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AGENCY MISSION 

TO PROVIDE RESOURCES AND INFORMATION FOR THE EFFICIENT 

ADMINISTRATION OF THE JUDICIAL BRANCH OF TEXAS. 

Providing resources for the judicial branch: 

 For trial courts—technical assistance, training, and research on court administration, and 

funding and standards for indigent defense services; 

 For appellate and specialty courts—information technology solutions and fiscal consultation; 

 For judicial branch regulatory boards and policymaking bodies—staffing and support; and 

 For specialty courts and the regional presiding judges—staffing and administration. 

 

Providing information about the judicial branch for the legislative and executive branches, the 

judiciary, and the public: 

 The judicial information website, Texas Courts Online; 

 Statistics and analysis of court information and case activity; 

 Descriptions of court system structure and jurisdiction; and  

 Reports and studies about the courts and judiciary. 

 

AGENCY PHILOSOPHY 

OUR OFFICE STRIVES TO EXEMPLIFY THE HIGHEST STANDARDS OF ETHICAL 

AND PROFESSIONAL CONDUCT. WE ADVOCATE AND PRACTICE 

EFFICIENCY AND COLLABORATION, AND WE PROVIDE PROMPT, 

COURTEOUS, AND COMPETENT SERVICE. 
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EXTERNAL/INTERNAL ASSESSMENT 

OVERVIEW OF AGENCY SCOPE AND FUNCTIONS  

The Office of Court Administration (OCA) is an agency of the state in the judicial branch that provides 

resources and information for the efficient administration of the Judicial Branch of Texas. The 

agency operates under the direction of the Supreme Court of Texas and the Chief Justice. Figure 1 

shows a timeline of OCA’s history. 

 

OCA operates in conjunction with the Texas Judicial Council, which is the policy-making body for the 

Judicial Branch. The Council was created by the 41st Legislature to continuously study and report on 

the organization, rules, procedures and practice, work accomplished, results and uniformity of the 

discretionary powers of the state courts and methods for their improvement.  

The agency provides resources to the Judicial Branch of Texas. These resources include the following: 

 staffing and administration for specialized child support courts and child protection courts; 

 support and funding for counties to provide indigent defense services;  

 technical assistance, training, and research on court administration;  

 staffing for a wide variety of judicial branch regulatory boards and policymaking bodies; and  

 information technology solutions, fiscal and legal consultation for the sixteen appellate courts.   
 

 

OCA provides information about the Judicial Branch to the public, the Legislative and Executive 

Branches, state and federal agencies, local governments, private associations and public interest 

groups, and members of the bar, among others. These persons and organizations rely on OCA for 

information about the Judicial Branch, including statistics and analysis of court information and case 

activity, descriptions of the court system structure and jurisdiction, and results of comparative policy 

studies and other research affecting courts and the judiciary. 

Texas 
Judicial 
Council 
created. 

Office of Court 
Administration 

created. 

Judicial 
Committee on 

Information 
Technology 

created with 
OCA staffing. 

Task Force 
on Indigent 

Defense 
created with 

OCA 
staffing. 

Court Reporters 
Certification 

Board 
administratively 

attached to 
OCA. 

Process Server 
Review Board 
created with 

OCA providing 
clerical 

assistance. 

Guardianship 
Certification 

Board 
administratively 

attached to 
OCA. 

Texas Indigent 
Defense 

Commission 
renamed & 

administratively 
attached to OCA. 

1929 1977 1997 2001 2003 2005 2011 

 Fig. 1—Office of Court Administration Timeline. 

JUDICIAL BOARDS AND POLICYMAKING BODIES SERVED BY OCA 

Texas Judicial Council │ Judicial Committee on Information Technology │ Council of Chief Justices │ 

Conference of Regional Presiding Judges │ State Board of Regional Judges for Title IV-D Account │ Judicial 

Districts Board │ Judicial Compensation Commission │ Texas Indigent Defense Commission │ Court 

Reporters Certification Board │ Guardianship Certification Board │ Process Server Review Board 
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OCA has two distinct service populations: individuals who receive services based on being a member 

of the judiciary or their close relationship to the judiciary; and individuals from the public who seek 

information or resources related to the court system. 

OCA has the most frequent contact with customers within the judicial branch, as Table 1 shows: 

TABLE 1—OCA JUDICIAL BRANCH CUSTOMER GROUPS 

 

Customer Group 

Number of 
Courts/ 

Regions/Counties 
As of 3/1/2012 

Number of 
Judges/ 

Other Officials 
As of 3/1/2012 

State Highest Appellate Courts 
  Supreme Court 
  Court of Criminal Appeals 

 
1 
1 

 
10 
10 

State Intermediate Appellate Courts 14 94 

Administrative Judicial Regions 9 9 

State Trial Courts (District Courts) 456 5011 

Constitutional County Courts  254 2542 

Statutory County Courts 254 2543 

Justice of the Peace Courts 815 815 

Municipal Courts 927 1,2834 

District Clerks and County Clerks 254 4435 

Court Coordinators / Administrators 254 872 

Indigent Defense Coordinators 85 85 

Court Collections Staff 289 625 

County Auditors and County Treasurers 254 254 

Court Reporting Firms / Court Reporters 358 2,612 

Process Servers N/A 6,045 

Guardians  N/A 345 

Judicial Compensation Commission 1 9 

Judicial Committee on Information Technology 1 48 

Board Members 4 54 

TOTAL 4,231 14,6226 

                                                      
1 Many of these judges also serve as the local administrative judge for the district court(s) in the county. There are 135 local administrative district 
judges (57 district judges serve as local administrative judge in more than one county).  
2 Many county judges serve both as a trial court judge and as the administrative head of county government.    
3 Many of these judges also serve as the local administrative judge for the statutory county court(s) in the county. There are 87 local administrative 
statutory county court judges. 
4 Some municipal judges serve in one or more municipal courts. While 1,565 judge positions were reported to OCA in FY 2012, 1,283 individuals served 
in these positions. 
5 In 65 counties, one clerk serves as both district clerk and county clerk for the county. 
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In addition to these judicial branch customers, OCA has frequent contact with the other two branches 

of state government, the media and members of the public. These contacts come in the form of 

requests for information and assistance with understanding the court system in Texas.  

EXTERNAL ASSESSMENT 

OCA faces many external challenges to accomplishing its mission that can be grouped into five 

general areas: decentralization, administrative fragmentation, increased demand for services, rapid 

societal change, and generational shifts. 

DECENTRALIZATION 

Texas’ court system is not systematic. It is highly 

complex with numerous independent actors spread 

across 254 counties and state government, and many of 

them are independently elected. Many studies and 

reported decisions have commented negatively on this 

structural weakness, 7  and changes in society and 

citizens’ expectations from their government has 

exacerbated this issue.  

The court system is primarily funded at the local level. While this supports a number of the Texas 

State Government philosophy statements,8 it does not provide a system that is uniform or one that 

can be easily modified. 

ADMINISTRATIVE FRAGMENTATION 

The court system in Texas is not just localized; it is administratively fragmented at the state level. 

