Appeal's
decision. :

The problem arises when, as has zeen done, the office of the
Clerk of a Court of Appeals decides tz mail a copy of the judgment .
and the opinion together in one envslope to, in their minds at
least, satisfy the combined requirensnts of Rules 456 and 457.
With this as a regular practice, it zakes very little in the way

of a slip~up by a clerk or the post <ifice to result in no notice
at all being sent to an unsuccessful :arty.

The combination of Rules 21¢ a-i 458 as interpreted by the
Supreme Court make Jjurisdictional tk: requirement that any Motion
for Extension of Time to File a M:iion for Rehearing be filed
within thirty (30) days of the rerZition of judgment. It can
¥ happen, and has happened, that becau:zz of failure of the Clerk of

the Court to mail notice of the reriition of judgment the party

can be foreclosed from pursuing Application for Writ of Error to
the Texas Supreme Court. .



While strict adherence to the requirements of the Rules for
three (3) separate notices would go far to eliminate the problem,
there are no adequate sanctions or protections for the parties
when the clerks fail to provide the proper notices. One possible
solution that may create some additional burden upon the staff of
the Clerk of the Courts of Appeals, but would go far to protect
the appellate attorney from clerical missteps, would be to amend
the Rules to require at least one of the notices to be sent
registered mail, return receipt requested. The second step could
take one of two forms. One method would be to require proof of

delivery of the notice by registered mail before the time limits . -

for the Motion for Rehearing would be used to foreclose a party
from further pursuant of their appeal. A second alternative would
require the clerk of the court to follow up by telephone call if
the green card is not returned within, say, fifteen (15) days. An
amendment to the rules along these 1lines would help to push
towards the goal expressed by the Supreme Court in B.D. Click Co.
v. Safari Drilling Corp., 638 S.W.2d 8680 (Tex. 1982), when it
said that the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure had been amended "to
eliminate, insofar as practical, the . jurisdictional requirements
which have sometimes resulted in disposition of appeals on grounds
unrelated to the merlts of the appeal.”

A second, more unwieldy alternative would be to make it
explicit that Rule 306a(4) also applies to judgments by the Courts
of Appeals. This would allow an attorney to prove lack of notice
of the Jjudgment of the Court of Appeals to prevent being
foreclosed from £filing a motion for rehearing and subsequent’
appeal to the Supreme Court.

Because of the problem outlined in this letter, we have now

made it a practice, as-a part of our appellate work, to call the

clerk's office every week, after oral argument, to see if a
decision has been rendered. If this becomes standard practice by
all attorneys, it will add significantly to the work load of our
-already overburdened clerks.

We certainly appreciate your <consideration of these
1suggestions made above, ‘

Yours very truly,

(AT L

C arles M. Jor an

I. Nelson Heggen
:tt
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-

Honorable Jack Pope
kssociate Justice
Supreme Court of Texas
Capitol Station
Austin, Texas 78711

Re: 'Rule 47
Dear Judge Fope:
I have taken a hand at preparing "sanctions" that might

siow down the past and current abuse of the pleading Rules.
I would suggest:

Failure to comply with (b) may result in

(1) the imzcsition of any of the zpplicable sanctions
: provicad in Rule 170(b) and (c),
(2) &n instruction to offending ccunsel not to inform
‘the jury of the amount stzted except in respcnse

to his croonent, or

(3) be considered conduct in contravention of DR 7-102

() of tne State Bar Rules covernlng Prcfessional
Fesgongbility...

At first I was so distressed that I wanted to make the
senctions mandatory, but I do believe the practice will slow
cown with these Eiscretionary penalties.

I 4c hope it will be considered beczuse the "viclators"
zozend in the wecods., ’

Sincerely,
L:-_ilf ' \
W. Cames Kronzer

WIiK/ja
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SOMIti T REYNOLDE
PAGL w GREEN . December 1, 1983

FCOEBEZRYT W. LCREE
BFYAN C.WRIGHT

Mr. Stanton B. Pemberton
F.O. Box 844
Temple, Texas 76501 . :

RE: STATE BAR COMMITTEL
‘ PROFESSIONAL ETHICS

m

Dear Stan:
As vou recall, being a member of the Committee on Adminis--
tration of Justice, there has been pending a proposal con-
cerning Rule 47 which provides the pleading of unliquidated
damages, and the abuse of that provision. Last year's
committee voted to refer the matter to the Committee on
Professional Ethics to determine, among other considerations,
~whether an abuse of this rule constitutes unethical conduct
-which is subject to professional sanctions.

Would you as chairman of this subcommittee consider t
a r=minder tc carry this guestion to the ethics commi
of which vou &are now chairman, ané if it 1is an approp
matter of decision on vour part, to render an answer f
benefit of the Committee on Administration cf Justice.
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ow, the committee could still cecide to amend th
r to impcse sanctions for its violetion, but 1t s
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nking you for your kind zssistance in this matter, I am

Yours very truly,

s
)
(

‘

3
¥
(®]
92

b%
)
R4
N
n
2]
<.
[0}
’»J
ot
3
J
<
M
3
rt
<




— e m e — T ~ —
- - R O =T G i _ )
ATTCENIY AT LAY
_ - — ZEZC CICAS SFRINGSE
CAaLLAS, TEXAS. 752C!
AFEL OTCZL
gr.-zcec

September 20, 1984

'Jtstice”saroc Kallace

Surreme Court of Texas ‘ )
Supreme Cout Building hu{ﬂﬁsz
tastirn, Texas 78767 L;qu i
Fe: ERules of Civil Procedure, Rule 47

Dzar Justice wallace:

I noted with interest Ethics Cpinion 415 published in the
September 1584 issue oF the Texas Bar Journal. The result of
- JthiSiOFIHIOH créatesa oLlema Wthh -ought. e be. recolved"mygp&;ug
cificelily, if a Plaintiff pleads & monetary sum for unliguideted
Czmzces there is & potential ethical violation, but feilure to ¢o
€c zutcmatically cives the Defendant power to force a replezding
with the zttendant expencse ané lcss of time.
Micht I resgpectfully submit a suggestion? Why not &iend Rule 47
. in the lest geregreph to read as ‘follcws:
rule 47. Clzims for Relief
”n .
a
b
c
Felief in the zlternative or of several different tvres meay
e cermancel; vrovided, furiher, that upon special exception
the Court shzll require the pleader tc [emexd-zz-z=-%0]
cpecify in _writing, the maximum amcunt clzimed.”
Then th €7&nt could be net by & simrle letter or other
ot &1 L & coewzliete repleading.
s grcueed that this result could be obtained
ol Flezling, but rule 47 spescificelly reguires
Tiszls end." by this lzncuzze, ihere 1s & complete
ieculred es sp=cified in Rule ¢4.
wWnile I recogrnize this ic rot & -eior problem, nonethelesze, eli-
Tinetion of trhese Leify nulisznces tc whe practice of lzw s, i
PR 4 P T T T e, *
INEELID, @ WOl LWl uge guC.L.
Trzny o vou for rcour ettention.
VN LRIV YOLTNR .
) ' /’ \'
JIT T A g —
T LT (&/ ~= —=<
TTiErc DL Levis



"Rule 47 - Claims for Relief

: _AL original pleading which sets-forth a claim for rolle‘,
nOtHer arn original petition, counterclaim, ¢ross-claim, or thlrd
party clzixz shall contain

fa) a short statement of the cause of action sufficient
to give fair notice of the claim involved, and

(b) = demand for Judgment for all the other relief to
which the party deems himself entitled.

Relief 'in the alternatlve or of 'several dlfferent tvpes
be demanaed

RN N R

L T A I T N 2 S S L R P AL BRI AL I

Submitted by James L. Weber

T,
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v CHIEF JLSTICE THE SUPREME COURT OF TEXAS
Jav K POPE PO BOX 12248 CAPITOL STATION (IFRK
P ICES AUSTIN. TEXAS "7 11 GARSON R IATRSON
" SEARS MrGEE ) ) ENECUTIVE AT
"CHARLES &. BARROW WILLLAM L WILLIS
RJBERT M CAMPBELL
FRANKLIN § SPEARS ADMINISTRATIVE ASST.
C.L RAY MARY ANN DEFIBAL GH
JAMES P WALLACE
TED Z. ROBERTSON
WILLIAM W KILGARLIN
January 9, 1984
Mr. Luther H. Soules, III, Chairman
Supreme Court Advisory Committee
Soules & CLiff
1235 Milam Building
San Antonio, Texas 78205
Dear Luke:
s LR Y LY T T -
- o e e o
In studying the amendments £5° ~ $:-%8

I flﬁd what
The problem is:

conjunction with the
zppears to be a void

newly amended Artlcle 1995,
in our rules.

Plaintiff files suit in Travis County against
D-1, D-2, and D-3. D-1 files a motion to
transfer to a county of mandatcry venue, D-2

and D-3 file no motion to transfer Must venue
as to D-2 and D-3 remain in Travis County, or
can the plaintiff -regquest the trial judge to

transfer the entire suit.

—

t aprpears that we Jjust did not adequately cocnsider *he
various problems that can arise with multiple defendants when
we amended the ruies. This, of course, was due to the very
short time frame within which we Aad to get the rules amended
ané published in order to become effective on September 1, when
the new statute became effective.

I feel that we should address this problem and therefore ;
zsk that it e put on the agenida for your next meetinc.
Sincerely,
James P. Wallace
Subtice

JPW: fw



ra : - LAwW OFFICES OF

CREEN & KAUFMAN., INC.

STC ALAMT NATIONAL BUI.C NG

SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS 78205

—UELDSE" w GREDN
TELEPHMONE
SalH = MAaUFMAN . .
Amnta CooE 812
MIZmAEL L McPEYNOLDS February 10, 1984 “O3E 812
225 - 6345 .
JCHN T EEYNOSLDS

PayL W GREEN
SOBERT W LCREE
ERYAN T WRIGHKHT
DAVIOD W. GSEEN

Mr. R. Doak Bishop
1000 Mercantile Dallas Bldg.
Dallas, Texas 75201

RE: COMMITTEE ON ADMINISTRATION OF
JUSTICE, RULE 87, ETC. (VENUE RULES)

Cear Dcak:

Thank you for your letter of January 12 and attachment,
suggesting certain modifications to new Rule 87.

In this respect I forward to you and your coheorts letter
cated January 9 from Judge James P. Wallace raising problems
concerning the new venue rules.

‘Plezse give this your additional consideration and any
ic

advice or suggestions your subcommittee may have concerning
the multiple defendant situation.
Yours very truly,
BUBERT W. GREEN
“W3S:heb
Encl.
¥c: Bon. James P. Wallace V//
Mr. William V. Deorsaneo III
Mr. Michael A. Eatchell
M

n

Evelyn Avent
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2. (bi lCause of Action. It shall nét'be neéegsary for é
claimant to prove the merits of a cause of action, but the
existence of a cause of action, when pleaded properly, shéllf
be taken as es;ablished as alleged By the pléadings; bu¢ When

the claimant's venue allegations relating to the place where the

cause of action arose or accrued are specifically denied, the
4

pleader 1is reguired to éupport his pleading that the czause of

.action, ar a part thereof, azrose or accrued in the county of suit -.

3
'..l

by p ima facie proof as provided in paragraph 3 of this rule. 1If

fv
0
®
-ty

fendant seeks transfer to a county where the cause of action or
a part thereof accrued, it shall be sufficient for the defendant

to plead that if a cause of action exists, then the cause of action

5
5

3
e

¢

i

or part thereof accrued in the specific county to which transfer
is 'sought, and such allegation shall not constitute an admission
that a2 cause of action in fact exists. A defendant who seeks to

tr

N
3

sfer a case tc a county where the cause of action, or a part

thereof, accrued shall be reguired to support his motion by prima

.

facie proof &s provided in paracraph 3 of this rule.

[}

5. Ne-Reskearing. Nc 2&éitional Motions. 1If venue has been

sustained aé against a motion to transfer, or if aﬁ action ha; been
transferred toﬁa'broper county in resﬁonée.to a.motion to tratsfer,
then nc f;:the: additiornzl motions to transfer bv a movant whe was
a2 z=zrtv *o the vrior proceedings shall be considered, rezarézeszs-ef
whesher-the mevent wes e parey-te-the-prier-procesdings
er-wze-asdfad-ss-a-party-suksesuant-te-the-venue-proceedines;



tFEat an

" the motion-to transfer is tased on.the.grouné
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im 1 trizl cannot be. had under Rules 257-25% or on the groungd

of mandatory venue, provided that such claim was previouslv not

available to the movant or to the other movant or movants. 1In

- addition, if venue has been sustained as acainst a motion to

transfer, or if an action has been transferred to a proper county

in response to a motion to transfer, then a motion to transfer by

a varty added subseguent to the venue proceedings may be filed

but not considered, unless the motion to transfer is based on

‘'the grounds that -an’impartial trial cannot-be had under Rules .

257-259 or on the cround of mandatory venue, provided that such

clzim was not macde by the other movant or movants.

Parties who are added subseguently to an action and are
precluded by this rule from having a motion to transfer considered
may raise the propriety of venue on appeal, provided that the

party has timely filed a motion to transfer.
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2. (b) Cause of Action. It shall not be necessary iIor
é‘claimant t5 prove the merits df a éausé of action,‘but the
ekistence of a cause of action, when pleaded properly, shall be
taken as established as alleged b? the pleadings. but When the

claimant's venue allegations relating to the place where the

cause of action arose or accrued are specifically denied, the

N

etion-er—a-part-thereef;-acerved-in-+ke-county-o

w
Hiy

—suse

o)
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prima
facie proof, as provided in paragraph 3 of this rule, that the

cause of action, or a part thereof, arocse or accrued in the

- PN < -3 . . N .-
Ruiz . 2%. Deverminztion o Motion to Transrer, e

countv of suit. If a defendant seeks transfer to a county where

the cause of action or a part thereof accrued, it shall be
sufficient for the defendant to plead that if”ahéauée'of action
exists, thén'the éause oﬁAaction or part thereof accrued in tbé
specific cbunty to which tranéfer is sougnt, and suéh allegation
shall not constitutevan admission that a cause of action iﬁ fact
exists. A defendant who seeks to transfer a case to a county

where the cause of action, or a part thereof, accrued shall be

reguiraé to suppdrt his motion by prima facie proof as provided

in paragraph 3 of this rule.

5. Xe-Rerearinme. No Additional Motions. If a motion to

plegder'is_requi:ed tq'suppogt~Qigﬁpleadipg;that—the-cagsefcﬂvia‘

- -

Or 1I & WmTTiln tC transfer is sustained andé the suilt 1is tra:

{1l
{U

r

]

ansisr 1s gverruied and the suit rotained in the countv cf suit

0‘
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TC aniTher county, nc additicnal moticn to 4ransfer mav. be made bv

& vartv wnose Motisn was overruled or sustained except on grounds

t
oy
o))
o+
¢

n imrcartial trial cannot e had under =Zules 257-258.




subssquent to the ruling on & moticn ©r moticns to transier, unless

- ’ . . . . . - -
tasec on the ground that an impartial trial cannot ke had under

Rules 257-259 or upon a mandatory venue exception,. and a

subsequently—joined“party may file a motion to transfer based

upon_such grounds. A subseguently-joined partv mav not file a

motion to transfer based upon venue arounds previouslv raised bv

another partv, but such subsequentlv-joined party mav complain on’

-"appéal -of imbroper venue based upon grounds previouslv raiséd in -

the motion to transfer of another partv.

Nothing in this rule shall prevent the trial court from

reconsidering an order overruling a motion to transfer.
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(214) 760-5421 ., February 9, 1984

Mike Eatchell

Ramey, Flock, Hutchins, Jeffus,

McClendon & Crawford
P. 0. Box 629
. Tyler, Texas . 75710 . ... .. . oo T T T .

AProfessdf Wiiliam Dorsaneo
SMU School of Law
Dallas, Texas 75275

.Gentlemen:

Enclcsed is a new draft of propesed revisions to Rule 87.
These changes were prompted by Mike's recent letter recardin
first draft. I believe that this new draft will satisfy our
mandate, subject to one guestion: Should the whole concept of
paragraph 5 be revised? The modifications embodied in this draft

are primarily technical clarifications with only minor substantive
changes. : C ' ‘

the

icase give me your comments as soon as possible.

XDB/bsl : S ’ T
Enclosure

cc: Ms. Evelyn AventJ/
Hubert Green, Esg.




Rule E7. Determination’'of Mction tc Transier
’ 2. (b) Cauvse of Acticn. It shzll not be necessary for a

an

(¥
W
(D

zimant to prove the merits cf a

“n

©< action, but theA
existence of a cause of action,-wheh pleaded properly, shall
be taken as established as alleged byﬂthe pleadings. but When

the claimant's venue allegations relating to the place where the

cause of action arose or accrued are specifically denied, the

pleader is requlred to support his pleadlng that- the cause of
'ufact:env ora: pa—t the~eef aecrue&?: —the c untj—df-ﬁu&t by
Dr i ma facze Droof, as prov1ded in paracraph 3 of thls rule, that

the-cause of action, or a;part thereof, arose or accrued in the

countv of suit. If a defendant seeks transfer to a county where

the cause of action or a part thereof accrued, it shall be

sufficient for the defendant to plead that if a cause of action
exists, then the cause of action or part thereof accrued in the
'ec1f1c county to whlch transfer is sought, and such allegation
,Tshall not con<t¢+ute an admission th t a cause of act 1en‘in fact"
‘exists. A def ncdnt who'seeks to t fer avcase'to a county
where the cause of action, or a part thereof, aecrued shall be
reéuired tc suppcrt his motion ty priﬁa faeie proof as provided

in paracgraph 3 of this rule.

sustzined as acainst a'moticn to transfer, or if an action has been
transierred to a proper county in respenss tc a motion to transfer

then no further additional’ motions to transfer by a mecvant whe was

@ tarty when the prior motion to transfer was ruled upon shall be

concsidered r=garcisss of wheather th=2 movant was a party to the
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" vemus procesdinges; unless the mction to transfer is- baseé’on
the crounds that ar ‘impartial trial cannot be had under Rules

1e]

257-259 or on the ground of mandatory venue, provided that such

claim was previously not available to the movant or to the other

movant or movants. In addition, if venue has been sustaineéd as

acainst a motion to transfer, or if an action has been transferred

to a proper county in response to a motion to transfer, then a

motion to transfer by a party added subseguent to the ruling on

IR gﬁandther-pargyis-mction.to.transfer-mav'beffiled_as?aqPrerecuiSitefykﬁg%

to an appeal, but it shall be considered as overruled bv operation

of law uoon filing, unless the motion to transfer is baseé on the

grounds that an impartial trial cannot be had under Rules 257-258

or on the ground of mandatory venue, provided that such claim was

not made by the other movant or movants.

Parties who are added subseguently to an action and are
precluded by this rule from héving a motion to transfer considered
may raise the propriety of venue on &ppeal, provided that the

z
nsier.
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party has timely filed a motibﬁ to tr
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February 16, 1984.

Hubert W. Green, Esquire
Green & Kaufman, Inc.

800 Alamo National Building
San Antonio, Texas 78205

. Re:. Rule 87 . .
Dear Hubefﬁ,

I have reviewed Judge Wallace's letter of January 9, 1984. He
is right that neither the amended venue statute nor the amended rules
address this gquestion with any clarity. Rule 89's third sentence
touches upon the issue but doesn't do so very clearly.

We did consider the matter when the drafts of the amended rules
were being circulated. . But as in the case of several other matters
(effect of plaintiff's nonsuit; fraudulent jolﬁder to confer venue),
we did not draft a prov1510n to deal with the issue.

I agree w1th Judge Wallace that this issue should be addressed
by a provision in the rules because the current state of the law is
unsatisfactory. Prior to-the amendment of the venue statute, the

. cases on the sub;ect ba51cally prov1ded the follow1ng answer to Judge
- Wallace's Questi on. ~ :

"The rule seems to be that, where cne of several defen-
dants files a plea of pr1v1lege to be sued in the county of
his residence, and the plea is sustained, if the causs of
action is a joint action growing out of jOint'liability of
all of the defendants, the suit must be transferred in its
entirety to the county of the residence of the defendant whose
plea is sustained. On the other hand, if the cause of ac*ion
against several defendants is severable, or joint and several,
the court should retain jurisdiction over the action in so far
as it concerns the defendants whose pleas of privilege have
not been sustained, and should transfer the suit in so far as
it concerns the ce‘endant whose piea is sustained."

H
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Earve r 5

Co. v. Stedman,

3]

[{1]
N
[Vo Iy
[
) n
o

)

uotati T
nationa e

~

-

SCHOOL OF LAaw .
SOUTHERN METHODIST UNINERSITY © DALLAS, TEXNAS 75273



- Hubert W. Grsen, Esguire . - - - 7
‘February’ lE ©1984 : - ST
- e

S.W.2d 543 (1959) quoting Johnson v. First National Bank, 42
S.W.2d 870 (Tex. Civ. App. - Waco 1931, no writ). Since a
literal application of the test ordinarily would require a-
division of the case (i.e., there are very few instances where
defendants are only jointly liable rather than jointly and
severally liable), the courts have on occasion mouthed the test
but have actually applied a more practical principle. See e.g.
Geophysical Data Processing Center, Inc. v. Cruz, 576 S.W.2d4
666 (Tex. Civ. App. - Beaumont 1978, no writ) - applying test
that when relief sought is "so interwoven” that case should not
_.be prlt up,zcntire case s* ld be transﬁerred.gﬁgwﬂg.. ST

.-'.

My own view is that juc1c1al econony would be better served
by not transferring part of the case, assuming the reguirements
of Rule 40 have been satisfied in the first place, i.e. assuming
that the claims acainst multiple defendants have arisen from the
same transaction or occurrence or series of transactions or
occurrences.

Once thlS matter is voted upon by the Committee, it will not
be a difficult matter to draft a prov151on for inclusion in either
Rule 87 or perhaps Rule 89.

Best regards,

William V. Dorsaneo, III.
WvD,III:cr | . §

cc: Hon. James P. Wallace
Mr. Doak R. Bishop
Mr. Michael A. Hatchell
——Ms., Evelyn Avent
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- Re: Rules, of;C1v11 Procedure --Order of June 15,. 1983

GASTON AVENUE AT LA VISTA

August 29, 1983

Chief Justice and Associate Justices
Supreme Court of Texas -

Supreme Court Building : .
PO Box 12248 '

Austin, Texas 78711.

aaopting“amendments e‘fectlve September 1, 1983,

Your Honors:

2s you perhaps know from conversations with Justice
James P. Wallace, the new statute and the rules adopted by
the Court, affecting venue, were the subject of a_one y
institute in Austin last Prlcay..

Some of our better scholars and practitioners conducted
the seminar 1naavery thought provoklng manner.

There were two items whlch were ralsed in the institute

which mlght cause the Court to ccnsider two areas of Clarl;l-
cation in Rule 87.

The first of these relates to sub-paragraph 2(b). It occurs
to me that the Court might wish to add at the end of the first
sentence following the words "paragraph 3 of this Rule"” the
words "if such accrual is a venue fact denied by the defendant
ané essential to the determination of the venue guestion.”

It occurs to me that the portion of the rule following the
semicolon implies that the denial of venue facts tricce &n
sdditicnal burden of prima facia proof on the part of the clzimant

- but if these venue facts which were denied (for example "agent

or representative”™ in.a permissive venue or location of land
in a mandatory venue situation) do not involve accrual of a
use of action in a particular county I see no reason ‘hy the
r weuld, in effect, be reguired to prove venue under the
tles. Another way of stating the matt is 'to cbsar
tn'nh the Court meant tc say that when ehe cleimant's

H

’..l
0 H

-
tions are specifically denied (which the Court did in Zfa
he pleader is reguired to meet those denials by scme
fzcia proof, whatever thecse dznials might be.
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The second thought relates to paragrcph 5 of Rule 87.

Although there was a sharp difference of opinion among at
least two of the speakers on this matter, it was observed
that the Court could not even change its mind about a venue
decision during the trial, or at the conclusion of the trial.
I do not read the Rule that way. The words "no further
motions to transfer shall be considered" indicates to me that
the Court meant no further motions by parties. It was observed,
however, that the Court could not reconsider his decision on
the original Motion to transfer, even though the evidence
during the trial clearly indicated that the Affidavit proof
was completely insufficient, and perhaps even fraudulent.
-.Since-the Trial Court normally has: 30 days..even: follow1ng

the rendition of a final judgment to correct any errors _
he may think he has made, I can not believe it was intended
to limit the Court on a reccnsideration of his venue decision.
Terhaps the Court might wish to add the statement that no further
motions "by the partles" would be accepted for filing or conclcerad
or perhaps adé some phrase to the effect that the Trlal Court
retains his usual powers to modify, rescind or reverse any

decision he has previously made, so long as he maintains
jurisdiction over the case.

There was a good deal of speculation- about the effect of
the "effective date", but any problem in this area appears
to be rooted in the statute and I'm not sure what the Court
might be able to do by way of rule making. I suspect mest

cautious lawyers will re-file a lot of things so as to comply
wlth the OLd procedu;e and the new.

- I hope tHat tnese comments w111 be of 1nterest to the
Court.

Robert M. Martin, Jr.

cc: Frofessor J. Patrick Eazel

PIRC VI |
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Donald O. Baker |

1024 10OTH STREET
HUNTSVILLE, TEXAS 77340
(409) 295-8351

August 6, 1984

Hon. James Wallace ’ Hon. Kent Caperton
Associate Justice : State Senate

Supreme Court of Texas ‘ State Capitol Building
Supreme Court Building Capitol Station
Capitol Station , Austin, Texas 78711

Austin, Texas 78711

Gentlemen:

I am writing both of you because I don't know whether my problem is
judicial or legislative. I think it is both, so I am addressing both of
you because of your membership on the civil procedure committees.

I applauded the Court and the Legislature in 1981 for authorizing
service of process by certified mail. However, it is just not working.
There are two reasons: the clerks, constables and sheriffs in most
counties simply refuse certified mail service, and when they accept it, .
they charge the same as for personal service, e.g., it costs $40 in
Walker County to have the District Clerk serve citation by certified

mail. You can't get it done in San Jacinto County because no official
will accept 1it.

The statutes and rules that may have to be amended are Arts. 3926a,
3928 and 2041b, V.A.C.S., and Rules 103 and perhaps 106, T.R.C.P.

.. Art. 3926a states:

(a) The commissioners court of each county may
: set reasonable fees to be charged for services
by the offices of sheriffs and constables.

(b) A commissioners court may not set fees higher

than is necessary to pay the expenses of
providing the services. V

Art. 3928 provides:

The District Clerk shall also receive the following fees:

* * *

4., 1f a clerk serves process by certified or
reglstered mail, the clerk shall charge
the same fee that sheriffs or constables
are authorized by . . .[Art. 3926a] to
charge for service of process.

* % *

(Bracketed material added).‘




. Justice Wallace and Sen. Caperton
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Art. 2041b provides:

If a public official is required or permitted by law

to serve any legal process by mail, including

' process in suits for delinquent taxes, the official

E: B , may collect advance payment for the actual cost of

= the postage required to serve or deliver the

= process, or the official may assess the expense of

B postage as costs. The charges authorized by this

3 Act are in addition to the fees allowed by law for

other services performed by the offlcial

ERE - SRR Rule 103 provides, in part, that service by certlfied mall and by

4 . “Lbl4cat10n ray be made by the clerk.

Allowing Commissioners Courts to set fees is also not working. I
read the minutes of the Supreme Court Committee prior to the amendment
a4 of Rule 103 and I know that it was amended largely because of the Harris
o County backlog. However, personal service costs $20 in Harris County
and $50 in San Jacinto County, which has about 1% of Harris County's
population and maybe 10Z of its territory. I can get Rule 106 papers
privately served anywhere for $20.. In fact, that is probably the

-g;A neatest thing about Rule 103 (if it worked): for the price of a

X certified letter ($2.65), I am automatically into Rule 106 if certified

i . service fails and can get private service cheaper than most sheriffs'
fees.

For certified mail service to work, I suggest that you may . have to
- amend the above statutes and rules as follows:

(1) Are, 3926a or Art. 2041b should clearly state that the postage
is the only charge for certified mail service; .

(2) A modest fee for fosting and for publication should be set

- . statewide - it costs no more to mail a letter or to stick a thumbtack in
" a wall in Dallas than it does in Dime Box;

(3) The fee for serving two processes on the same persomn at the
same time should cost no more than serving one'. Believe it or not, it
costs $40 in Walker County to have a divorce petition served, but $80 -

when a temporary restraining order accompanies it. The officer gets $40
for signing his name an extra time. ’

(4) Rule 103 should be amended to provide that the sheriffs,
constables and clerks shall serve process, instead of may. At least two
clerks. have defended their refusal of certified mail on the basis that
may renders it optional.

g
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(5) Even if the officials accepted certified mail and even if it
were at a lower cost, I still would not use it. The green certified
mail card no longer has a box to be checked "deliver to addressee only"
as it used to. It now says "restricted delivery” and I don't know
whether this is the same or not. Maybe I'm being overly cautious, but I
can envision a court of appeals somewhere making a strict construction

because service my mail is in derogation of the common law or some
similar nonsense,.

When it comes time for technical amendments, I would appreciate
your considering the above. I don't feel that any of the officials
_.involved 'will oppose you.. All of them I have. talked to approve of T
“certified mail. It merely takes some of the load off them. EEEREE

Also, you might consider allowing anyone 18 or over to serve
process, as is now allowed for subpoenas. I would just as much regret

being thrown in jail because someone lied in making a subpoena return as
I would in having a default judgment taken for the same reason.

Very truly yours,

G Lo

. Baker
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March 10, 1983

Justice James P. Wallace :
supreme Court of Texas : :
p. O. Box 12248

austin, Texas 78711

pear Justice Wallace:

I am writing this letter to recommend amending Rule 106 of .
the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure in regard to authorlzlng
private process serv1ce.