Several functions that should naturally fall within the administrative office of the courts—as an arm 

of the Supreme Court, which has constitutional responsibility for administration of the judicial branch 

—do not: 

 Administration of certain specialty courts, which resides in the Office of the Governor;9  

 Administration of adult probation, which resides in the Department of Criminal Justice;10 and  

                                                                                                                                                                                     
6 This figure does not take into account justice and municipal court clerks and other officials and staff of the Texas judicial system who may use OCA 
services. 
7 In Re United Services Automobile Association, No. 07-0871 (March 26, 2010) (opinion by Chief Justice Jefferson); Sultan v. Mathew, 2005 Tex. LEXIS 
850, 17-18 (Tex. 2005) (Justice Hecht, dissenting); In re Reece, 54 Tex.Sup.Ct.J. 1031, 341 S.W.3d 360 (Tex. 2011) (Justice Willett, dissenting); State Bar of 
Texas, “Report of the Court Administration Task Force,” 2008; (“green book”); Texans for Lawsuit Reform Foundation, “The Texas Judicial System: 
Recommendations for Reform,” 2007;  Texas Courts Online:  Commission on Judicial Efficiency - Volume 2 (1997) [pdf]; Commission on Judicial Efficiency 
- Volume 1 (1996) [pdf]; Citizens' Commission on the Texas Judicial System (1993) [pdf]; Texas Courts: Caseflow Management in the Urban Courts (1992) 
[pdf]; Texas Courts: A Proposal for Structural-Functional Reform (1991) [pdf]; Texas Courts: A Structural - Functional Overview (1990) [pdf]; and the 
many earlier efforts catalogued in “ The Texas Judicial System: Historical Development and Efforts Towards Court Modernization,” by C. Raymond Judice, 
South Texas Law Journal (1973) and “Court Reform Texas Style,” by Clarence A. Guittard, 21 Southwestern Law Journal 451 (1967). 
8 Instructions for Preparing and Submitting Agency Strategic Plans for Fiscal Years 2013-2017, Appendix A: Strengthening Our Prosperity 
9 Chapters 469 (drug courts), 616 (mental health courts), and 617 (veterans courts), Health  & Safety Code 
10 Chapter 509, Government Code. 

The pervasive external challenge for 

OCA and the Judicial Council is the 

high degree of decentralization, 

complexity and shared local/state 

responsibility within the Texas court 

system. 

http://www.lexis.com/research/xlink?app=00075&view=full&searchtype=get&search=2005+Tex.+LEXIS+850
http://www.lexis.com/research/xlink?app=00075&view=full&searchtype=get&search=2005+Tex.+LEXIS+850
http://www.courts.state.tx.us/tjc/publications/vol_2.pdf
http://www.courts.state.tx.us/tjc/publications/vol_1.pdf
http://www.courts.state.tx.us/tjc/publications/vol_1.pdf
http://www.courts.state.tx.us/tjc/publications/cc_tjs.pdf
http://www.courts.state.tx.us/tjc/publications/rpt_3.pdf
http://www.courts.state.tx.us/tjc/publications/rpt_3.pdf
http://www.courts.state.tx.us/tjc/publications/rpt_2.pdf
http://www.courts.state.tx.us/tjc/publications/rpt_1.pdf
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 Certification and licensing of court interpreters, which is handled by the Department of 
Licensing and Regulation and the Department of Assistive and Rehabilitative Services.11   

The power of appointing the nine regional presiding judges, who, in turn, appoint visiting judges and 

hear recusal motions, rests with the Governor instead of with the Chief Justice or the Supreme 

Court.12 Although the Supreme Court has constitutional responsibility for the administration of the 

judicial branch,13 judicial education was legislated away from the Supreme Court in 1993 to be 

administered by the Court of Criminal Appeals.14 

The high degree of decentralization, complexity, and shared local/state responsibility within the 

Texas court system creates a challenge for OCA in meeting its statutory duty to “assist the justices 

and judges in discharging their administrative duties.”15   

INCREASED DEMAND FOR SERVICES 

CERTIFICATION 

OCA supports three regulatory boards:  

 Court Reporters Certification (CRCB), administratively attached to OCA in FY 2004; 

 Process Server Review Board (PSRB), established in FY 2005; and 

 Guardianship Certification Board (GCB), established in FY 2006. 
 

Activity for these three boards is labor intensive and has grown significantly since FY 2006, as Figure 2 

shows. 

 

                                                      
11 Ch. 57, Government Code. 
12 Sec. 74.005, Texas Government Code. 
13 Article 5, Sec. 31, Texas Constitution:  (a) The Supreme Court is responsible for the efficient administration of the judicial branch and shall promulgate 
rules of administration not inconsistent with the laws of the state as may be necessary for the efficient and uniform administration of justice in the 
various courts. (b)  The Supreme Court shall promulgate rules of civil procedure for all courts not inconsistent with the laws of the state as may be 
necessary for the efficient and uniform administration of justice in the various courts.  (c)  The legislature may delegate to the Supreme Court or Court of 
Criminal Appeals the power to promulgate such other rules as may be prescribed by law or this Constitution, subject to such limitations and procedures 
as may be provided by law. . . . 
14 See Chapters 56 and 22, Texas Government Code, and the General Appropriations Act riders applicable to the Court of Criminal Appeals. 
15 Government Code, 72.023(a). 
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Although each board’s structure is unique, many regulatory practices and staff functions are common 

to all three. Legislation passed by the 82nd Legislature, First Called Session, requires the establishment 

of a certification division at OCA; however, funding was not provided for this purpose. Staff members 

for the three boards has been working together as a unified certification division for the past three 

years; however, more resources are needed to provide a fully functional certification division. OCA 

needs a division director to oversee the many policy and administrative issues that arise in its 

regulatory populations, including the following: 

 The aging population base in the court reporting profession and a shortage of official court 
reporters in some areas of the state.   

 The significant number of complaints filed against court reporters and process servers in 
recent years.   

 The large number of process server certifications processed each month. 

 The number and complexity of public access to judicial records requests filed each year under 
Rule 12 of the Texas Rules of Judicial Administration. 

 
The certification division also needs additional administrative support to handle the increasing 

workload in all three programs. While activity in the certification division has grown over the years, 

funding has remained fairly flat, as Table 2 shows. 

TABLE 2—CERTIFICATION DIVISION FUNDING 

Program 2006 2012 

GCB  $      75,000  $     80,150 

CRCB  $    144,813  $   165,603 

PSRB  $             -     $     31,548 

Total  $    219,813  $   277,301 

 

The modest increase for the GCB was for Board travel costs, which was authorized beginning in Fiscal 

Year 2008 with funding provided in through small increases in the ensuing two biennia. The increase 

for CRCB was accomplished using internal savings at OCA to set CRCB salaries commensurate with 

OCA staff after the Board was administratively attached to OCA. The amounts expended for PSRB 

have been accomplished through internal savings at OCA to provide a minimum amount of support to 

this large licensee population. Fiscal Year 2012 was the first year any funds were appropriated 

directly to PSRB, and the appropriation represents the movement of appropriations from other OCA 

programs, rather than new funding for these additional duties. 
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CHILD SUPPORT COURTS 

OCA employs 43 associate judges and 42 court coordinators to hear and dispose of Title IV-D child 

support establishment and enforcement cases and paternity cases within the expedited time frames 

established by Chapter 201.110 of the Texas Family Code. 

The Office of the Attorney General has enforcement remedies that have helped reduce the number 

of judicial enforcement actions filed; however, El Paso County consistently has had caseloads that 

have exceeded the volume capacity of one judge. In FY 2011, 9,130 child support cases were filed in 

El Paso County. Several years ago, an additional court support staff position was provided to assist 

the judge, but the workload has reached the point at which an additional associate judge is needed. 