“*Our firm has experienced a great deal of frustration in
attempting to perfect service through the Constable's Office
here in Harris County. On the other hand, we have received
efficient and quick results when using a private process service.
The delay caused by having to first attempt service through the

Constable's Office, before using a prlvate process serv1ce, has

caused great hardship to our clients in many instances. An
amendment to Rule 106 is endorsed by the Family Law Council as

well as the Texas Trial Lawyers Association, and our. firm con-
curs in this endorsement and highly recommends it.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. My best
regards.

Very truly yours,

Ellen Elkins Grlnes

EEG/sb , '

£
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January 25, 1984

Hon. Jack Pope
Chief Justice

Supreme Court of Texas
P. 0. Box 12248

Austin, Texas 78711

Re: Rule 161, Texas Rules of Civil Procedure

Dear Judge Pope:

‘Please forgive my delay in bringing this up, but it seems to me

there is a further amendment to Rule 161 which might well improve
administration of Jjustice. Frequently, when some parties are
served and others are not served, the most appropriate remedy is
to sever the case so that the case may proceed to judgment

-against those parties who are properly before the court and not

be held up awaiting service on parties as to whom a dismissal is
not desired.

Therefore, I suggest the rule be amended to read as follows:

"When scome of the several defendants in a suit are

served with process in due time and others are not so
served, the plaintiff may either dismiss as to those
not served and proceed against those who are, or he may
take new process against those not served, or may
obtain severance of the case as between those served
and those not served, but no dismissal shall be allowed
as to a principal obligor without also dismissing the
parties secondarily-liable except in cases provided by
Article 2088 of the Texas Revised Civil Statutes. No
defendant against whom any suit may be so dismissed
shall be thereby exonerated from any liablity, but may
at any time be proceeded against as if no such suit had
been~brought and no such dismissal ordered.”

Sincerely, yours,
- /l
p,

DON L. BAKER

DLB:lg
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Texas Tech University -

-School of Law

August 21, 1984

Honorable James P. Wallace

-The Supreme Court of Texas

P. O. Box 12248
Capitol Staticn
Austin, TX . 78711

Re: Possible bversights in the 1984 amendments to Rules 306a(l) and 165a.

" Dear Justice Wallace:

Thank you for your letter of August 1s regardlng my comments about Rules
296 and 306c.

Today I noticed another poséible problem that I would like to bring to the

. Court's attention. But before I do, perhaps I should mention that I am

currently writing a two-volume treatise for West on Texas civil trial and

_appellate procedure. This is the main reason my study of the amendments has

been so intense lately. Perhaps this will explain the series of letters to you

|- and prevxously to Justlces Pope and Spears.

1. The Offlc1&l Comment to the 1984 amendment to Rule 306a states that
the rule collects all provisions concerning the beginning of post-judgment
periods that ordinarily run from the date the judgment is signed. Rule 306a,

- par. 1, was amended to include the court's plenary power to vacate, modify,

correct or reform a2 judgment. No mention, however, is made in the amended rule

~to original recuests for findings of fact and conclusions of law or the trial

court's findings and conclusions in response thereto. Nor is any mention made

in R 306a, par. 1, to the filing of a motion to reinstate a case dismissed for

want of prosecution. The time period for these requests and filings all run

from the date the judgment is sicned. Rules 296, 297 and 165a. Presumably -
then, despite the intended purpose of the 1984 amendment to Rule 306a, par. 1,

these matters are not subject to the procedures of Rule 306a, par. 4, regarding

extension of time periods for failure of a party to receive notice of the
judgment.

2. Prior to the 1984 amendment to Rule 306a, it did not apply to
reinstatement procedures under Rule l165a. Walker v. Harrison, 597 S.W.2d 913
(Tex. 1980).. But now Rule 1l65a, par. 2, states that a motion for reinstatement
must be filed within 30 days after the order of dismissal is signed "or within
the period provided by Rule 306a."” The rule also provides that if the motion is

- Lubbock. Texas 79409-0n01 / IRNRY 742-3787 Faenlrv 7293708 -m
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not overruled within 75 days-after the judgment is signed, "or, within such

_ other time as may be allowed by Rule 306a," the motion is deemed.overruled by
operation of law. It appears that the quoted provisions of Rule 1l65a were
intended to refer to situations where an extension of the time periods were
obtained by a party under the provisions of Rule 306a, par. 4. But, as
discussed in the preceding paragraph, it appears that Rule 306a, par. 4, does
not apply to motions for reinstatement, since they are not expressly included in

Rule 306a, par. 1. The problem. can be solved by amending Rule 306a, par. 1, to
expressly include relnstatement under Rule 165a.

I hope that my comments have been helpful.

R ) Respectfully,

~ Jeremy C. chker
Professor of Law

JCW:tm
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Re: Recent Rules Changes
Gentlemen:

In vour recent videotape vou requested comments on the proposed
rules.

Rule 200 (Oral Depositions) now only reguires "reasonable notice"
It seems to me there should be a presumption of how many days
notice is "reasonable notice"; otherwise, you may have a witness
who fails to appear and upon motion for sanctions raises the
defense that the notice was not "reasonable", thus interjecting
a fact question to be decided by the judge, taking the time-
expense and effort of all concerned. If the rule provided for a
presumption, it would place the burden upomr the non-complying
_party to show«that tpe amount of notlce was not- Esasonable.~ -
You @an éée—%ﬁe:ﬁzﬁﬁ;cq}ﬁyflf vcuLset up extensive deposxtxons
o iy t;‘p e bigk @na“a;terneys;-senﬁ oufi'notives, and-one
.;;;of.the-attorneyg‘gﬁ.”srxhe’aetermlnatxon that the rotice -was mot
4. .. ' "reagenable" . thus~ plac1ng the. entlre aep051tlon process in
jeopardy. fo a1, i - .
In’ req4+d ko’ Rule- 32%4 ' LPrerequ151tes of Abpeal}, ;t ‘seamé £0 :

. TOe 't'b i our,raguq;eménts of filing a motion fsfﬂhew‘tria&iamder

,1_:;sdbdmv1srbn (2) ¥ _actual'Insufﬂ1c1ency) and [3) . (Weightiand Pre- .
L ;“ponae;an% ;é;g&gla{e accomplishinga is for' an'autgmaticiflllng ‘
. of got Of. fBr kpial at allsappeals. If the infésdedipurpose”

Tf 1s~£o ﬁgeeﬁ up- the b@peal procéss,; and human natufélbélng .what

Hq‘u4mt is, qpclawy%m ;;2001nd ‘to fBreqp. his ev1dence questions on -
e ?appeal EYE y’ln bréer” tp savdithe-exnenSg ‘and ‘timé of [ motiom«~s
- .. a‘for new t¥ial.’ Thig.is“partifularly true’when the statement of .

rht

; %acts may né€ e gxepaxed"for-several months, at- Whish time the *
. wattorney éancfruly evaluaterbls appeal p031t10n inc;egara to -the
guantum of evidence. - k3 tong
.

- . . "
. i :,x 2 .




Rules Committee . : . 4 L -
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I cormmend you and -the Supreme Court for:the production'of these
new rules. By and larce, thev seem to solve most of the problems
which have been in existence for many years.

\\:
AN\

' RicRard H. Eelsev "

T et e L e

. RHK:ssd
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.January 25, 1984

Hon. Jack Pope

Chief Justice

Supreme Court of Texas
"P. O. Box 12248
Austin, Texas 78711

Re: Rule 201, Texas Rules of Civil Procedure

Dear Judge Pope: .

It may be . too- late to. say - so: -and ‘I'm..not - sure where I missed the.

boat earller, but there is a change which I suggest is needed in
Rule 201,

Subdivision 3 as amended maintains the rule that notice to the
attorney of record dispenses with the necessity of a subpoena if
the witness is a party who is represented by counsel. It has
been my experience that there is no advantage to serving a
subpoena with 'all of its attendant expense and delay even in
cases where the party is representing himself and does not have
counsel of record. Once a party is before the court, it seems to
me that a subpoena to a party should not be necessary to require

the attendance of a party at his own dep051tlon. I suggest that
SublelSlon 3 be amended to read: :

“When the deponent is a party, [after the filing of a
pleading in the party's behalf by an attorney of
record,] service of the notice upon the party or his
attorney shall have the same effect as a subpoena
served on the party. If the deponent is an agent or
employee who 1is subject to the control of a party,
notice to take the deposition which is served upon the
party or the party's attorney of record shall have the
same effect as a subpoena served on the deponent.” '

Travis County, for example, now charges $50.00 for service of a

subpoena. High court costs are another topic, but if they
continue to be a fact of life, then it seems it does not serve
the ends of justice to require expenditure of substantial amounts
of court costs money unnecessarily.

Sinzzgzgégz:frs,

DON L. BAKER

DLB:1g
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- Hon. Jack Pope
Chief Justice
Supreme Court of Texas
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2| P. O. Box 12248
g' Austin, Texas 78711
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Ei Re: Rule 161, Texas Rules of Civil Procedure
3! |
| ... Dear. Judge Pope.,,.;p.,j@.g,ﬂ_ﬁgu.7
fg "Please forglve my delay in brlnglng this up, but it seems to me
g; there is a further amendment to Rule 161 which might well 1mprove
<i administration of justice. Frequently, when some parties are
°|

served and others are not served, the most appropriate remedy is
to sever the case so that the case may proceed to judgment
against those parties who are properly before the court and not -

be held up awaiting serv1ce on parties as to whom a dismissal is
" not desired.

SUITE 500

Therefore, I suggest the rule be-amended to read as follows:

‘"When some of the several defendants in a suit are
served with process in due. time and others are not so
served, the plaintiff may either dismiss as to those
not served and proceed against those who are, or he may

" take new process against those not served, or may
obtain severance of the case as between those served
and those not served, but no dismissal shall be allowed
as to a principal obligor without. also dismissing the
-parties secondarily liable except in cases provided by
Article 2088 of the Texas Revised Civil Statutes. No
defendant against whom "any suit may be so dismissed
shall be thereby exonerated from any liablity, but may’
at any time be proceeded against as if no such suit had
been brought and no such dismissal ordered.”

I A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION

o

Sincerely, yours,

DON L. BAKER

@ i TPl & [P
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January 9, 1984 B{

Judge James P. Wallace
Supreme Court of Texas
Supreme Court Building
P. O. Box 12248
Austin, Texas 78711

Dear Judge Wallace:
I write you at the suggestion of Ju

In examining the proposed 200 rule changes in preparation for
the Video Tape Teaching Program,.. ized for the first time the
major change being proposed in’j £ poncerning depositions.

The Rule as it now stands, as I understand the language, will
mean that an objection to the form of a question and an objection
to responsiveness of answers must be made at the time the deposi-
tion is taken or those objections will be waived. The. effect of
this Rule, 1 suggest, will increase the cost of litigation
substantially in Texas.

(1) The meking of these two types of objections, whieh will
be very, very common in most deposition situations, will inerease
the length of dep051tlons substantxally - my estxmate is about
one- thxrd

(2) Most law firms send their most inexperienced stable mem-
bers to take depositions. In many situations the law firm, that is
careful, will feel the necessity of providing for a deposition of
an important witness a senior experienced lawyer. An inadvertent
waiver is terror, as I am sure you remember from your own praclticde.
Again, this procedure, which I suggest will occur in many cases,
‘increases the cost of litigation in Texas. .

I note that the original proposed Rule 204 as found on page 60
of the Agenda for the Advisory Committee did not include these
waiver provisions. I suggest that this propcsed change may have
occurred without proper consideration and thcught. 1In the area in
which 1 practice, 95% of our depositions are teken for discovery
purposes and not to be used in any manner, except occassionally
for cross-examination, in Court. The lengthening of the deposi-
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tion record provides no additional discovery, but forces every
deposition to be taken with the care, length and preparation that

is now used for expert witness deposxtlons to be used in lieu of
personal,appearance in Court.

When I read the 204- revnslon I assumed it was. taken from ‘the
Federal Rules. I do not do eqough practice in Federal Court to
be intimately familiar with the Federal Rules without case by case
perusal. I have read Rule 30, this morning, and | determined that
the waiver provision is not included in the 1883 Rules. ‘

1 suspect the proposed Rule 204 change will effect more
lawyers and more clients of lawyers than any other change proposed
in the new Rules. 1 am just wondering if you and the committee
recognized that fact at the time that the waiver provisions were

. added to the original proposal on page 60 of the Agenda.ﬁ

-Before we inflict more costs on our over- burdened publie and
remove a few more citizens from the 1ist of those that can afford
to use the Texas Court system for regress of wrongs, I ask that
you and your committee rethink the minimal value the proposed rule
change has in contrast to the enormity of its cost.

If 1 were a cynie, 1 would assume that this rule change was
-motivated and sponsored by the Court Reporter's Association or
those dedicated to the ultimate remcval of the Court system as a
-means of resolving dlsputes in Texas.

“y congratulatlons go to you and the large number of f1ne
lawyers that have worked on these revisions for an excellent -.

overall job. I send my best w1shes for the restoration of Rule
204 to the Agenda proposal.

Yguys very truly,

9N

Haxris Morgzan

HM/ teh

Ca
:4
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June 20, 1984

RE: Texas Rules of Civil Procedure

"“"Honorable James P. Wallace '
. Supreme Court of Texas
~ Supreme Court Building

P. O. Box 12248

Austin, Texas 78711

Dear Justice Wallace:

I recently viewed a videotaped presentation by Chief
Justice Pope and others on the amendments to the Texas Rules
of Civil Procedure effective April 1, 1984. Although I
generally applaud the work of the variocus Committees and the
Court with respect to these amendments, there is one pro-
vision in new Rule 204 that I think is going to create more .
problems than it solves. .The provision to which I refer

. concerns the waiver of objections to the form of questions

and responsxveness of answers if not made at taklng of oral
,dep051tlon. :

The new Rule is silent on whether this provision with
respect to waiver may itself be waived. However, my guess
is that it was the intent of the Committee and the Court
that such a waiver of the waiver provision would not be
possible. What this will lead to (and I am seeing it
already) is a greatly increased number of objections as to
form and responsiveness at the time of the taking of the
deposition, thereby lengthening the deposition and 1ncrea51ng
the resulting expense to the client. The problem is com-
pounded when there are multiple parties, each feeling the -
necessity to make its own objection. Since a very small
fraction of depositions taken are ever read into evidence,

the need ever to object under our former practice rarely
arose.




Honorable James P. Wallace - A o

“June 20, 1984 . _
Page =-2- -

May I suggest that the Court and the Committees con-
sider further revision cf—the—Rule whereby the parties would
be allowed to agree that. objections to the form and respon-

‘siveness could be postponed until some date prior to trial,-

say ten days, when they must be filed in writing. I assume
that the Court's concern was that the reservation of all.
objections sometimes served as a trap for the unwary, and
possibly resulted in the unavailability of necessary testi-
mony. The approach I suggest would allow any party to
demand- that such - objections be made at the time of the
taking of the depasition, -but -would allow the partles to
modify that requirement for those depositions that in.all

likelihood. will. never 'be used at trial except-possibly for: R

‘impeachment purposes.- ‘The problem of a witness' death,

‘ dlsablllty or unavailability could be solved by allowing the

trial court to allow the use of leading questions or nonre-
sponsive answers contained in depositions if substantial
rights of the parties were not prejudiced thereby.

Perhaps the above suggestion complicates what the Court
has now simplified, and that may be undesirable. However, I
hate to see depositions turned into a circus of objections
virtually mandated by the new Rule. At any rate, I appre-
ciate the opportunlty to put forward my thoughts.

Best personal regards.
. - ' o _Very truly yours,

TEHE

A Daniel A. Hyde ,
DAH:dc -~ e : : - o ._”.”-:
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L . - MEMO c.za &ln), 2o, 7z
TO: Judge Wallace - §<47{?///
~FROM:  _ ,Judge Barrow S -~ March 6 1984
RE: : 41984 Amendments - Texas Rules of ClVll Procedure

It has come to my attention that the amendments due to

,‘take effect April 1 may need slight revision. Specifically, there

are four different rules that need to be pointed out as possible
sources of confus;on. :

(1) Amended Rule 204(4) requires a party to make objections to the

form of questlons or the nonresponsiveness of answers at the time a
deposition is taken or such objections are waived. One problem

that could arise because of this change is that the party noticing

and taking the deposition will be unable to object at trial if his
opponent introduces the deposition into evidence. The party who

took the deposition generally will lead the ‘adverse w1tness,.and he .
.waives. the fleadlng" objection by failing to-raise it at the: Bl
dep051tlon. Thereafter, when his opponent seeks to use the dep051tlon

at trial, including the leading gquestion, no objection may be made,’

since the deposition is considered to be the evidence of the party
1ntroduc1ng it.

It is possible that the rules should provide that an
objection to the form of questions is not required if the party has
no reason to make it _at the time +he depositicn is taken. Also,

should the parties be permitted to agree to waive objections.

1\
L‘%"‘

\}3"

(2) Rule 206(3) provides that the deposition officer shall furnish
a copy of a deposition to any party upon payment of reasonable
charges therefor. Nowhere in the new rules is there a provision as

" to who must pay for the cost of the original transcription of a

deposition. : 0l1d Rule 208a, which has been repealed, stated that
the clerk shall tax as costs the charges for preparing the original
copy of the deposition. ' If the Court wishes to bypass the court
clerk in this matter, some provision should be 1ncluded in ‘the

' . rules to clear up this situation.

(3) Rule 207(2), which deals-with the use of depositions in a
susequent suit between the same parties, states that such depositions

-may be used 'in a later suit only if the original suit was dismissed.

This rule originally was taken from Federal Rule 32(a)(4), but the
federal rule has since been amended to do away with the requirement
that the first. case have been "dismissed." The federal rules
adv1sory committee concluded that the "dismissed" language was an
"oversight" that had been ignored by the courts. This language is
included in the Texas rules, and.it may be that it should be deleted.
(4) Rule 208(a) allows a party to notice a written deposition at
any time "after commencement of the action," which presumably
means the day the original petition is filed. Thereafter, cross-
questions are due within ten days. ¢ would be possible that the
time limit for cross-questions could lapse before the defendant is
required to answer. This problem is taken care of in the oral
depcsiticn rule, Rule 200, because it ‘requires leave of court if a
party wishes to take an oral deposition prior to the appearance day
of his opponent. A similar reguirement should be provided for in
the case of a deposition on written guestions.




ARy

- MEMO )

NOE RN Judge Wallace

*ROM. “Judge Barrow . .~ - . . March 6, 1984
RE: 1984 Améhdhénté - Texas Rules of Civil Procedure

It has come to my attention that the amendments due to
take effect April 1 may need slight revision. Specifically, there
are four different rules that need to be p01nted out as possible
sources of confusion.

(1) Amended Rule 204(4) requires a party to make objections to the
form of questions or the nonresponsiveness of answers at the time a
deposition is taken or such objections are waived. One problem
that could arise because of this change is that the party noticing
and taking the deposition will be unable to object at trial if his
opponent introduces the deposition into evidence. The party who
“took the depos;tlon generally will lead the adverse witness, and he -
waives the "leading".objection’ by. failing to raise it at the

deposition. Thereafter, when his opponent seeks to use the depos;tlonQJ.L,

at trial, including the leading question, no objection may be made,
since the deposition is considered to be the evidence of the party
1ntroduc1ng it.

. It is possible that the rules should provide that an
objection to the form of questions is not required if the party has
no reason to make it at the time the deposition is taken. Also,
%3hould the parties be permitted to agree to waive objections.

(2) Rule 206(3) provides that the deposition officer shall furnish
a copy of a deposition to any party upon payment of reasonable
charges therefor.  Nowhere in the new rules is there a provision as
to who must pay for the cost of the original transcription of a
deposition. ©01l1ld Rule 208a, which has been repealed, stated that
the clerk shall tax as costs the charges for preparing the original
copy of the deposition. " If the Court wishes to bypass the court
clerk in this matter, some provision should be included in the
rules to clear up thls situation. :

(3) Rule 207(2), which deals with the use of depcsitions in a
susequent suit between the same parties, states that such depositions
may be used in a later suit only if the original suit was dismissed.
This rule originally was taken from Federal Rule 32(a)(4), but the
federal rule has since been amended to do away with the requirement
that the first case have been "dismissed." The federal rules
advisory committee concluded that the "dismissed" language was an
"oversight" that had been ignored by the courts. This language is
included in the Texas rules, and it may be that it should be deleted.

(4) Rule 208(a) allows a party to notice a written deposition at
any time "after commencement of the action," which presumably
means the day the original petition is filed. Thereafter, cross-
guestions are due within ten'days. It would be possible that the
time limit for cross-questions could lapse before the defendant is
required to answer. This problem is taken care of in the oral
deposition rule, Rule 200, because it requires leave of court if a
party wishes to take an oral deposition prior to the appearance day
of his opponent. A similar requirement should be provided for in
the case of a deposition on written guestions.
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(3) Examination. The witness shall be carefully examined, his testi-

the officer taking the deposition, or by some person under his personal
supervision.

(4) Objections to Testimony. The officer taking an oral deposition
shall not sustain objections made to any of the testimony or fail to record

- the testimony of the witness because an objection is made by any of the

parties or attorneys engaged in taking the testimony. Any objections made

.when the deposition is taken shall be recorded with the testimony and

reserved for the action of the court in which the cause is pending. Except
in the case of objections to the form of questions or the nonresponsiveness
of answers, which objections jare waived if not made at the taking of an
oral deposition, the court shaI_la_not be confined to ObjCCllOﬂS made at the

taking of the testimony.

Change by amendment effectxve April 1, 1984: Section one is former Rule
204 revised; section 2 comes from former rule 205; section 3 from former
Rule 206; section 4 from former Rule 207. A major change is the waiver of
objections to form of questions and responsnenes: of answers if not made

at taking of oral deposmon

Rule 205. Submlsslon to Wltness' Changes, Slgnmg

When the testimony is fully transcribed, the deposition officer shall sub-
mit the deposition to the witness or if the witness is a party with an
attorney of record. to the attorney of record, for examination and signature;
uniess such examination and sxgnature are waived by the witness and by
the parties.

Any changes in form or substance which the witness desires to make shall
be entered upon the deposition by the officer with the statement of the
reasons given by the witness for making such changes The deposuion

" shall then be signed by the witness, unless the parties by snpulanon waive

the signing ar the witness is ill or cannot be found or refuses to sign. If the

. witness does not sign and return the deposition within twenty days of its

submission to him or his counsel of record. the officer shall sign it and
state on the record the fact of the waiver of examination and signature or
of the illness or absence of the witness or the fact of the refusal to sign
together with the reason, if any, given therefor: and the deposition may
then be used as fully as though signed: unless on motion to suppress, made
as provided in Rule 207, the Court holds that the reasons given for the
refusai to sign require rejection of the deposition in whole or in part.

This is a new rule effective April 1. 1984. Former Rule 205 is incorporated
into Rule 204. This new rule is former Rule 209 with modification. The
modification gives the court reporter authority to file an unsigned deposi-
tion for both party and non-party witnesses.

-4
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. BROWNFIELD, TEXAS 79316-0071
Bru MCGOwAN
Wan J. MCGOWAN II
BRADPORD L. MOORE AREA CODE 806

—_— PHONE 637-7385
KeLLY G. MOORE September 22, 1983

Mr. George W. McCleskey
Attorney at Law ’

P. 0. Drawver 6170
Lubbock, Texas 79413

Dear George:

It is my understanding that you may be a current wmember of the

Rules Committee. If you are not on the committee, then I assume you
would knew where to channel this letter.

For some time, I have been concerned about the fact that in
Texas a party may pay a jury fee at any time, and I have even had
that happen up to the day before trial was scheduled to begin and
the Judge go ahead and remove the case to the jury docket. It seems
this happens more frequently with defense attorneys, but I have had
about equal experience on both sides of the case. What I would like
to see happen is for the Supreme Court to go ahead and make a rule
change that would allow either party to have a jury triel upon
payment of the jury fee at any time within six months from the date
the case is filed. Although this does not conform to the federal
Tules, I believe that it would give ample opportunity for each side
to evaluste the case and to decide whether in fact a jury was needed
to hear the facts. Hopefully, this would avoid the problems which I
. have been having regarding being on the non-jury docket for 1 1/2-2

years, finally getting to trial, then having the other party pay

a jury fee and having the case removed to the jury docket for anmn

additional 2 1/2-3 years before we could possibly get to trial. I
. do not see anything fair about this type of tactics since I see they

are done only for delay purposes. Further, it seems it is a great
inconvenience and hindrance to the Court in scheduling cases, and 1

would ask that you present this proposal, or in the alternative
forward it on for consideration. ' :

I zppreciate your cooperation &snd ccnsideration regarding this
matter.

3

Brsdford L. Moore

RIM/ ne~
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JAMES C.ONION
JUDGE 73m° DISTRICT COURT T
BLXAR COUNTY COURTMOUSE

SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS 78205

June 14, 1983

Hon. Jack Pope

chief Justice

cypreme Court of Texas
courts Building

- pustin, Texas 78711

In re: Rule 265(a)

Déar Judge Pope:

'~As'I understand, this Rule was amended in 1978 to eliminate the

reaquirement of having to read the pleadings to the jury. The
Rule was intended to have the attorneys summarize their pleadings

in everyday language rather than reading a lot of legal words

which most pleadinags contain and which meant nothing to most

‘jurors. I thought this was a great improvement. However,

unfortunately, it did not work out that way.  The trial attorneys,

~good and bad, are using the same as a tool to completely argue

the entire facts of their case, often witness by witness.
Hence, they do not summarize their pleaqings but their entire

blrattembt to control this problem, but many trial judges’do not
.because of the wording of the Rule, and hence, when the lawyers
~come to my court, they want to do the same thina they have done

in other courts. The net result is that we hear the facts from

211 sides during voir dire, then again in opening statements to

the jury, then again from the witness stand, and then again during
closing arguments. So in every jury case we hear the facts four

times. This is a waste of judicial time.

Pu1e 265(a) 1in part says, ", . . shall state to the jury brieny ”
the nature of his claim or defense and what said party expects
to prove and the relief sought . ., ."

Attorneys not only state what they expect to prove, but ao into
the qualification and the credibility of each and every witness
and into many immaterial and irrelevant facts and conclusions.
In addition, most attorneys do not know how to be hrief. I
would suggest that Rule 265fa) be amended to read, ". . . shall




Tgtate to the jury a brief summary of his pPleadings." . And eliminate -
the phrase, "what the parties expect to prove and the relief
sought.” I feel that this would be in line with the committee's
jntention just prior to 1978, accord1ng to my reading of the
record made by the committee. Right now we have two closing
arguments to the Jury. '

{ fully realize that it will be sometime before any attention can
pe aiven to this matter. However, I hope it will be properly
filed in order to be considered at the proper time by the proper
committee.

ery truly yours,

& é‘%aa-,d

0n1on

James C.

JC0/ebt
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December 13, 1983

Honorable Luther H. Soules, III, Chairman
Supreme Court Advisory Committee

Soules & Cliffe

1235 Milam Building

San Antonic, Texas 78205

Dear Luke:

I have had complaints-suggestions concerning several rules so
I will pass them on to you for your committee's consideration.

Some members of the court as well as several lawyers have
expressed concern that present Rule 272 is unduly restrictive and
results in an injustice in instances where specific objections are
made tc the court's charge but the trial court does not specifically
rule on the obiection. The most common suggestion is that the
rule be zmended to require only that a specific objection be made
in the reccrd. 'The trial judge would thus be made aware of the
objection but he could not refuse to rule and thus avoid having his
éecision reviewed on appeal.

Rule 296 and 297:

Pro fzssor wicker's let er is enclosed.

Rule 373:

It has been suggested that Rule 373 and Rules of Evidence 103
are inconsistent, i.e., under the Rules of Evidence the attorney
could tell the 3judge in- narrative form what his witness would
testify tc &né thus preserve nis pcint for zppellate review. Rules
cf FProcedure 372 reguires a ©ill cof exception setting out the
proffered testimony. The committee may have suggestion as to-which
if either of these rules shouid be amended.




Honorable Luther H. Soules, III
December 13, 1983
Page 2

Rule 749:

This rule provides that in a forceable entry and detainer
suit an appeal bond must be filed within five days of judgment.
The rules of practice in justice courts, specifically Rule 569,
provides five days for filing a motion for new trial in the
justice court and Rule 567 provides that the justice of the .
peace has ten days to act on the motion for new trial. 1In a
recent motion for leave to file a petition for a writ of mandamus
we were presented with a situation where the defendant filed a
motion for new trial five days after judgment, the next day
the justice of the peace overruled the motion, but it was too
late to file an appeal bond under Rule 749.

The question presented is whether forcible- entry and
detainer actions should be an express exception to the rules

of practice in justice courts so as to clarify the procedural
steps such as occurred in the above case.

] As usual I leave further action on these matters to your
and the committee's good -judgment. .

Sincerely,
\,.'.I//r\/»
James P. Wallace
Justice
JPW: fw
Enclosures
P.S.

I am enclosing a letter from John 0'Quinn concerning

Rules 127 and 13’. Ray Hardy's correspcndence has been
previously forwarésé tqg you.



TAYLOR, Hays, PRICE, McCoNN & PICKERING
) ATTORNEYS AT LAW ’
400 TWO ALLEN CENTER
HOUSTON, TEXAS 77002
(713) 654-“;1

-

May 14, 1984

Mr. Hubert G een
Attorney Law
900 Alamg National Bldg.

San Anténio, TX 78205

RE: Rule 296

Dear Hubert:

Pursuant to your request to send this letter to you with a
copy to Justice Wallace, I am writing to point out the question
I had with respect to the new Rule 296, Tex. R.Civ.P.