Figure 3 shows El Paso County’s child support caseload. 

 

An area of concern regarding the continued quality of the services provided by the Child Support 

Courts is the need for funds to provide specialized training for the staff. Until recently, training, 

including travel costs, for the child support court associate judges was provided by the Texas Center 

for the Judiciary with grants from the state judicial education fund (administered by the Court of 

Criminal Appeals) and from the Permanent Judicial Commission for Children, Youth and Families. 

However, in 2011, the Texas Center informed OCA that funding was no longer available to provide 

training specifically designed for child support associate judges. Upon request of the regional 

presiding judges, the State Bar agreed to include a breakout session at the Advanced Family Law 

Course for the child support court associate judges; however, the cost of travel will be borne by OCA. 

Therefore, additional funding is necessary to cover travel and training costs for the child support 

associate judges. Funding is also needed to train the court coordinators; historically, no funding has 

been appropriated for this purpose.   

Another area of concern is the need to use visiting associate judges to cover temporary vacancies 

that occur because of vacations, illness, or family and medical leave. The child support dockets must 

be staffed to meet the needs of citizens and children and to avoid losing federal funds. Therefore, 

additional funding is needed to cover 1/3 of the cost of visiting associate judges to cover temporary 

absences that may hinder the ability of the court to dispose of cases in an expedited manner. The 

remaining 2/3 of the cost would be provided through federal financial participation. 
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Fig.3—El Paso Child Support Cases Filed 
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CHILD PROTECTION COURTS 

OCA’s seventeen child protection courts 
operate in 120 counties (see Figure 4), with 12 
associate judges, eight assigned judges, and 17 
court reporters/coordinators. In FY 2011, these 
courts held 27,360 hearings and issued 5,803 
final orders (see Figure 5). 
 
In December 2011, seven counties were 
released from the child protection court 
program because of untenably high caseloads. 
Even so, as of January 1, 2012, the child 
protection courts annually served 10,500 
children in 5,370 cases—an average of 316 
cases per judge, which is well over a reasonable 
caseload of 200 to 250 cases. Given the courts’ 
success and in the interest of furthering best 
case practices, the presiding judges of the nine 
administrative judicial regions support adding 
three additional child protection courts to help 
relieve the currently overburdened system. 
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COLLECTIONS IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

OCA’s Collection Improvement Program provides a set of 

principles and processes for managing cases when defendants 

are not prepared to pay all court costs, fees, and fines in criminal 

cases at the time of assessment and when time to pay is 

requested. Article 103.0033, Code of Criminal Procedure, 

requires counties with a population of 50,000 or greater, and 

cities with a population of 100,000 or greater, to implement a 

collection program based on OCA’s model Collection 

Improvement Program.   

 As of August 31, 2011, 77 of the 7816 counties and cities required to implement a program, 
based on the 2000 federal decennial census, had either fully or partially implemented a 
program, resulting in approximately $85.2 million in additional state revenue, and $255.6 
million in additional local revenue, for FYs 2006 through 2010.  

 Based on the 2010 federal decennial census, an additional 13 counties and cities are required 
to implement a program, increasing the total number of counties and cities required to 
implement a program from 78 to 91. As of May 1, 2012, 12 of the additional 13 counties and 
cities had either fully or partially implemented a program. The remaining jurisdiction is 
expected to implement a program by the end of August 2012. 

Starting in FY 2008, OCA has sought to establish at least five voluntary collection improvement 

programs each fiscal year in smaller Texas counties and cities. As of August 31, 2011, 79 voluntary 

programs were either fully or partially implemented. OCA increased the number of voluntary 

programs by 9 in FY 2010, and 24 in FY 2011. 

JUDICIAL INFORMATION 

OCA provides information about 

the Judicial Branch to the public, 

the Legislature, state and federal 

agencies, local governments, 

private associations and public 

interest groups, and members of 

the bar, among others. These 

persons and organizations rely on 

OCA for information about the 

Judicial Branch, including statistics 

and analysis of court information and case activity, descriptions of the court system structure and 

jurisdiction, and results of comparative policy studies and other research impacting the judiciary. 

                                                      
16 Harris County applied for and received a waiver. 

The Collections Improvement 

Program has resulted in $85.2 

million in additional state 

revenue and $255.6 million in 

additional local revenue from 

2006-2010. 
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The volume and diversity of information collected, maintained, and reported by Judicial Information 

has ballooned over the last decade.  

 The Legislature has established approximately two new reporting requirements every session 
since 2001. Some of the requirements have required adding a few items to currently existing 
reports, while others have required collecting entirely new, distinct information and 
producing additional reports. 

 At the direction of the Judicial Council and the Legislature, OCA facilitated workgroups that 
recommended changes to the Judicial Council Monthly Court Activity Reports, which had not 
been systematically reviewed in nearly 30 years. New reports for district and county-level 
courts went into effect September 1, 2010, and new reports for justice and municipal courts 
went into effect September 1, 2011. As a result of this project, the number of data elements 
collected on the reports more than quadrupled (from 1,336 fields on the previous reports to 
6,163 fields on the current reports).  

Various technological changes, initiatives to make information more accessible to the public, 

educational and outreach initiatives, and the greatly expanded content and complexity of the Judicial 

Council Monthly Court Activity Reports have shifted the primary workload of Judicial Information 

from data compilation and analysis to answering information requests and providing customer 

support. The section now responds to thousands of phone calls and thousands of emails each year in 

a regular, non-session year. 

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 

SUPPORT FOR STATE COURTS AND JUDICIAL AGENCIES 

OCA provides and supports information system environments to Texas appellate courts and state 

judicial agencies. Using Texas Department of Information Resources statewide contracts, OCA can 

provide equipment at a deep savings to all of the appellate courts and judicial agencies. OCA’s 

centralized server and network administration creates internal economies of scale and security 

protection for the participating appellate courts and judicial agencies. Table 3 lists the entities that 

receive direct technical support from OCA Information Services Division staff: 

TABLE 3 —ENTITIES RECEIVING TECHNICAL SUPPORT FROM OCA 

Customer Group Number of FTEs 
OCA staff 199 
Appellate Courts 579 
Presiding Judges  9 
State Law Library 13 
State Prosecuting Attorney 5 
State Commission on Judicial Conduct 14 
Total 819 
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In FYs 2010-11, OCA received appropriations of just over $1 million to replace aging computer 

equipment to these customers. This relatively modest amount allowed OCA to replace approximately 

40 percent of the computers, servers, and other equipment that makes up the judicial information 

technology network. Budget cuts in FYs 2012-13 reduced this amount by 90 percent, to $50,000 per 

year.  

While OCA has been able to continue providing services to these entities, the risk of equipment 

failure significantly increases if funding remains at this reduced level over time. Currently, 

approximately 60 percent of the deployed equipment is not under service warranty and, in some 

cases, is no longer supported by the manufacturer.  

APPELLATE COURT TECHNICAL AND PROGRAMMING SUPPORT 

OCA is implementing the Texas Appellate Management and eFiling System (TAMES) in the Supreme 

Court, Court of Criminal Appeals, and the 14 intermediate courts of appeals. This system replaces the 

courts’ legacy system, allowing for enhanced access to court information. During the 82nd Legislature, 

OCA Information Services lost 3.4 FTEs as a result of budget cuts. The impact of these cuts was felt 

most severely in the loss of two programmers. OCA now has only two programmers to support the 

Court Activity Reporting and Directory System, Child Support Case Management, Automated Registry, 

legacy Appellate Case Management, as well as ongoing support and modifications to the TAMES 

system. Without the restoration of these programming resources, the agency will continue to lose 

ground in addressing issues identified with all systems, which adds to the frustrations of the user 

community when simple changes take an inordinate amount of time due to the lack of resources. 