There is a dlscrepency between the amended Rule 296 as it
appears in the pocket part in Vernon's and the Rule as it
appears in the pull-out to the E‘ebruary, Texas Bar Journal. As
Garson Jackson and Justice Wallace's office have 1nformed me,
1;.he pocket part version is incorrect.

My quest:.on is whether there are any publlshed exulana-

"tions or bar comments as to the change 'in Rule 296? Under the

prior Rule 296, it applled to hearings over motions to set

"aside default Judgments - As you know, the Court often conducts

an oral hearing in which testimony is presented. Thereafter,

the motion to set aside a default Judgment may be overruled by

operaticn of law seventy-£five (73) days aiter the default
jgdgment was signed. Under the case law the Appellate Court

might review the trial court's findings of fact and conclusions

of law as - to this hearing. "~ See
Dallas Heating Co., Inc. v. Pardee, 561 S.W.2d. 16 (Tex.Civ.
App.-Dallas, 1977, ref.n.r.e.). Now that the rew rule has
eliminated the "by operation of law" wording, does it mean that
the Appellate Courts do not need findings of fact and
conclusions of law on these matters, or that the "signing" in
Rule 286 also applies to the operation of law time period? See
Int'l. Specialty Products, Inc. v. Chem-Clean Products,

Inc., 611 S.W.2d. 481 (Tex.Civ.App.-Waco, 1981, no writ).

' In Guaranty Bank v. Thompson, 632 S.W.2d. 338, 340 (Tex.
1982), the Court held that a motion to set aside a default
judgment "should not be denied on the basis of counter-




- .Pa—g’e-Z-v’

" testimony."

Accordingly, the droppiné‘ of the langquage in Rule
296 may have been done because findings of fact and conclusions
of law are no longer necessary for appellate review.

Sincerely;
TAYLOR, HAYS, PRICE, McCONN
TS AT Bl : & PICKERING

~David R. Bickel
DRB/lmm

cc: Justice James P. Wallazﬁ/
, : Supreme Court of Texas

P. 0. Box 12248
Capital Station
Austin, TX '78711




Texas Tech University

School of Law

August 6, 1984

Bonorable Jack Pope, Chief Justice
The Supreme Court of Texas

P.0. Box 12248, Capitol Station
Austin, TX 78711

Re: Apparent unintended anomely in amendment to the Texas Rules of Civil
Procedure, effective April 1, 1984

. Dear Justice Pope:

I have recently discovered an apparent anomoly created by the amendments
to Rules 296 and 306c, eifective April 1, 1984. The problem is created where

a premature request for findings of fact and conclusions of law is made and a
motion for new trial is filed.

Rule 306c¢ was broadened to include prematurely filed requests for findings
of fact and conclusions of law. If such.a request is prematurely filed and a
motion for new trial is filed, the request is deemed to have been filed on

- the date of (but subsequent to) the date of the overruling of the motion for

new trial. This amendment would have created no problem had Rule 296 not also
been amended to require a request for findings and conclusions to be filed -
within ten days after the final judgment is signed, regardless of whether a
motion for new trial is filed. The pre-1984 version permitted a request to

be filed within ten days after a motion for new trial is overruled.

‘Reading both the amended rules together, if a premature request for
findings and conclusions is made and a timely motion for new trial is £filed,
the request will be deemed to have been filed too late if the motion for new
trial is overruled more than ten days after the judgment is signed. This is
quite possible, of course, since Rule 329b(c) allows the trial court 75 days
to rule on a motion for new trial before it is overruled as a matter of law.

1f this result was inten&ed please excuse my having taken up your

valuable time. If it was not lntended I hope that I have been of some
assistance to the Court.

. Respectfully,

oy & //a«/\

remy C.”Wicker
Professor of Law

JCW/nt

Lubback. Tevac 7040Q.0001 /1RNAY 747.1791 Eamnley 747,779~ t



LEGAL AID I '
BEXAR COUNTY LEGAL AID ASSOCIATION

434 SOUTH MAIN AVENUE, SUITE 300
SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS 78204 °(512) 227-0111

@ A United Way Service

March 19, 1984

Justice James Wallace
The Supreme Court of Texas

. Box 12248
- Austin, Texas 78711

Re: 1984 Amendments to the Texas Rules
of Civil Procedure, Rule 329.

Dear Sir:

The revision to Rule 329, Motion for New Trial on Judgment Eollowing Citation
by Publication, effective April 11, 1984, permits a motion for new trial following

judgment on publication to be filed within two years after entry of the ]udgment,
but provxdes that:

d. If the motion is f11ed more than thirty days after the Judgment
was signed, all of the periods of time specified in Rule 306a(7)
shall be computed as if the judgment were signed thirty days
before the date of filing the motion.

As I read this new rule, and as it was explained in the videotape training
provided by the State Bar of Texas, it is designed to kick these proceedings
into the normal appellate timetable, which means that the motion is overruled
by operation of law if not decided within 45 days after filing, appeal bond
must be filed in 60 days and the record must be at the Court of Civil Appeals
70 days -after filing of the motion.

This action, of course, reverses at least forty years of caselaw on the issue
of when such a motion should be decided, and is probably an advance toward
prompt disposition of such suits. The revision committee may, however, have
overlooked the effect of failing to also amend subsection (a) of Rule 329,

which states:



Justice James Wallace
Page Two
March 19, 1984

(a) The court may grant a new trial upon petition of the defendant
showing good cause, supported by affidavit, filed within two
years after such judgment was signed. The parties adversely

interested in such judgment shall be cited as in other cases.
(emphasis added)

_This last sentence has been interpreted to mean that certified mail service

on the attorney of record for the publication plaintiff is not sufficient. Gilbert
et al. v. Lobley, 214 SW24 646 (Tex.Civ.App.~ - Ft. Worth 1948 writ ref'd).

Personal service on the parties adversely interested and an opportunity to reply

""as in other cases" has been the rule. 4 McDonald, Tex.Civ.Prac. §18.23.2
-(1971). Sinece filing the motion tolled the two-year period this procedure was

reasonable, and no time limit was imposed as to the period within which the
motion had to be determined. 4 McDonald Tex.Civ.Prac., §18.23.1 (1971).

‘The new time limits, combined with the old practice relating to service of
"citation creates obvious problems. Citation as in other cases would permit
the respondent to answer on "the Monday next after the expiration of 20 days"

after service (Rule 101). After answering, a respondent is entitled to 10 days
notice of a setting (Rule 245). Therefore, under the best possible conditions
of citation and setting, movant would have 14 days or less to get an order

' granting new trial entered. Furthermore, since the time runs from the date

of filing the motion, a respondent can effectively defeat a motion for new
trial simply by evading service.

It appears to me there are two appropriate remedies to this dilemma. First,

the court could allow Rule 2la service of the motion for new trial following - -
- publication upon the judgment plamt1ff‘s attorney of record, so that issue could

be joined and the matter decided as in other types of motions for new trial.
This resolution seems questionable to me, since most attorneys do not maintain

contact with former clients in any systematic way. It is probable, therefore,

that Rule 2la service would prove ineffective to give actual notice to the
parties affected, especially when the judgment may be discovered a year or
longer after entry. Second, the court could compute the time limits from the
date issue is joined, or from-the date of service on the last respondent to be
served, rather than from the date of filing the motion. The rules relating

A\ d
1
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Justice James Wallace
Page Three -
March 19, 1984

to due diligence in issuance and service of citation which have been developed
with respect to tort suits could be applied to prevent abusive delays in
proceeding with such motions; it should also be made clear that respondents
to such motions are not entitled to more than the minimum notice of hearing
provided by Rule 21, or such time as is provided by local rules relating to
other motions (in Bexar County this is normally 10 days).

In the meantime, as a senior attorney at Bexar County Legal Aid, I am advising
my younger colleagues to issue citation and notice of a hearing, so that the
respondent is given a setting on the motion within 45 days after filing. I
have also advised them to issue certified mail notice to the attorney of record
in the hope that an answer will render the service question moot.

I appfeciate your time and attention in reviewing this comment. If I have
-misconstrued the revision or can be of any assistance in addressing the problem,
please feel free to call on me. SR

Sincerely,

Lt s Gl

CHARLES G. CHILDRESS
Chief of Litigation

CGC:lph



2 Dare: April 6, 1984

TC: TRE ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE COMMITTZE
Subcommittee to Study Rules 354, 355 and 380

4

The committee appointed by the Chairman to study the above

Rules makes the following report:

We have had correspondence from the Court Reporters
Association and I have talked to various reporters and trial

judges in reference to the Rules and the following were the
only comD;aln;s we had: ’

1.” The Court Reporters'complained that there was

no Rule requiring the appellant to pay for the
Statement of Facts where a deposit for cests
or a cost bond was filed. This was corrected
by Rule 354 (e) of the Rules adopted by the
Supreme Court effective April 1, 19§&4%.

2. Rule 355 did not require that the person filing
the affidavit of inabilitv to pay-eosts had to
give notice to the Court Reporter. The sub- committee
has prepared an amendment to this Rule, a copy
of which is enclosed herewith. The portions added
to the p;esert Rule zre underlined.

3. Rule 380 provides that the court reporter shall
not receive compensation for preparing a Statement
of Facts where an afiicdavit of inability to pay
costs is filed. The Court Reporters feel like that
they should be paid for their services as mecst
court repcrters are busy and have to employ people
to transcribe the testimony and that they should
.be paid as in criminal cases under Article 40.09
of the Code of Criminal Procedure. The sub-committee
feels that this is & matter not to be changed by
the Rules, but should be submitcted to the Legislature.

anyv memder has any s*‘oée

i< ticns theyv would like to present
rc the subcommittee prior to the meeting on April 14, please
¢ contact Judge George Thurmond at Del Ric, whose address is
zs Zeoliows: JLdge Georce M. Thurmondé, P. 0. Box 108¢, Del Rio,
Texzs 78840 - phone (512) 774-3611

: Respectiully submitted,
. | AT
V" _ James /H. Milam, Chairman
Subcormictee
/

I



RULZ 355 (As Amended):

(a) When the apvellant is unable to pay the ccst of
ppeal or give security there‘oL, he shall be entitled to .
rcsecute an appeal or writ of error by filing with the clerk,
within the period prescribed by Rule 356, his. Taffidavit stating

that he is unable to pay the costs of appeal or any part thereoZ,
or to give security thereifor.

a
P

(b) The appellant or his attorney shall give notice of
the filing of the affidavit to the opposing party or his actorney
and to the Court Revorter of the Court where the case was tried
within twc cays arter the riling; otherwise, he snall not be
~entitled to presecute the appeal without paying the costs or
giVLHg security therefor. .

' (c) Any interested officer of the court or party tc the
’ suit, mav by sworn pleading, contest the affidavit within ten
davs after the affidavit is filed, whereupon the court trying
the case (if in session) or (if not in session) the judge of
the court or county Judge of the county in which the case is pendin
shall set the contest for hearing, and the clerk shall give the
parties notice of such setting.

=g
D

(d) The burden of proof at the hearing of the contest shall
rest upon the appellant to sustz 1n tHe allegations of the aificavict.

(e) If no contest is fileT in the allofted time. the
~allecations ot tﬁe a:'lcav1t snall be taken as true I & ccntest
is Iiled, tne court shéell hear same witinin ten davs unless tae
. . COUrT Signs an 0raer exXtencing the hearing WitLin The Cten GavV
periloc. put snall not extenc the time IOr mMOre Lnan twentv zaciticnal
. C&vs 1I nO ru.ing is mace On the contest Witnhin the ten G&av
perlioc Or Tne perioc OI Timeé exicndecd DV ThNe COurt, the al.ezzcicnos
OIZ The aIIlgavit snal. D€ Taken as true.
- (£) 1If the appelilant is able to payv or give security for
& part of the costs of apreal, he shall be required to make such
pavment Or give such security (one or both) to the extent cf his
abilicy.
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May 2, 1984

Mr. Hubert Green
Attorney at Law

900 2lamo National Bldg.
San Antonic, Texas 78205

Re: Administration of Justice Committee
TR 3545 (Proposed)
S NSt .

Please find enclosed proposed Rule 364a.

As you can see there have been some changes made which were pre-
sented recently, and hopefully these changes will satisfy any
objections made at our last meeting.

I am, by copy of this letter,Aasking that Ms. Avant send a copy
of this propcsed Rule to the members cf the committee. ‘

Sincerely, -

Guy E. Hopkins

GEH/blh
encl. oo
cc: Evelvyn Avant
' State Bar of Texas
Box 12487
¢l Station
n, Texas 78711
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(Proposed) RULE 364a

STAY OF ENFORCEMENT OF JUDGMENT OR ORDER
-PENDING APPEAL

In 1lieu of a supersedeas bond provided for in Rule 364a,
the court from which or to which an appeal is taken may
order a stay of all or any portion of any proceedings to
enforce the judgment or order appealed from pending on
appeal upon further finding that the appeal 1is not
frivolous, not taken for purposes of delay and that the
interest -of justice will be served by a stay.

Either court may vacate, limit or modify the stay for

good cause during the pendency of the appeal. A motion to
vacate, limit, or modify the stay shall be filed and
determined in the court that last rendered any order

concerning the stay subject to review by any higher
court. :

Any .order granting, 1limiting, or modifying a stay must
provide sufficient conditions for the continuing security
of the adverse party to preserve the status guo and the
effectiveness of the judgment or order appealed from.
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MICHAEL I. REMME /\/ eyt

- - _ ATTOENEY AT LAW
PARKWAY CENTRAL SUITE 725

) © 611 RYAN PLAZA DRIVE

- "= ARLINGTON, TEXAS 76011

-~ - "~ (817) 460-7301 or 275-7029

July 17, 1984

Rules Committee

. Texas Supreme Court
Supreme Court Building
P.O. Box 12248
Austin, Texas 78711

Gentlemen:

I prcpese a2 change to Rale 438 (Affirmance with Camages
for Delay), which should have the effect of further reducing
frivolous appeals.

' I recenely was faced with a meritless and frivolous
appeal in which the record was was virtually free of
preserved allegations of error. We wished to ask for delay
damages under Rule 438, but in briefing cases under the rule
I became aware of several cases- never reversed- which held
that by asking for such relief, one opened the entire record
-to scrutiny for error, whether such error was preserved by
timely objection, or not. We decided that the risk was not
worth the damages obtainable, and did not assert the claim
for damages. I have reason to bealieve that 'the doctrine
announced in these cases effectively nullifies the purpose
behind Rule 438, and suggest an Amendment, as follows:

Rule 438

Where the court shall find that an appeal or writ of
error has bsen taken for delay and that there was no
sufficient cauvse for taking such appeal, then the appellant,
if he be the defendant in the court below, shall pay ten per
cent on the amount in clspute as damages, together with the
judgment and interest and ccsts of suit thereon accruing. A
recuest for relief under this rule shall not have the effect

of permitting consideration of unpreserved allecaticns of
error. :

Such an amendment tc the rule, in my opinion, would
restore its intended vitality, and would remove the hazard
presently associated with its invocation.

Yours truly,
Mlcnael J. Remme

(- MIR/pc

[y

(S



HizBarp. TiivnvaN, TURNER & TiCrHE:R - -

ATTCRNEYS AT LAW

£ sTvEy ~UBBARLD.T T Z:0T TNC GALLERIA TOWER - -TcaBLg ascEfEs,
= AL V. ThJRMAN T 2 ’
= : o e Nt salles
o LERT W TLENER.P C. DALLAS.TEXAS 75240-6604 FATENTLAY =
o’ © TAN TUZ-ER
SENCrE Y GRIGSE
SC=~ © SINKEGTON. 2. C ' TELEX: N
(o —n S FEATmER - R .
seon mfeaTeER : farch 23, 1984 73-256: TELESE?
B -8R0 niFX CANNCAN
ANTREW U, DILLON
w m:imn McCORD y
TELEPRONE:

SA3Y D.MANN
MTLLY BUCK RICHARD : . . ) 214-233-5712
. THOMAS E.TYSON ’ : ' - R
~“ARBY . WATSON*
JOMN M. CONE

. *NOT ADMITTED IN TEXAS

Mr, William V. Dorsaneo,-IIi
SMU School of Law .
Dallas, Texas 75275

Mr. Michael A. Hatchell
500 1st Plece
P. C. Bcx. 629
Tyler, Texas 75710

_"Mr. Luther K. Soules, III .
© 1235 Milam Building
Szan Antonig, Texas 75205

- RE: Administration of Justice Committee
~Rule 452 - : - L

/

Géntlemen:i

OCur efforts with West Publishing Company, National
Office of State_Courts and others has begun to bear fruit in
furnishing information for the subcommittee and committee to
consider in connection with possible revision o£lR : I
would like to have some opinions of substance -to Teport to
the committee at the next meeting although I do not believe
we can undertake an actual revision of the rule before
receiving at least a consensus on an approach. From what I .
have heard ané some of the enclosures indicate, it is my view - - -
.that the guestion of "unpublished opinions" or "selective o
publication" may well become ‘a public issue. Enclosed are
“three articles which were forwarded tc me by the editorial
department of West Publishing Company which surveys the
available information with respect to the publication of
cpinions. : '

Please let me have your views at your earliest conven-

ience. .
- Sincerely,
- ) // Lil':'/l" -
. -qdﬁh Feather
cc: Mr. Hubert W. Green /

+
-

b
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SELECTIVE PUBLICATION: AN ALTERNATIVE
TO THE PCA®

HarRry [LrL AnsTEAD®

“Of the cascs that come before the court in which I sit, 2 majority,
-1 think could not. witl semblance of reason be decided in any way but
one. The law and its application alike are plain. Such cuses are pre-
destined, so to speak, to afirmances without cpinion.” :

Cardozo!
INTRODUCTION

The last few vcars have been 4 tinie of tremendous zcrivity and change
within Flerida's appellate justice svsiem. In 1977, the ries of appellate pro-
cedure were substuniizlly revised.® In 1972, a Rith ar-peilate disirict was
crexted,® and the lrdustrial Relations Commissiun, the iraditional reviewing

od, and statewide

durisdizuon for teview of 2ll workers' conipensation appruiy placed in the

Jirst Distriet Court of Appealt Dinally, #nd pernaps mos significanddy, a
constitutional umiondieent possed in 1989 redefined the Flurida Suprcme
Court’s jurisdiction.® In oddition to these structural and procedural changes.
there was:a substantial incease in the number of judges serving on the
district courts ¢f zpreal® and these courts spbstantially revised iheeir ix;:erndl
procedures for processing wppeals.” Almaest all of these changes resulted from
pressures creatat by the enormious increase in anpeals filed during the 106G's

/b

Appellate overload has wxisted for some time througho:s the federal and
state- appellate sysiems, and many believe the probicm has reacted aisis pro-

*B.A., 1964, Urniverritv oi Fiorida: LL.B. replaced by J.i.. 1v6% Universitv of Fiurida;
LL.M. 1981, University of Virginia, Member ot the Florida Ear. Juize, Fourth Dismict Court
of Appeai for the Swie of Tlorida. - . : )

‘1. B Camzozo, lui Narvre oF jue Jumaar Procrs. (164 (1021 {eforring to his
sevice un the New Yori Conrt of Appeals). Cardozo sulsequeatly ivireased this estimate
w Cnine tenths, perhizps neae” B Carwozo, THE GROWIH OF THE Law 0 (1924,

2. See Mznn & Whealey, Fie ida’s New Appellate Luiez, 52 Fra. B.J. 120 (1978).

3. In re The Civation ol the Dintrict Court of Appeal, Fifth District, 374 So. 24 970
(Fra. 1979). . .

4. Mizami-Dade Water & Sewer Authority v, Commio. 332 So. 28 128y Moy, JuTon,

3. Fra. Coxst. art. V. §5b (1630, See generally Eagland, Hunter & \Viliiam:, Cor iitu-
tionai Jurisdiction of the Suinreine Court of Flerida: 1950 Rejorm. °2 U. Fua. L. Rev. 1:7
(1980) (dclineating ine jurisdictional reforms). ' .

6. In re Advisory Opinion to Guvernor, 374 So. 84 9% Tla. 179

7. See;eg. I:re Rule 131, 374 So. 2d 992 (Fla) (per curizmn) fagopting Fiosd: Dus

“of Apyeilate Frovdure 1331, which ailows disnict court en bauc miocesiii gsi, mmiifina %77

So. 24 700 (1979 (oia

&, Sez REPORT oF ~7in (CoviMISSION ON THE MO iDA APFriisvi (LOURT ST« OT: BT 22 ii
e 13, 1979, (e Sitr widl the Flerida Suptemie Gear:, Tullaboics, Tloridad Mereinafiar
cired as Regortl. o

vy the emlier adoption of the e hanc il

139

-
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" Naturally, with the inccase in appeals fled there has been a
corresponding rise in the nmber of appellate opinions issued. In respunse o
~complaints that the cowrts were producing wore opinions than could be
proporly assimilated, and that many cj-dr‘ons heid o precedentiud value, mzny
juricdictions have stopped publishing ail ot their opimons® Acloush sy

eorapliaints from Florida's lezul community have not surfaced publicly, in 1980

Chief Jistice Alan Sunidbeig rcq..es(ed the Appelivte Rules Committee of the

Florida Bar Association to stur! 'y the selcctive puuhc' tiont concept and to make
rccommendations concerainy its adoption in Florida.* Subsequently, the
committee voted uxmmmumlv to ivport its opposition to- xmplcmc itation of
any form of selective pubiicuion.?®
The purpose of this article is to examine the cumept of selective publica-
ticn as it has been utilized in the United States and to comvuare ihat practice
~with the current Fiovidu-opinion practice. This articic focuses on the-impact
sclective publication would have on the Ficrida appeliate jum’ce system. It
concludes with a propased solution to the problems of the hurgeoning appellate
worlload and the proiifuration of opinions. which intestates ths selective
" . publication concept wi:h Florida's current opinion pructice.

pertions.®

Sm.mnvz PunlICATION

The term selective uablication refers o the practice whuiehy oniv certain
appeilate court opiu}«.m are published in an efhcinl repoiter. For cuiunuple,
under such a practice. so:me Florida district court of appeal opinions, all of
whiiich the West Pubiishing Company presently prints in the Southern Reporter,

- would not be pubhmm..An unpublished ovinion would remzin pare of the

officizl court record and available to the P\'l-hL. but its disnibution .eum(* be.

limited. to. tite pamu tie tiial court, and others having a specific need. The
appellate panel issuing “the Ul inton, or same other body, such as the staee’;
Lighest court, would detoraine whether the opiniui woell be published.

Most seleciive publication sysioms are cm?,\od\cu n court rudes the g

gliest
court in the urm‘uucn adoots =

“spcahe standards ter pabhication vary widely.

9. See Carrington. (.nweed Docket: end tie Courts nf Afpeais: The Tineat e the
Function of Review and the Nutional Law, 82 Harv. L. REy, 242 (1780 Heokins, d#peiicta
Ouycrload: Prognosis. Diugnesis, aisl Analehtie, ArrFiLae G Ao Rre, 49, 95 {18681 ).

10, Iopkins, sus-a v owe 8oul 30,

11, Minutes of the Appailate Rules Comuntice of the Flaida B
1451) (on file withh the Ferida Bar As.ociatien
Minutes]. ‘

12. 1d. . . L

13. One widely fullowed moadel tule prevides:

1. Swandard {o1 Pebifcatice

ar Awociition (Juur U6,

, Tailihassee, Yloritay [hereinafter cted o

An opinion of the (highest courty or of the Jintmrmedime conre shall not
be designared for publication unless:
a. The opinion e~tablishrs a new rule or law or alters or modifies an cxisting
ruie: or )
b. Thez opinica bnvolves a legal fssue of continuing publis iutest. or
c. The apinien criticizes existing law; or
d.  The opiuien yesoive< an apparen: ecnflice of authoriny.
"

2. Opinions of ine court shzll Se publithed oniy i the majoriny of ke

-
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Some rules simpiv provi

“published, «while other:

2 €ase to mect strict an
ired.t Publication is ty:
law; that alter, modifs.
issues of continuing pu
existing rle of law to
provide that unpublis.
of no precedential val:
The primary purpose ¢
tion and use of unpu!
lective pu‘*licat.ion: TE!
ro determine the curre
Under the prox 151
ing the case may deaid
1s a!so encournged to
at the tirne the decisi:
in draftng the opinic:
comnuinicate the coi
ing legal principie® ¢
oile 1nsfance a bx.“.”:l.'\
the publication dg:cz-

pariicipating
in section (1,
only if the
" publisaed. if
d43-5CH Gut i
‘order an- un
or disseniing
i the canz
. satisfied as
4. Tic ndge:
not o publ
assigrmeant

e

rentaive dec
3, Al opinin

presciined !

Pubiication

cited as pre

. to any cour.
ADVISCRY TOUNCIL OX
(1973) fhereinafter cite
T4 See Revnolds
Sintes Court of Ihieal

15, Sre, a.g. STANT
thre hold tesis mets.

16. See, e, id.
Sec, .7, id.
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See, e.L.0 NJF
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183Z] SELECTIVE PULLICATION B )1
]

‘Some rulcs simply provide that an opinion must have precedendal value to be

pubiishad, while others invoke a piesumpricn against publication and require
a case to mect strict and detziled threshold tests before publication is author-
icerl.2¢ Publication is typically reserved {or opinions thut establish a new mile of
Jaw; that alter, mo ‘ify, explain, or eriiicize an existing rule of law: that resolve

issues of continuing pubidic interest. resolve conflicts ot law; or that apply an

- existing rule of law to a novel fuctual situation.’s Publication ruics frequently

provide that unpublished opinions, since they have been determined to be
of no precedentiai valne, may not be cited as precedent in auy other case.'
The primary purpose of these provisions is to discourage the private publica-
tion and use of unpublished opinfous to defcat the original purpose oi se-
jective publication: reducing the.body of case law that needs to be examined
to determine the current state of the law.

Uinder the provisious o1 some selective publication vudes, e pancl decic-
ing the case may deciide to publish oitly a portion of an opinizntt The panel

_is slso cncouraged o maeke an early dechion concerning publication, usuallv

ot the time the decision cor ference s held, so that the author may save time

-ia drsidng the opinion, wiie in the knowiedgy that v is neended vrimarily w
Creinmunicate the tourts dotision to the partics, and wot to e-Ghbish any last

ino bope! prindples® Sune jurrdictions siso autir wan inopensdent Ledy, in
P TESGINCE A spcia comnnted at cotrt adniinisivators anid padies, to make

appesicie ‘courts

inite

the publication decisivat® Most siates with hiteraedia

_participzung i the decisicon find that o standad for publication as sct out
in section (1) of tiis rule is satisted. Coneurring opinions shiall Lz published
only if the muzjority -opiuion is published. Lissenting upinioas’ ivay be.
published i{ tae dissenting judge deterriswes that a standavd for pubiication
as set out in scctim f1) of this rule is sarisied. The thighest courty may
order an unpublisicd epinion of 1he {imtermelinte court) or 2 coucurring

- or disscuiing ovinion in that court publisied. o
5. 1 the staudan! for publication 2s set out in secron (1 of the rule is
satisfied as to ~uly a pare of an opinion, enly that part

sl b pubiished.
The indpes who decide the case thall comsider the question of whetier ot
not to publisi an cpivien iy the cose befme or at tue tane the wiiting
assigument is made, and at that iime. if appropriute, they shall make
tentative decision ol to publish. - C
5. All opinions that are not fouud 1o satisly a soandand dor jeblication uws
prescribed by section (1) of this ynle shall be murkad, Not Dresigraied for
Puhlication. Opinions 1zarked, Not Designared for fublicatin, shall not be
cited as precedent by any cowrt ur in any hriei or other niierials presented
10 auy court. ‘ .
Amvisory COUNCIL ©N AITFILATE JUTTICE, STANDARDS. FOR PUBtiCATION OF JoolaL OPINIONS
(1£73) [hereinafter cited as STanparts FOor Purticarionl '
14. Nee Revonolds & Richman, 4n Evalvaliom of Limited FPubiicatien in ihe Unitea
States Court of Appeal: The Price of Rejorm, 45 UL Cut. L. Rev. 573, 585 91 (1231). )
15. See, €.g., STANDARDS 10R PUBLICATION, sufira note 12 (uo publicztion unlers eericin
inreshold tests met).

16. Ses, eg., id.
17. See, e.g, id. .
18, See,eg, id

19, See, eg., W] R. G Arvuicamion 1:54.
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publication to intzrmediate court opinions, while rroviding for
publicativn et all opinions of the siate’s highest court.®

History of Selective Publication

JAlthough the modern selective publication movement has its reots in the-
appellate boom of the past twenty years, the concapt of selective. publication
is not new. Complaints concerning the proliferation of appellate opinions
and the legal community’s inability to deai .nth the resuiting mass of pubiished
rcports extend to the beginning ot case law publication.® .