ELECTRONIC FILING 

Realizing the need to provide greater convenience to the users of the Texas court system, the Texas 

Judiciary began providing an electronic filing (eFiling) portal to users in 2002. This portal, established 

on a county-by-county and court-by-court basis, provides a means of conducting business with the 

Texas courts “in the cloud.” The system is funded wholly by the users in a per-transaction fee model. 

This funding model has hampered the full-scale implementation of the eFiling system. 

The eFiling program is now operational in the following Texas counties:  

Jurisdiction Counties 

Justice Courts 12 
Probate Courts 7 
County Courts 31 
District Courts 49 
Courts of Appeals  11917 
Supreme Court 25418 

                                                      
17

 7 of the 14 Courts of Appeals currently offer eFiling services. The service is mandatory in 4 of those courts. 
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The eFiling program at the trial court level covers 52 counties and over 80% of the State’s population. 

The program processes 40,000 eFiled documents monthly. Because eFiling is available in the Courts 

of Appeals and the Supreme Court, it is technically possible for a civil filing to be filed from the trial 

court level through the appellate process without ever being in a paper format.  

eFiling streamlines court operations by eliminating paper shuffling as well as reducing physical 

storage costs. It provides great potential in disaster preparedness and recovery efforts. The two most 

common complaints about eFiling are: 1) the lack of uniformity statewide; and 2) the additional cost 

to litigants. 

In the summer of 2011, the current eFiling vendor, NICUSA, notified OCA that the eFiling program 

could not continue under the current terms and conditions of the contract. OCA (with involvement of 

the Supreme Court) is currently in the process of re-procuring the eFiling service for the Judicial 

Branch. OCA expects to complete the procurement process this summer and a new vendor should be 

in place by the first quarter of 2014. The new solution will be managed wholly by OCA and will have 

several features at no charge, such as criminal eFiling and government eFiling, that are absent in the 

current solution. 

The new vendor will be flexible enough to accept funding via the current per-transaction model (at a 

lower cost than the current vendor), a per-case fee model, or a direct appropriation through OCA. 

Additionally, system performance will be addressed, which will allow the Supreme Court to achieve a 

comfort level that would facilitate mandatory eFiling in at least the largest Texas counties. 

COURT SERVICES CONSULTANT 

OCA is mandated by statute (Texas Government Code §§ 72.023-72.024) to consult with and assist 

judges in discharging their administrative duties and “to examine the judicial dockets, practices, and 

procedures of the courts and the administrative and business methods or systems used in the office 

of a clerk of a court or in an office related to and serving a court.”  

The key to court administration is case management. The mandatory budget reductions of the 

previous biennium caused this position to be eliminated. OCA is requesting to restore funding for the 

court services consultant position in the Research and Court Services Division. This individual will 

consult with and advise judges, court coordinators, court managers, clerks, and other court personnel 

on recommended best practices in the administrative operation of the courts, particularly in the area 

of case management; assist in the development and implementation of projects and programs to 

improve the administrative operation of the courts or increase the accessibility of the courts; and 

identify emerging problems and trends in court administration and help courts identify and make 

needed changes to address those problems and changes. 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
18

 The Supreme Court of Texas mandated eFiling in September 2011. 
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The court services consultant will market OCA’s technical assistance and advisory consulting services, 

as well as any court improvement projects or programs developed by OCA. To adequately fulfill this 

mission critical function, travel is a significant statewide travel is required for the position. Without an 

adequate travel budget, counties requesting on-site services of the consultant could be asked to 

reimburse the travel expenses of the consultant, which could prevent some counties who need these 

services from requesting them.  

The 887 court coordinators who serve the district and county-level courts, 16 urban court managers 

of the district and/or county-level courts, 456 district judges, and 508 county-level judges would be 

the potential customers of the technical assistance provided by the court services  consultant. Judges 

and court coordinators in rural counties (particularly new judges and court coordinators) would 

especially benefit from the technical assistance, as they typically have fewer, local resources to draw 

upon than their urban counterparts.   

INDIGENT DEFENSE 

The Texas Indigent Defense Commission (Commission) provides financial and technical support to 

counties to develop and maintain quality, cost-effective indigent defense systems that meet the 

needs of local communities and the requirements of the Constitution and state law. The Commission 

has identified three strategic goals: improve indigent defense by policies and standards development, 

promote local compliance and accountability with the requirements of the Fair Defense Act through 

evidence-based practices, and develop effective funding strategies.  

Improve Indigent Defense by Policies and Standards Development  

The Commission is charged with improving indigent defense services through the development of 

policies and standards. Initiatives under this goal will be undertaken to provide additional consistency 

and improvement in the way Texas delivers indigent defense services. While the Fair Defense Act of 

2001 contains a variety of statutory requirements, the Commission has broad authority to develop 

additional policies covering a wide range of indigent defense issues. In a system funded almost 

entirely by the counties, the Commission wants to ensure that any new requirements are necessary 

and can be implemented in a cost effective manner. A few key challenges that exist include 

developing standards for managed assigned counsel programs; protocols to monitor attorney 

workload; and a framework to manage indigent defense support services, such as investigators and 

experts.  

Promote Local Compliance and Accountability with the Requirements of the Fair Defense Act 

through Evidence-Based Practices  

The Commission is charged with promoting local compliance with the legal requirements of state law 

relating to indigent defense. State law requires that competent, qualified counsel be appointed in a 

timely manner in all criminal cases where the accused is too poor to hire a lawyer.  
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“We are a nation and state that believes the law 

provides protection for those who are most 

powerful, for those who are most vulnerable. But 

today, the courthouse door is closed to many 

who have lost their jobs, to military veterans who 

are on the streets, to women who suffer 

abuse.”— Chief Justice Wallace Jefferson, State 

of the Judiciary Address, February 23, 2011. 

To implement an evidence-based practice strategy, the Commission developed a protocol to collect 

evidence to show whether certain practices are producing desired outcomes and set presumptive 

thresholds in determining whether some of these outcomes are being met. A study will be conducted 

comparing outcomes produced under different court appointment systems and the circumstances 

that enable different appointment systems to be successful. Another initiative will test parity 

between costs of defense and prosecutors in a large, medium, and small county.  

Develop Effective Funding Strategies  

The most significant challenge faced by the Commission is how to adequately fund indigent defense 

services. In the 82nd Legislative Session, the appropriation for indigent defense was capped and 

unexpended balance authority was eliminated. Restoration of these items will be at the forefront of 

the Commission’s Legislative Appropriation Request. The Commission will also ask the Legislature to 

increase the State appropriations for indigent defense to cover the increased costs borne by counties 

since the passage of the Fair Defense Act of 2001. The Commission also intends to examine ways to 

promote sustainability for funded programs that are effective and standards driven.  

RAPID SOCIETAL CHANGE 

The rapid pace of societal change is putting 

pressure on the judicial branch to keep pace. 

Some of those changes include: 

 Language barriers that make it 
difficult for individuals to have 
proper access to the courts; 

● Demand for courts to help solve 
societal maladies (i.e. drug addiction, 
post-traumatic stress disorder, 
prostitution, etc.);  

● Desire of the average person to want services personalized for them, and to take services into 
their own hands; and 

● Expectations that courts offer mobile electronic services and access equivalent to private 
industry. 

GENERATIONAL SHIFTS 

The youngest of the baby boomer generation will cross the mid-

century mark during the coming five-year period, while the oldest 

of the boomers will cross seventy years. As this generation ages, 

the judiciary will see an increase in elder abuse cases and the 

need for guardians, which will strain the courts’ ability to find 

qualified guardians and to monitor those guardians for proper 

care. At the same time, those in Generation Y, or “millenials,” will 
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likely become the largest constituent of the courts in the next five years. Those in this generation 

demand increased connectivity through technology and access to services never before provided. 

Balancing the needs of these two ends of the generational spectrum while satisfying the needs of all 

of the individuals accessing the courts will continue to be a major challenge. 

INTERNAL ASSESSMENT 

OCA has 209.1 authorized FTEs, with 79 FTEs in the headquarters and 130.1 FTEs located around the 

state. Figure 6 shows OCA’s authorized FTEs by strategy. 

 

IDENTIFYING BEST PRACTICES  

Openness and engagement with customers, and a willingness to learn from them, are hallmarks of 

OCA’s collaborative approach to issues and problem resolution. Active involvement in a variety of 

national and state organizations, including groups that are representative of local government,19 

should also continue as this collaboration furthers the quest for best practices and keeps 

communication open in a decentralized system. This practice has resulted in better services being 

available to the public in a more efficient manner; however, OCA must continue to evaluate all of its 

processes and practices to determine the best way to operate. 

USE OF TECHNOLOGY 

OCA continues to experience pressure to implement technological solutions to raise the efficiency of 

the agency and to provide better customer service. There is an increasing demand from the public to 

                                                      
19

 OCA is actively involved in the Conference of State Court Administrators, National Association for Court Management, Court 
Information Technology Officers Consortium, National Center for State Courts at the national level. At the state level, OCA is actively 
engaged with the Conference of Urban Counties, Association of Counties, County and District Clerks Association, County Treasurers 
Association, County Auditors Association, Center for the Judiciary, Justice Court Training Center, Justices of Peace and Constables 
Association, Municipal Court Education Center, Texas Association for Court Administration and other various judicial organizations. 
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Fig. 6—OCA authorized FTEs by strategy.  

Court Administration

Information Technology

Administrative Judicial Regions

Certification

Indigent Defense

Child Support Courts

Child Protection Courts



16 
 

access the judicial information held by OCA and a desire by the public to access information from all 

of the courts in the state in one location. OCA is working to address this issue through the 

development of an online portal that would direct customers to the information that they seek. 

INCREASED DEMAND ON STAFF RESOURCES 

The staff at OCA is dedicated to providing outstanding service in each of the areas delegated to the 

agency. That service continues to be strained by increasing levels of responsibility and workload. OCA 

has been given additional responsibilities in recent years with limited staff resources to accomplish 

those tasks, as described in the external assessment. It will be necessary for OCA to determine the 

most efficient ways to accomplish those tasks and to solicit additional staff resources where 

necessary. 

In addition to the increased programmatic demands, OCA has experienced increased demand for 

internal resources. The agency has had a 10 percent increase in purchase orders issued from FY 2007 

to FY 2012. Similarly, vouchers processed for vendor payments increased by 18 percent, and travel 

reimbursements increased by 12 percent.  

COMMUNICATION WITH KEY CUSTOMERS 

Due to the decentralized nature of the judicial system in Texas, it is critical that OCA communicate 

effectively with the various customers of the agency. This has been accomplished in the past through 

infrequent memorandums, emails, faxes and a blog. OCA is evaluating better ways to push relevant 

information out to its customers and will soon begin publishing an electronic newsletter with 

information for our key customers. 

SELF-EVALUATION AND OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT 

Based on these assumptions, OCA foresees the need to be prepared: 

 for the prospect of assuming additional judicial administration functions that currently reside 
in other agencies, or that are not yet established but would be beneficial to the proper 
administration of justice;  

 to continue providing more and better information about the court system and be positioned 
to support incremental improvements to the system through collaboration;  

 to ensure that all initiatives are designed to ensure that the appropriate interests are 
represented, and unintended consequences of reforms are minimized; 

 to communicate more effectively with the key customers of OCA; and 

 to continue to employ techniques to improve the administration of justice in a decentralized 
and localized environment.   
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AGENCY GOALS 

A. IMPROVE PROCESSES AND REPORT INFORMATION 

Improve practices and procedures of the judiciary, including case management and the 

administrative and business methods or systems used in the judiciary, and gather and report 

pertinent judicial information.  

B. COMPLETE SPECIALTY COURT PROGRAM CASES 

Complete assigned child support and child protection cases within statutory time frames. 

C. CERTIFY QUALIFIED INDIVIDUALS AND BUSINESSES 

Administer certification programs and perform regulatory functions governing court reporters, 

professional guardians, and process servers.  

D. TEXAS INDIGENT DEFENSE COMMISSION 

 Improve processes for indigent defense through financial and technical assistance, and report 

pertinent indigent defense information. 
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OBJECTIVES AND OUTCOME MEASURES 

A.1. IMPROVE PROCESSES AND REPORT INFORMATION 

Improve practices and procedures of the judiciary, including case management and the 

administrative and business methods or systems used in the judiciary, and gather and report 

pertinent judicial information. 

 Percent of Entities Reporting Case Statistics Electronically 

B.1. COMPLETE SPECIALTY COURTS PROGRAM CASES 

Complete assigned specialty court program cases within statutory time frames. 

 Child Support Courts Case Disposition Rate 

C.1. CERTIFY QUALIFIED INDIVIDUALS AND BUSINESSES 

 Administer certification programs and perform regulatory functions governing court 

reporters, professional guardians, and process servers. 

 Percentage of Complaints Resulting in Disciplinary Action 

 Percent of Individual Licensees with No Recent Violations 

 Percent of Court Reporting Licensees Who Renew Online 

D.1 INDIGENT DEFENSE 

Improve processes for indigent defense through financial and technical assistance, and report 

pertinent indigent defense information. 

 Percentage of counties receiving state funds for indigent defense 
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STRATEGIES AND OUTPUT, EFFICIENCY, AND EXPLANATORY MEASURES 

A.1.1. COURT ADMINISTRATION 

Assist courts by providing analysis, advice and recommendations; prepare manuals; provide 

training; obtain grant funds for projects and programs; and research and identify innovative 

ideas and programs. Collect, analyze and publish case activity statistics and other judicial data. 

Provide staff services necessary for the support of judicial entities. 

 Number of New Monthly Court Activity Reports Processed 

 Number of New and Updated OCA Publications 

A.1.2. INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 

Research, plan and implement the latest technological innovations that best meet the 

strategic direction of the Judicial Committee on Information Technology (JCIT). Provide 

information technology services to support the network infrastructure for the appellate courts 

and judicial agencies, and technical and training assistance to users of state judicial systems. 

Develop, implement, and promote automated systems to facilitate improved court 

efficiencies and to advance the establishment of technology standards throughout the Texas 

courts.  