Selective publicatiou Ly privaic publishers remains the rule among dvil
law sysrems. Nooregular or official xf‘pC"lu: systems simiiar ‘to those of this
ccuntry exist in those jurisdictions. and it is left to private legal publishers

to choose which opinions ar¢ sufficiently noteworthy or pubiic‘.t‘on Lis practice,
few cpinions arc actually published in those jurisdictions. Gi course, these
systems 1eiv almost exclusively on detaiied civil codes as Lhc suurce of their
Low, while the common luss systems ety sebstantially upon case precedent.®
Even in Engiand, however, where the comunen law was born, publicaiion
o! spoeilate upinions nus besn the exception rather tiran the ruie® It vias
tot vtil the midonineteenth century -.h.u selected English cases began o ba
ropoctsd in any regular manner, 2nd even today only a small ;,-cne'zz:-'e of
cases are published.®* For vxample, ihe All England Law Reparts, the ko gz
collection of cases pubhsh\d inE nr'hnd contains only ahout thr-.e volumes of
cases each year.™ :

The reporiing of "')uch e opim'ons in this country followed a pattern

“similar 1o the Englich practce through most of the nincicenth sentury.® Pri.

vate reporters and publishors seiected the opiuiuns, or in mauy cases the
periions thereof, reporied in their publications. In the latter halt of the nine-

0. Seq, e.g., CaL. Sur. CT. Rz 6. .

91 “Thus, 25 ihe rolling of a snowball, it increaseth in bulk in every age, ull it be-
comes ntterly unmanzgeable. . . . It must necessariiy vRuse ignorance in the protossurs ang
aud ¢ rofession iself; because the volumes of e M ave not casily masterce:! D). MELLINROFF,
TuE Lancuack or e Law 4L (1953) (qumv-\q Lend TTaled. '

22, See genercily M. 7aNDER, Ture Law-viakise Proces. i31-54 (198 0y {quoting . Cioss,

Pre CEDEXT IN ENGUIsH Law 12-22 (3d od. 1977)).

23, The dctermination of which cases to report is Icft to the puh ishers, uho cmy:lay
no precise standards for sciceting publishable cases:

What finds its way ints the pages of the law repors is, however, t an extent a
puiter of happerstance. 1t has been estimaied that only about a quarter of the
decisions of the Civil Division of the Court of Appeu! 2py ar in the oflicially sanctioned
Weealy Law Reports About 50 per cent of tiose of the Yiouse of Tords and the
Irivv Council appear and aboutr 10 per cont of these of the Court of
Crirninal Division. Tie budy of caue law a: refiecied in the Weekdy
grows ar tue tate of three voluuies per year.

.‘\P;.r‘:'a,
Law Keporws
o at .6, The English have vepeatediv repected pronesals thot 2R t\pini-'"\'
reported, objecting that such 2 syatem wouid .n~—»mr e much strain "upen an giready
overworked judiciary.” M. Warkrs & R.W umn,‘an Excrsstt Leoal Sysrrse 142 (19765)

24, Sre M. ZANDER, supra note 22, at 146

o2z, 1d.

26. Revnolds & Richmun, su;ra nowe 14, 20 3757
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teenth century, federal and state avpellate courts began cfiicially reporting ali
of their opinions..and private publishers gradually jost conuol.of the publica-
tion decision.”™ Today, West Pubhishing Company, the official reporter for the
federa! courts and most of the states, publishes virtually all of this country’s
appellate opinions and many federul trial court opinions as well.® '

n contrast to the unified court systems of most countries, the United States
has a ifurcated judidal system. Iir addition to the federal judicial system, each
state has a judicial system complete with its own appellate courts. Despite
their scparate existence, the state and federal systems gencrully share the same
legal wraditions and a great deal of uniformity in their laws. As a result, a legal
rescarcher may have tu search for published authority not only from his own
state, but also from other states and the federal courts to proper}y answer a
lezal problem put before him.®® _

As our country has grown, activity in our appellate courts lias more than

N kffpt pace. Literally millions of appeliate opinions have been published. Since
1207, West Publishing Companv alone has published 2331781 opinjons.®

In 1881. 'West publishied 206 volumes; of federal and regiona! rezgarts contain-
irz 74,104 opiniens®! Indexing and sreanizing this huge bedy of cuse law, so
that pertinent authority can be efiiciently retrieved, results in obviou: difficul-
ues. To meet the legal community’s immediate need to knuw the current law,

- new publicatiors, usuuily focused on one or more subject areas, have been

developed. These publications suppicment the large array of reporss. digests,
aeatiscs and encyciouxdiss that have traditionally been relica upoi to oryanice
the body of law into usatle {orm.”* Modern technelogy has 2bo maved inta

e Reld with the developmont. of compuiter gssisted storage and vetrieval
systems.™? Nowwithstandiuy these atteinpts to confire the onslaught of published

apinions t manageabic howds, the modern legal rescarcher iaces an enormous
and expensive task it scarciing for opinions with precedential value. _

. Even befcre rhe recent apoellae cxplosion. some members of the legoi
cemmuaity were aiticzl of the bianket prblicatiou of all appellate epinions

regardiess of precudential value. One ol the cariiest and strongest riticisms
- ame fiom Dean Ruscoe Tound, who observed:

~ .-After reading upwards of fourteen hundred double-colunin pages
~of judicial opinions. carcfuliy sifted from many thousands of pages in
" the National Reporter System, one is impelled to ask why paper, printer's
ink, labor, and shelf room should be devoted to the perpetustian of

27. 1Id. at 576.

28, id. N

20, For example, states recently adopting the Unifora Commercial Code freqrently look
to decisions of other states for guidance in construing the Code piovisions.

50. Letter from Donna Rergsgaard, Manuseript Depariment of West Publishing Company
to thie author (March 19, 1932) (confirming a1 previous tclephone interview,.

st Id. .

22, See Juacobawin. Sotne Reflection on the Conirel of the Publiceuon of Appellate
Court Cfindons, 27 Stax, L. Rev. 791, 793.06 (19751,

83, Ser Newbern & Wiisan, Rule 210 Unprecedlent and the Dicppeering Court, 32 Apk.
T Rzv. 37, 5060 (1975). v

)




154 - - UNIVERSITY QF FLORIDA LA RETIEW {Voi. XRAIV
o 7 _ o 1982

what for the largest part is avowedly but repetition of chings long . S

far.ilior and is too otten merelv elaborate elucidation of the obvious.? lective publicatisn he
stene {or most selectiv
In 1964, the Calif
{orm by becoming %

rule apolicabic orly t

Others, including members of the judiciny, echaed Pound's sentiments:®
however, no effective movement to anizil the proliferaticn of appeilate
opinious began until 1962, when Eugene Prince published un aricle in the

..

=

American Bar Associstion Journul assailing the comin‘uing practice - of ¥ district courss of ar
publishing all appellate opinious regardless of precedential valuc.™ L opinions.® Also in 1¢

Prince’s article has genciuily been aedited with giving birav to the B mended that federai
modern movement toward sclective publication. Prince reasoned that practicul ; value® Subscquenti~
difticuliies mandated reform of the continued publication of all appellate T practice of seleciive |
opinions. te contended the time and expense that incinbers of the lcgnl com- i . Perhaps the singl:

»

e

munitv mu.. devote to keeping abreast of the law in such a system would,
* indeed it had not alrcady. ulthmately become prohibitive, He [urther noted
that most lecisions involve obvious points cof luw, the outcome of which is
important only to the intcrested parties.”™ Although the justification for s

was its 1975 endorserr
Council. composed
auded judicial time «
tion. The Cound! su
do vot merit publish
cases; and utilize the
Although judicia’
why selective public
worked appellate

Al

YN

K. Lrriss, APrELLATE Jupicial Opmnions 309 (1574) .(quoting R. Tound).
See id. i 369 10, ’
3u. IPrince, Law Books, Unlimited, 48 A B 10151 (19623,

37, Duee o the impouance of Prinee’s views, it may be best 1o consider his vicws un-
tarvished by translation:

e LI

'apnmuy "." “ =

American printed judicial decisions today number abour two znd 2 ruarter .3 as their most laboric
miiilon. The rate of increase is sharply, slc:ziil.y cad um‘mouﬂy up. The fity vears g thirty percent of ar
from 1790 to 1810 produced 50000 reporied ddecisions; the next 6y scars, ending g . . L
in 1940, 3.230.000; add six or scven hundred thiousand 1nore fur the past rwenty vears, -~ slgmﬁcnx.xt «hen _O!:‘t'
and we have two and a guaiter mi:‘\.liun pius. %‘ ) thousamjs of brieis

RS . i‘.. . ~

Thas state of aTuirs is siwply pieposterous. 1t has aheadyv impaired and ‘must B The truth is the

* evramually destrov the rveasen for our present sysiem, The indefinite preservation of not go iute. the: per
rerorted Jocisions i justified largeiv on the pround of certainty —so that the fuwyer our subject B unanic
can advise his client. When backs get =0 numercus that the lawyer camnot afford will, can rem?dj; the
1o buv, Hotse O read them or tecencile conilicis therein. the vasic purpose fails, 1d. at 134.35. .

(0 must be vecgrnized that theve s ofien roed reason for aniiions of some 38 B.Warsis, Ma
Yeugth, even in simple cases. The sormal biigeant eares natising about the fiipac 59, Ste Reyunobls
o ihye enivion in s case om the fuane of Taw. Nor i Tie fnreresied in the meris of 40, Id. -
the vpuiion as a Jegal essay. e is imevested an the tesulit; and, afier all, the conres 41. Sec Sranparps 1
primary duty oxceptivas to be recognized in a few diclds when basic questions of " 42, Emith, The S.
grear pablic interess aie imolved) is w seiile private disputes by deciding cases. De. ¢t - ~ Rew 26, 28 (1973).
velopiient of the law is incidental. e ' 43, In remarks di.

1 the decision s aduerse, the leter wants o know whyv, and while no opinion is stated:

ever satizisctory to the loser, his 1espect for the courts will be less inpuited ‘' the
opining gives a hasis for assuring bim that his peiots were fuirly cousideren, This is

{Tibe wn.ublish
primarily ics tie
essential in all or clmost 2 oeriminal cacss and many cvil ones. aond ity ke know the maer 1o
a lot of pages. the vpinion will o

The premium on 1c

goss Up.

Assuining tiiat U
or “reversed,” the
Witheut 2 time s
thot the time 2avin

Frann, Reriarke Bero-

4. hw

Selert Cases oi “Ne

45, Id.

Rt if the opinion invoives no new point of Jaw, if the court's divrussion proceeds
on setrted legal principics, or bolds upon a cormmenpluce factual siraation that the
evidenes is suflicient to support the findings, why should that opinion ga beyend the
partics or the court of further review, if such there ist Doth the parties ard the
revicwing court are catiled 1o the reacons for a decision; kence the anawer o the
probicm before us iy no’ abolition of written arinions . . soudered, ... Why should
rminion s cenvicred
fur the benefit of e parties and reviewing courts; it s not 10 b offiiall, senocied
nout ciied as a precedent”

AP I - I | M Mt 2 I BT
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leciive pubiication has cince been expanded, Prince’s views romain the cormer-
stone for most selective publicaticn sysiems.” ,

In 1664, the Cuilifornia Supreme Court responded to Prince’s c:ii for re-
form: by becoming the fuct state Ligh court to adopt a selzctive publication
1ule applicable otily to its intermediate appellate courts. By 1873, the California
disrict courts of. appeal were publishing only sixteen percent of their
apiniens.™ Also in 1964, the Tudiciai Conierence of the Usited States recom-
mended that-federal courts publish only opinions with general precerdential
salue®® Subscquently, all federal circuit ceurrss of appezl have zxglcapted the
sractice of sclective publication® - )

Perhaps the single greatest impetus to the sclective publication’ movement
was its 1975 endorsement by the Advisory Couzicil gu Apaeellawe Justice ! The
Council, compused of distinguishad fawvers, law wrofessons, and judyzsss

g
tion. The Covuncil sugoested tint avneliate jndees should identifv cives which
Do Pl J J .

Jdo net merit published opinions; dinlt shorter, tess poliched opinion, on <l

sdded judicial time savings as a subswntisi justification tor e2lective rubhien

casas: and utilize the time saved 1o resolve tiie more difiiruit cases.

Although judicial ecomom: was net Prince's focus, it has hiegn a raajor reasosn
why selective publicadon has Leen embraced by muny nwembers of te over-
worked appeliate judiciary. Appcllate jadges generaily regaid opinion writing -
as their most laborious task.™ One study condluded opiricn writing consumer
thirty perccnt oi an appellate judge's time.s This fruce appears ~specinily
significant whoen one considers that 2 busy apocllate judg2 must annuuly e >

3 enn e
thousamds of briefs and momornnda; liston to oral arguments; conier with

Tir truth s that opiniens jnpertant to the pariies but rot to the law should
o go into the permanent book-, The fine thought which :as expressed iself en

G SUThU s unanimous o tiie s oar and is Unanimans slso thot the cruris, §if they
wloaan trmady the siwaten » 117 35 conterns judicial o
sioal %S,

53, B.WngiN, MasNuaL ox Aepeetage Cotr Oriniang 21 01Tl

0,

30, See Reynolds & Richmaan, s uote 14, au 577, )
10. Id. . . . . -
41. See STANDARDS FOR PUBLICATION, supra note 13, .
' 42, Smith, The Sele:tire Pubiicetion of Opirions: One Court’s Expericnce. 27 5wk, L.

Rev. 26, 28 (1978).
43. In remarks directed to the Ninth Circuir Judiciul Conference,
stated: :

Ul Cuomineniamcr

{Tihe unpublished ophmen ic faster and casier for the coure. Since it is inicmled

. ‘primaarily fur the e and tor the instruction of the trial cowrt, Wt of whom
Loow the matter o stavt with, consbierably less horongh enpoidon is requived. Since

the epinion will not be cited as Suiority, there ueed be less proming aud polishing,
Ti:e premium an research and erudition goes wown, the preming on simple exposition
goes up. ' .
Assuming that the unpnhlisited opinion has same text mnd s uot 2 < aple “aflirm®

or “reversed,” the quastion arires as o pracieciv how much dwe s trulv saved,

PRre=RW aRVE M

H Without 2 time study one Cannot knew thist itom my own eonversations, 1 estimate

? t:at the tme saving is 2bau half '

_ Yrani.. Remarks dcfore the Nintir Cireuit Judicial Conference, JUmare’ J. Wiarer 1977 7y L
i 44, shuchman & Gelfand, Tie Use of Locdd itids 21 dn tee Fijth Sircuii: Can Juldres
¥

Selret Cases of “No Precedential Palue™, 23 oy L. 195, 200 (1085),
45. Id. v

3
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collezzmes and ides: review records: conduct rescarch; keep abreust of current
1

e w

w1 revicw, tule, and prepare ordess on motions; and supervise his staff.e

Scizetive publication has been endorsed by an impressive array of practic
ing attorneys, members of the judiciary, and appellaie sciolars” The American
Bar Association's Comn:ission on Standards of Judicial Adminiscration has
endorsed the concept in its Stendards Reloting to Appellate Courts.*® Today,
in addition to all {ederal dreuits, thirty-two srates and the: Diswict of Colum-
bia kave adopted some form of stlective: publication.® Typicaily in those
jurisdictions, no more than fifty perccnt of opinions are published.’® The
majority of the states that have not adopted the practice have no inter
mediate appellate courts and enjov 2 modest volume of appeals.®*

Criticisms of Scicctive Fublication

Although sclective publicaiion is now accepted in the vast majority of
jurisdictions. the practice has ceen the subject of subsiantizl'conoversy. Some
cemumentators mxgue all appeilute opinions have precedentinl valug, while
oth:ers criticize selective publicaticn’s various proctical aspects or effects. Anieng
vidier comrplaints, critics clain the practice undermines the prinaple of stare
decisis; denies publication io inany cpinions ol precedential vulue; reduces
judidal accountability, public confidence in e courts and the cuality of
appellzte review; and ignore: the impracticality of the no-ditation rule.