 Percent of Service Requests Resolved Within Established Agency Service Performance 

Requirements  

A.1.3. EQUALIZATION OF THE COURTS OF APPEALS DOCKET 

Provide funding for travel and telecommunications costs to support the Supreme Court’s 

transfer of cases between courts of appeals. 

 Equalization Between Courts Achieved by the Transfer of Cases 

 Number of Cases Transferred by the Supreme Court 

A.1.4. ASSISTANCE TO THE ADMINISTRATIVE JUDICIAL REGIONS 

Employ or contract with counties or administrative judicial regions to provide administrative 

assistants for the presiding judges of the administrative judicial regions. 

B.1.1. CHILD SUPPORT COURTS PROGRAM 

Complete assigned child support establishment and enforcement cases within time frames 

required by Chapter 201.110 of the Texas Family Code. 
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B.1.2. CHILD PROTECTION COURTS PROGRAM 

Complete assigned child substitute care and protective services cases. 

 Number of Hearings 

 Number of Children Who Have Received a Final Order 

C.1.1. COURT REPORTERS CERTIFICATION BOARD 

Administer exam and certification programs and perform regulatory functions governing the 

court reporting profession. 

 Number of New Licenses Issued to Individuals 

 Number of Individual Licenses Renewed 

 Number of Complaints Resolved 

 Average Time (Days) for Complaint Resolution 

 Total Number of Individuals Licensed 

 Pass Rate 

 Number of Jurisdictional Complaints Received 

C.1.2. TEXAS.GOV 

Provide for the processing of occupational license, registrations, or permit fees through 

Texas.gov. Estimated and non-transferable. 

C.1.3. GUARDIANS AND PROCESS SERVERS 

Administer certification programs and perform regulatory functions governing professional 
guardians and process servers. 

 Total Number of Individuals Certified to Provide Guardianship Services 

 Total Number of Process Servers Certified by the Supreme Court 

D.1.1. TEXAS INDIGENT DEFENSE COMMISSION 

Improve processes for indigent defense through financial and technical assistance, and report 

pertinent indigent defense information. 

 Number of monitoring visits, technical support visits, and trainings conducted.  
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HISTORICALLY UNDERUTILIZED BUSINESS PLAN 

GOAL 

To actively assist Historically Underutilized Businesses (HUBs) in their efforts to do business with the 

State of Texas pursuant to Texas Government Code, Section 2161 and the Texas Administrative Code 

Title 34 rule §20.13.  

OBJECTIVE 

OCA will make a good faith effort to meet or exceed the Statewide HUB goals for all eligible 

procurements. The State of Texas HUB goals for the procurement categories used by OCA are: 

(1) 23.6 percent for professional services contracts;  

(2) 24.6 percent for all other services contracts; and  

(3) 21.0 percent for commodities contracts. 

OUTCOME MEASURE 

 Percentage of Eligible Procurements Awarded to HUBs 

STRATEGY 

OCA will utilize the State of Texas procurement procedures to actively identify and educate HUBs on 

the State’s program and the agency’s procurement needs, and assist HUBs in their efforts to do 

business with the State. OCA will also encourage prime contractors to meet the agency goal by 

providing subcontracting opportunities to HUBs.  

OUTPUT MEASURES 

 Number of bids solicited from HUB vendors 

 Number of HUB forums participated in or sponsored by the agency 

 Number of bids awarded to HUB vendors 

 Number of bids awarded to vendors utilizing HUB subcontractors 
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TECHNOLOGY RESOURCE PLANNING 

TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT AND ALIGNMENT 

Provide a single Electronic Filing Manager for use in all courts across Texas. Facilitate the use of 

standards based interactivity to facilitate system integration. 

1. Planned Projects 

Statewide Electronic Filing  

2. Statewide Technology Priority Alignment 

P1 – Cloud; P2 – Data Management; P3 – Data Sharing; P6 – Mobility; P9 – Security and 

Privacy 

3. Guiding Principles 

Connect—Project expands access to the courts by allowing filers to file with the clerk 24/7 via 

any internet connected device. 

Innovate—Project leverages national standards to provide the ability to integrate across a 

variety of systems. 

Deliver—Project allows attorney workforce to file from any internet connected location 

instead of travelling to the courthouse. 

4. Anticipated Benefits 

 Increased access to the Clerk’s offices for filing. 

 Efficiency gains for Clerk’s offices with reduced processing time of filings. 

 Greatly reduced wait times for heavily used Clerk’s offices. 

5. Capabilities/Barriers 

Capability—When complete, the system will be able to handle up to 6,000,000 transactions 

annually and will allow for a fully integrated court experience.  

Capability—Most cases could be filed, adjudicated, and appealed without ever existing on a 

paper document. 

Barrier—The current funding model is cost-recovery based, which charges a transaction fee to 

filers and can slow the adoption of the system. 

Barrier—Texas’ less populous counties may resist participation due to low caseloads and/or 

technology deficiencies. 

 

Provide a single Court Document Search to search documents across all courts across Texas. 

Facilitate the use of standards-based interactivity to facilitate system integration. 

1. Planned Projects 

Statewide Court Document Search 
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2. Statewide Technology Priority Alignment 

P1 – Cloud; P2 – Data Management; P3 – Data Sharing; P6 – Mobility; P9 – Open Data 

3. Guiding Principles 

Connect—Project provides access to public, nonsensitive court documents 24/7 via any 

internet connected device. 

Innovate—Project leverages national standards to allow consumption of index information 

across all counties in the state. 

Trust—Project allows for any member of the public to view appropriate court documents 

without travelling to the court. 

Deliver—Project allows consumers of court documents to do so at any time and from any 

location that supports an internet connected device. 

4. Anticipated Benefits 

 Increased access to the Clerk’s office for document retrieval. 

 Efficiency gains for Clerk’s offices with reduced time needed to assist patrons in 

retrieving paper documents. 

 Potential Disaster Recovery solution for counties unable to pay for electronic 

document storage 

 Potential revenue stream additions with the ability to search across the entire state for 

court documents (rather than one county at a time). 

5. Capabilities/Barriers 

Capability—When complete, the system will allow anyone to search across all 254 counties in 

a single search (rather than having to go to 254 different websites to perform a search). 

Capability—Additional revenue may be seen by counties through a statewide search. Results 

from their county may not have been otherwise seen. 

Capability—System could provide rudimentary Disaster Recovery abilities to counties without 

a sufficient electronic document backup strategy. 

Barrier—Nothing requires that a clerk share document index information at the state level. 

This could impede the system’s ability to cover the entire state. 

 

Provide Case Management systems for the Supreme Court, Court of Criminal Appeals, the 14 Courts 

of Appeals, OCA-funded Title-IVD Courts, and OCA-funded Child Protection Courts. 

1. Current Projects 

Texas Appeals Management and Efiling System (TAMES)  

Child Protection Case Management System (CPCMS) 

Child Support Case Management System (CSCMS) 
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2. Statewide Technology Priority Alignment 

P2 – Data Management; P4 – Infrastructure; P6 – Mobility; P9 – Security and Privacy 

3. Guiding Principles 

Connect—The CPCMS and CSCMS are web-based systems that allow the users to work from 

any location, any time. 

Trust—TAMES provides a much more detailed view to the public of cases in the appellate 

court. This includes electronic copies of briefs, notices and opinions/orders. 

Deliver—The two web-based systems are available 24/7 from any internet-connected devices. 

TAMES also provides appellate case documents 24/7. 

4. Anticipated Benefits 

 Increased process integration resulting in judge/staff efficiency gains. 

5. Capabilities/Barriers 

Capability—Fully integrates the electronic process by integrating with the electronic filing 

systems (both attorney and clerk/court reporter) to streamline case processing. 

Barrier—OCA IS resources are limited, impeding the ability to provide support and 

enhancements to the systems in a timely manner. 

 

Provide reliable, efficient and appropriate hardware and software for Judicial Branch judges and 

staff supported by OCA. 

1. Current Projects 

Hardware/Software Break-Fix 

2. Planned Projects 

Equipment and Software Refresh 

Network Infrastructure Upgrades 

3. Statewide Technology Priority Alignment 

P4 – Infrastructure; P6 – Mobility; P7 – Network; P9 – Security and Privacy 

4. Guiding Principles 

Deliver—Project provides a fully supported, secure and stable personal computing 

environment for the judicial branch users. 

5. Anticipated Benefits 

 Additional user convenience and mobility due to the equipment provided. 

 Increased user efficiency due to updated work tools to perform job functions. 
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6. Capabilities/Barriers 

Barrier—Funding in the FY12-13 biennium was eliminated for this project. 60 percent of 

equipment normally supported by this project is now without warranty and is quickly aging. 

 

Provide a consolidated computing environment that is secure and recoverable. 

1. Current Projects 

Judicial Emergency Data Infrastructure (JEDI) 

2. Planned Projects 

Equipment and Software Refresh 

Network Infrastructure Upgrades 

3. Statewide Technology Priority Alignment 

P2 – Data Management; P4 – Infrastructure; P6 – Mobility; P7 – Network; P9 – Security and 

Privacy 

4. Guiding Principles 

Deliver—Project provides a fully supported, secure and stable personal computing 

environment for the judicial branch users. 

5. Anticipated Benefits 

 Achieve internal economies of scale by centralizing Judicial Branch server operations to 

the OCA virtual server environment. 

 Provide capabilities to recover a court’s computing environment due to a disaster 

within two business days to a recovery time point of within 15 minutes of the disaster. 

 Provide faster access across the judicial branch wide area network. 

6. Capabilities/Barriers 

Capability—In the event of a disaster, OCA can instantiate the court’s server environment 

virtually in either the Austin or Waco data center – allowing court operations to continue as 

seamless as possible. 

Capability—With planned upgrades, the judicial network resiliency will increase due to 

quicker links between the courts, OCA and the internet. 

Barrier—Network speeds are completely dependent upon the funding received. At current 

funding levels, most users have faster connectivity available at their homes than their 

workplace. 
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APPENDIX A—DESCRIPTION OF PLANNING PROCESS 

Chapter 2056 of the Government Code requires strategic planning for all agencies in the executive 

branch of government. The Office of Court Administration (OCA), as an agency within the judicial 

branch, is exempt from this requirement. Despite this exemption, OCA has determined it is in the best 

interest of the agency to implement strategic planning activities, using Chapter 2056 as a guide.   

OCA began its strategic planning process in February 2012. Division directors and other key OCA staff 

met to discuss programmatic needs and issues confronting the judiciary and individual, agency units.  

As part of this process, OCA staff solicited input from the chief justice and appropriate, judicial 

oversight boards and committees (e.g. Conference of Regional Judges/ State Board of Regional Judges 

for Title IV-D Account, Texas Indigent Defense Commission, Council of Chief Justices) to determine 

strategic direction for OCA. 

Based on information gathered through these processes, as well as data compiled during the last 

strategic planning process, agency staff identified initiatives to further the strategic goals of the 

judiciary and OCA, and division directors were tasked with developing an External/Internal 

Assessment for their programs. 

The Chief Financial Officer met with division staff on performance measures and definitions. Existing 

measures were reviewed to determine if changes were needed. Staff also discussed adding and 

deleting performance measures. The Human Resources Officer worked with the Chief Financial 

Officer to develop the Workforce Plan required by the Strategic Plan instructions.   

A customer service committee, appointed by the Administrative Director, reviewed OCA’s primary 

customers, developed a customer service survey based on the survey methodology developed 

previously, deployed the survey and compiled the results. The final Report on Customer Service was 

submitted as a separate document on June 1, 2012.   
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APPENDIX C—LIST OF MEASURE DEFINITIONS 

A.1. IMPROVE JUDICIAL PROCESSES AND REPORT INFORMATION 

Performance Measure: Percent of Entities Reporting Case Statistics Electronically 

Short Definition: This is the percentage of reporting entities that report case 

statistics electronically to OCA. Electronic reporting includes 

data sent via electronic methods directly to OCA, and reports 

entered online by reporting entities. Reporting entities include 

individual courts and clerks who report for one or more courts. 

Purpose/Importance: This measure is intended to determine OCA’s level of 

accomplishment in integrating the courts’ required reporting 

data by decreasing manual submissions of data and increasing 

the efficiency of reporting data to OCA by accepting the data 

electronically.  

Source/Collection of Data: OCA collects the data from entities that submit their data 

directly to OCA either through a manual submission on paper, 

an electronic submission of data, or through direct online data 

entry. The data is stored in OCA’s Court Activity Reporting and 

Directory database. 

Method of Calculation: On the last day of the reporting period, all entities that report 

case statistics are counted, and the entities that report case 

statistics electronically are counted. The percentage is 

calculated by dividing the total number of entities reporting 

electronically by the total number of reporting entities. 

Data Limitations: Factors beyond the agency’s control affect the ability for OCA 
to collect data electronically even though OCA is able to 
receive the data electronically. The reporting entity must have 
the technical ability and the desire to submit the data 
electronically. New reporting rules adopted September 2010 
require entities to report electronically unless a waiver is 
obtained from OCA. However, there are no enforcement 
mechanisms for the majority of reporting entities (the more 
than 1,700 justice and municipal courts). 

Calculation Type: N 

New Measure: N 

Desired Performance: Higher than target 
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B.1. COMPLETE SPECIALTY COURT PROGRAM CASES 

Performance Measure: Child Support Court Case Disposition Rate  

Short Definition: This measures the percentage of Title IV-D cases completed 

within one year from the time of successful service of citation 

or other notice on all necessary parties (also referred to as the 

“timely disposition rate”). The target percentage shall comply 

with current state law requirements concerning time for 

disposition of Title IV-D cases.   

Purpose/Importance: The measure is intended to determine compliance with the 

disposition timeframes required by state law for Title IV-D child 

support cases. 

Source/Collection of Data: Information contained in the Expedited Process Report 

generated by the Office of the Attorney General (OAG). This 

report captures, on a statewide basis, information regarding 

the number of IV-D case filings with service on all necessary 

parties, the number of those cases disposed within a 12 month 

period, and the percentages of the disposed cases. 

Method of Calculation: To calculate the timely disposition rate on a statewide basis: (1) 

add the total number of cases disposed within one year from 

date of service (disposed timely) in all counties and divide by 

the sum of (1) the number of cases disposed within 12 months 

in all counties, plus (2) the number of cases disposed over 12 

months in all counties, plus (3) the number of cases pending 

over 12 months in all counties. 

Data Limitations: There are several variables external to the operations of OCA 

and the IV-D program that can delay or increase the speed at 

which IV-D cases are disposed. 