Preponcents of thie stare decisis princivle claim all foans have some rece-
wntial value, although some may be of more value ihen others®? Under our

26, Tor instance the current appellate caselead recominended by the Ficrida Suprome
Caouvt iy 250 assigred cases per judge. Jwddges sit in puaels of three, thierefore the tuc
caseload of a judye under such 2 ostaednrd i 730 cases anpmaily, 10 twe bricts aond one
siemarandum wers inveived o eacit case e judges would read 2232 uocumernis annualiy.

CFor discussion of rtnis standard. se Kreomi, supre uole 8. One widely cited weatis2 e
ppellaie praciice suggests 2 mavimud cascioad oi 0 assivned cnses prr indpe. Yee W
Carzineron, Do Mrancr & M. Rorinezi., JUsThe ox Apreat 143 (1475,

17 Suuth supra note 42,
43, nraxzeRps ATLATING TO Areriiate Courts § 3.37%) 1537 (approved drafty fme'n
stier cited as AryEUATE STANDARDS).

49.  Those states creploving selective publication are Alaska, Arizona, Avkansas. Caluornia,
Colorado, Delaware, Hoovaii, inois. 1adiina. Jowa, Xansos, Kentucky, Lonisiana, Marviaad,
Midhigan, Mississippi, Nevadda, New Jerev, New Mevicu, New York, Norh Carolina, Chie,
Okizboma, Pennsvhvania, South Carolina, Sontie Dakota, Tenessee, Tevaz, Ctah, Virginis,
Vashington, and Wisconsin. This list was compiled from responses 10 2 smivey conducted
by tl:2 author of appellate judges in cach state [hereinafe:r ciied as Survey).

50. See generally Reynolds X Richman, supra note 14, at 589.

51. The states without selective publication are Alabomia, Coanectient, Florida, CGeorgia,
Idakn, Maine, Massachuseuts, Minnesota, Missouri, Maentana, Nebraska, New Hampslire,
Norur Dabots, Orsgun, Rhode Island, Vermont, Wesnt Virginia, and Wynming. Sce Surtvey,
supra note 49,

32, Walther, Th: Nincitation Rule and the Cénrept of Siare Drcisis, 61 Marn, L. REev.
581 (1972 An English respouse tu canpuierized reseasch iy aje zpplv here:

It procecds upon tie spetious asumyption tia all judgments are woribv of presema-
tion and citatien, which is marvifestiv nat the cee, 17 anvthiag, it womid tead 1o
encourage the trends adverted o earifer — npamely 142 obressive citntion of caselaw
a<an end in itsei! and the tnintellipent sexich atier exact precedent,
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does little to sharpen the law’
conviction relief in Florida, a
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Defendants nevertheless contiz
to denv their petitions, and ¢
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o point out repeatadly tha: s
appeal. The underlying quast
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researching costs. In other w
established lezal principles m.
widespread distribution.
Critics of sclective publir
auparent precedential valuc
unp.blished opinions have &
stantiai precedential valuess
opiniuns contain no precede:
«n the bady of case law thre
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¢icial practice, however, ha
for pu‘c!imtion.“ Deicndere
ccaur but assert that juducs -

N[, ZANDIR, supra note 22, ot 157
soc'y. Pus. L. Tcuss. 204,

83, See Smith, supra notz 42,

54. Foster v. State, 400 So. Z¢

55. See Gardner, Ninth Cire
celebrated Marvin palimony ¢
after retrial and teversed in an ¢
asR1 (1681).

56. Sre, c.g.. Reyoolds & Ki

§7. Mueller, Untuhlished €
soms 1,000 unpubiished < ~im
p-zbiiczlio:. <riteria in rr.o::.\-.
circuit's womk has provided LU
precedent.” Reynoids & Ricmz
25 {judges follew pubiication <
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1

common law tradition and the princijle of stare decisis, like cases are to be
decidzl alike. By this process, the resclution ol iadividual cuses graduniiv

~

- refines and shapes the law. Under this vicw, opinions are like tho tiny dots
74 in a ch:iid’s connect-the-dots pictire puzzic, exch ons helping to ficsh e a
& merc disiinct image of the law: as moie are connected, the emerging image
1_‘; ‘becomes sharper; if some dors are left out, the picture is blurrcil.

3 Seiective publication advecates concuide cases are seldom exactly aiike,
< but respond that the issuc is whether the distinciions between them ure
it really material or imporiant to legal deielopments®* Once a legal rule or
; principle is well established, repeated application to similar factual settings
4 does little to sharpen the law's image. For cwample. in a petition for post.
i consiction relief in Florida, 4 defondant generaily may not raisc issues thut
% cuuld have been raised in a plenary appeal frem his original couviction.®
1 Defendants ncverthaless continue to raise such issues, trial courts contiaue
: N

to denv their petitions, and defendants cuntinue to appeal thess rulings. It
would appear te be of little interest 1o arvone cther than the parties invoived
to puint cut 1epeatedlv that such issues should have been raized on jlenary
apmal. The underlying question is whethier all opinicns are of sufficient valua
to justily the same writing, publishing, nidexing, dstributing, siciing

g, siziing, and
researching costs. In other words. the outcownes of cases controiled Ly well

established legal principles may not add encugh to the body of law 1o justify
widespread distribution.

Critics of selective publization invariably cite instances where a case of
apparent precedential value was not selected for publication.™ Particular
unpublished opinions have been carefuily dissecred to demonstrate their sub-
stantiai precedentini valus® These commentatos contend tuat even if some
opiniuns centain no vrewedential valug, many valuabie opinions may be it
tn the body of case Jaw throuzh adoption of inadevuvate selective pubiicatica
criteria or erroneou: uppiiation of such criwcria. Systematic studies of ju-
dicinl practice, however. e indicated that judges usually adhere to standards
for pubiication.®” Defenders of selective publicarion concede that misrakes wiil
occur but assert that judges will en i mone olten in determining precedential

RIS TRESY R SUPTr JORY PV N S JuPp R N A

. v died

e

M. 7anDEx, sidra note S, at 131 (qusting Muudav, New Dimensions of Precedent, 1973 I.
Sy, Pun. L. Tams. 201,

53. Ser simith, supra note 42, 2t 28,

54. Foster v, State, 420 So. 2d 1 (Fla. 198%).

55. See Cardrer, Ninth Cirenit’s Ungubdlished Opizaons, 51 ADBA. 1. 122¢ (1975, The
ccicbrated Marvin palisvony case was reviened in the California Distritt Court of Appeal
after retrial and reversed in an «pinion not vosignated foe peblication. 7 Fam. 1. Rrr. (BN4)
o561 (1981).

56. Sze, e.g., Reynolds & Nihmann, supre note 14, at 307-11.
£7

Mucller, Unpubliche! Crinion Studs, state Cr. 1., Surmmer 1677, 5t 23 This sti.2v of

senie 1,600 unpublished eviniius eoncluded thut Calvenna Courte of Aaeal [lew the

pubiicarion criteria in most oo, fd. Anecther study nheerved: "Our enaminaticn of the

cizcuivs work has provild Hicle o justdlv majer coicern chout Uie 3 iobiets of curnresed
nrecedent” Reynolds & Richmn, sipre nate 14, at 831, Ser clso Fiank. si/7a note

43, 5t o5

26 (judges follow pubiicaticn crir~riz in most cuzesavith onlv eceasional mistakes).

]
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value than in ruling on the many other compiex and importunt issu belcre

- this advanmgc some:
them.s

opinion mav still be
versely, if the unpu

Some jurisdictions have vevised their stan.lards to inaease opinion publica-

. \ . .. .. i i P L
tion and have also made liberal provisions fer all interusted parties to it princizles, the court

netiiion the court for pubiication.® In most instznces; however, standards for
publication remain unchanged. Indecd, the high degree of unifoiiity among
the standards adopted in the various jurisdictions may reflect a2 nationwide
consensus concerning their adequacy.

Perhaps the major criticism of seiective publication rules involves the pro-
vision that prohibits the citation of unpuitished opinions. One federak wrial
judge stated hie theught it ridicuions that he could give weight to unsigned law
review articles writtcn by law students, but could not cite opinions rendered
by his own circuit covrt of appesls beciuse the circuit forbids 1eliance on
unpublished opinions. Others complain of [rustiaiion afier jocating un-
published opinions of precedential value uravailable for citation™ or point
out conflicts within the same court that remain unresolved Lecauvse one of
the opinions is unpublished and thercfore nnavailable fop citaticu.” These
critics contend the lewnl svstem’s credibility will be nnderrained if an uctual
case on peint, althoush vepeblished, cannot be cited.® This practice. ir s
=sserted, will lead to coundicts, inconsistencies, and

cases.

Som: jurisdietic:
published opinions
counsel well in adva-
have tightened the:
published opinions.
citation of unpublisi
would lead to priva
the original purpos

Some authorities
chizneoed their ming
Commission on A;
adopted a model sc
publithed oninions
citation rule’s cons

Wy A.-m&‘:.",l-wvh_{lﬂ.ﬁh{-:mﬂ

o iy 2P

voaimare’y. divvespect for
the judiciary. Hypooisy will ulumawedy vesult i the s.ostem cefnses e
acknowledge exicving precedents simply becanse they  ase not ofhicially
published.® This argument is also partially predicated or e claim of judicial
inability to correctly deterinine which cuses are without precedentinl value.
Critics who raise *his argument idendify unpublished opinions incorrectly
chosen for nonpublication. which appoar to conflict with publishied oninions
of the same court. e
Cne purpose of the no-citation provition is to prevent institutionai adwo-
cates-and others. with gventer accuss to unpublished opinions from griniug an
advaniage over less-privileged lirignnts. 3 While {orbidding citation nawtralizes

the conzept of sclec
cascs <hould be ide:
mmethods for doing -
Oune impo:rt At
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compel this wriic:
the uon-publiczii -
Los Angeies Meirop...
66. ¢, ey, Am
Cicuit Court of Apr
pulidished opinions *
view with the and:i-
opinions are rarely ¢i:
and, in general. the
pressed to the author
judge of the Elever
67. See, g, Fro-
procedures 2fter the .
66. Sce, ez, Car
pencitizion rl2 be

(8. GoGlold, Impiovemenis in Appellate Procedure: Betler Use of Aviilable Facilities,
. 60 MB.A. J. 863 (198N, |
59. For example. several recommendativns for reform of Californias sclective publica-
ton przcticz have boen made v the R¥rorT of THE Cwier JusiicE's Apvisory Coastrrer
yor AN ErrEcTive Pumicanion e 11979) [hereinafter ciwd as Canitowsa Rrvosy]
60.  See Frank. supra note 435, at 12,
Gi. See Gardrer, supra voie 53, at 1225,
62. Id.ar 1226, : '
63. Id. at 1227; Revnolds & Richman, Tie Non-Precedential Precedent-Limited Pudllice-
tion and No-Citaticn Rules an the Uniled Stales Courts of dppeals, 78 Corusm. L. Re. 1167
: ' (1978).
4. Gardner, sufra note 55, av 122728
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65, In a letter wiitten while she was 2 daputv pubiic defender, pueesnt California Su.
preme Court Chisf Justice Rose Rird eriticized the limited publication wale 2ssalo. o
The basic unfairness of Kules 076 and 77, the tremendous ad.antage hev afiord the

R LI L e gl i
. v, '

¥ 6, See Arprava-
Siate in eriminal apyp.eals. the daneerons edect on the ducrine of 'stare decsis and 1 70. R. CurmincT
the power of the couris coizbaol with Gie pernicivus 2ffest on ne tight ol the 1d.

pubiic and the bar of this sate o Wnow the deebstons of the uppelivee (oures, Sce Revnold
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1682} SELECTIVE PUBLICATION ' 195

this advartage somewhat, critics pein: cut the rezsoning in an unpublished
opinion may still be used by those who fave aceess te such opinions. Con-
verselv, il the unpublished opinion is truiv bLased on well-established legal
principles, the court’s reasoning is uniilely to aid in the resolution of other
€ascs. : :
Sonie juvisdictions have adopted rules allowing limited citation of un-
published opinions when copics are furnished o the court and opposing
counsel well in advance of the case’s disposition.®® Other jurisdictions. however,
have tightened their procedures to prevent widespread distribution ¢l un-
published opinions.® The ,vast majority of iurisdictions comntinne to- bar
citation of unpublished opinions because they believe that permitting citation
would lead to private publication of these opinions, which would vadenmine

- the original purpose of scicctive publication.s#

Soine authorities wio oviginally supported the no-citation proctice have
changed their minds aiter observing it in action. For exzinple, the ARAS
Commission on Appellate Judicial Standards divided over the isue and
-adopted a medel selective pablicazion rule that permirs the dtatia of un-
pr tished opinions in cartain incances™ Otaers, concorand abour the no-
ciration rule’s consequences, have completely withdruwn their support for
the coucept of selective publication.™ These authorities still mzaintzin routine
cascs should be identifivd aivd rented scparaiely, but they propase alternative
meti:ads for deing so.™

One important furction of appellate pinion nublication is to -urovide
the public and the legal commimizy with a meuns to observe and to evaluate
the work of courts and of individual fudgzes. Critics conterud that limpred:
publication reduces the cpportunities these groups have 1o assess (he judiciary’s
work, which reduces accouninbility and fosters poorer ’jn'dirin! nerformance.™
It is asserted that judges wiiing opinions they know will not be published
may net give proper care and aftention to a case, and the cesuiting decision
and its justificavon will suffer qualiratively.

compel this writer once again 1 strenely dissent from any rule wuich recogaizes

the non-pullication of appellaie oninions.
Los Angeles Metrepelitan News, Sept. 21, 1881, at 9.

€6. See. e.g, ArpELLATE ST.\:;:\..-\nm.'supra note 38, §337(¢t. The Unied States Fifth
Circuit Couit of Appeals has a limiied citadon rule, which permits the ciration of un-
jublished epinions §f a copy i< attachied to the bricis, 5110 Cive R 254, In a teleplione inier-
view with the author, Fifth Citcuit Chiei Judge Charies Clark nowed thar unputiished
opinion: are ;arely cited, unofficial publications of nnpublished opinions have not develaped,
an.!. in general. the circuit Liss not had a problem with the rule. A =imilar view was ex-
pressed to the author by a former mumber of the Fifth Cirzuir, Jobn . Gadbold. now diet
judze of the Eleventh Circuit :

67. ..e, e.g., Frank, sufrra note 43, at 11 fdiscussing the tizhtening of Fearth Circuit,
prcedures after the discovery thar unpnbiishied oninions were being civevtaredy,

68. See, e.g., CaLlvoryia RUVORT, supra note 59, at 17 rrecomnmendation that 1 madilied
noucitation tuic be retanadi

68, s APPFLIATE STANEA

R nmc..?, CR57, commentiaiy ar 5o
70 R, CaARRUNGTON, D, MEnon & M. ROstNBifne, aiidrg note 46 ag @8
71, Id

72, n:z Revnolds & Richiman cepra note 1431 508,
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