Calculation Type: N 

New Measure: N 

Desired Performance: Higher than target 
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C.1. CERTIFY QUALIFIED INDIVIDUALS AND BUSINESSES 

Performance Measure Percentage of Complaints Resulting in Disciplinary Action 

Short Definition Percent of complaints which were resolved during the 
reporting period that resulted in disciplinary action. 

Purpose/Importance The measure is intended to show the results of disciplinary 
action by the certification boards for which OCA provides 
administrative support, dispensed in proportion to the total 
number of complaints resolved, including the voluntary 
surrender of certification and complaint withdrawal.  It is 
important that both the public and licensees have an 
expectation that the board will work to ensure fair and 
effective enforcement of the act and that this measure seeks to 
indicate the board’s responsiveness to this expectation. 

Source/Collection of Data All complaints resolved during the reporting period are 
counted manually, based on complaint information maintained 
by board staff. The term “resolved” includes all complaints 
where final action is taken, as follows:  

1)  formal hearings (board-dismissed or disciplinary action 
taken);  

2)  preliminary reviews (board-dismissed);  

3)  administrative dismissals (staff-dismissed & reported to 
board); and 

4)  other (e.g., voluntary surrender of certification, complaint 
withdrawn).     

Method of Calculation The total number of complaints resolved during the reporting 
period that resulted in disciplinary action (numerator) is 
divided by the total number of complaints resolved during the 
reporting period (denominator). The result is multiplied by 100 
to achieve a percentage. Disciplinary action includes refusal to 
renew, reprimand, suspension, probation, revocation, and/or 
administrative penalties on which the boards have acted.  
Complaints filed against individual guardians, process servers, 
court reporters, court reporting firms, and approved process 
server education providers are counted. 

Data Limitations There are no serious data limitations associated with this 
measure. 

Calculation Type: N 

New Measure: N 

Desired Performance: Lower than target 
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C.1. CERTIFY QUALIFIED INDIVIDUALS AND BUSINESSES 

Performance Measure: Percent of Individual Licensees with No Recent Violations 

Short Definition: The percent of the total number of certified individuals at the 
end of the reporting period who have not incurred a violation 
within the current and preceding two years (three years total). 

Purpose/Importance: Certifying individuals helps ensure that practitioners meet legal 
standards for professional education and practice. This 
measure is important because it indicates how effectively the 
boards’ activities deter violations of professional standards 
established by statute and rule. 

Source/Collection of Data: Data for this measure is stored in the electronic complaint log 
maintained by board staff.  

Method of Calculation: The total number of individuals currently certified by the OCA 
certification boards who have not incurred a violation within 
the current and preceding two years (numerator) is divided by 
the total number of individuals currently certified by the 
boards (denominator). The numerator for this measure is 
calculated by subtracting the total number of licensees with 
violations during the three-year period from the total number 
of licensees at the end of the reporting period. The 
denominator is the total number of licensees at the end of the 
reporting period. The result is multiplied by 100 to achieve a 
percentage. 

Data Limitations: There are no serious data limitations associated with this 
measure. 

Calculation Type: N 

New Measure: N 

Desired Performance: Higher than target 
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C.1. CERTIFY QUALIFIED INDIVIDUALS AND BUSINESSES 

Performance Measure: Percent of Court Reporting Licensees Who Renew Online 

Short Definition: The percentage of individual license renewal applications that 
were processed online during the reporting period. 

Purpose/Importance: This measures the volume of individual licensees in the court 
reporting profession using the Texas.gov service for renewal 
purposes.  

Source/Collection of Data: Data for this measure is stored in an electronic database 
maintained by Board staff.  

Method of Calculation: The total number of licenses that are renewed online is divided 
by the total number of renewals issued during the quarter. This 
number is then multiplied by 100 to achieve a percentage.  

Data Limitations: There are no serious data limitations associated with this 
measure. 

Calculation Type: N 

New Measure: N 

Desired Performance: Higher than target 
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D.1. TEXAS INDIGENT DEFENSE COMMISSION 

Performance Measure: Percent of Counties Receiving State Funds for Indigent 
Defense. 

Short Definition: This measure indicates the percent of counties receiving state 
funds to increase legal services to indigent defendants, 
pursuant to S.B. 7, 77th Legislature, R.S. 

Purpose/Importance: S.B. 7 instituted new standards for indigent defense, including 
time limits for appointing defense counsel, fee schedules for 
appointed counsel and requiring a plan for indigent defense to 
be filed with the Office of Court Administration by January 1, 
2002. The bill also requires annual reporting of certain 
expenditure information related to indigent defense. To assist 
with implementing the provisions of S.B. 7, the 77th Legislature 
provided funding for counties to be distributed in accordance 
with rules adopted by the Task Force on Indigent Defense.  This 
measure indicates the percent of counties receiving state 
funding.   

Source/Collection of Data: Grant applications will be tracked and counted as they are 
received. This information is maintained in an automated 
database that captures this and other data associated with S.B. 
7. 

Method of Calculation: The number of counties approved by the Task Force for 
funding is divided by the total number of counties in Texas 
(254). 

Data Limitations: The Task Force cannot control the number of counties who 
apply or qualify for funding under the Indigent Defense 
program. 

Calculation Type: N 

New Measure: N 

Desired Performance: Higher than target 
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A.1.1. COURT ADMINISTRATION 

Performance Measure: Number of New Monthly Court Activity Reports Processed  

Short Definition: The measure indicates the number of new monthly court 
activity reports processed during the reporting period. The 
monthly court activity reports are the Official Monthly Reports 
for the courts of appeals, and the district, statutory county, 
constitutional county, justice, and municipal courts.   

Purpose/Importance: The measure indicates the high volume of new monthly court 
activity reports processed by OCA. OCA staff must monitor 
these reports to ensure they are complete and timely. These 
reports are used to produce statutorily-required publications 
and to provide statutorily required and other information 
about the performance of the state’s courts to the Legislature 
and other interested parties. 

Source/Collection of Data: For the district, statutory county, constitutional county, justice, 
and municipal courts, the number of monthly activity reports 
entered into the court activity reporting database is 
determined by running a query from the database that counts 
the number of original reports received from each reporting 
entity during the reporting period. The number of courts of 
appeals reports is determined by counting the number of new 
reports entered into a Court of Appeals Monthly Report 
spreadsheet during the period. For purposes of tracking this 
measure, the period is defined as the fiscal quarter and the 
fiscal year. This a cumulative measure.  

Method of Calculation: The new district, statutory county, constitutional county, 
justice and municipal court reports entered into the court 
activity reporting database are counted at the end of the 
reporting period. The new court of appeals reports entered 
into the monthly report spreadsheet are counted. The two 
numbers are then added together. The total does not include 
revised or updated reports.  

Data Limitations: There are no serious data limitations associated with this 
measure. 

Calculation Type: C 

New Measure: Y 

Desired Performance: Higher than target 
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A.1.1. COURT ADMINISTRATION 

Performance Measure: Number of New and Updated OCA Publications 

Short Definition: This is the measure of the number of publications that are 
published and/or updated by OCA staff during the reporting 
period. An OCA publication is intended to provide information 
to a general audience among either specific groups of OCA’s 
customers and/or OCA’s entire customer base.     

Purpose/Importance: The measure is intended to demonstrate OCA’s level of 
publication activity. 

Source/Collection of Data: The source of the data is the internal list of publications. OCA’s 
customers include judges, clerks, legislators, the Texas Judicial 
Council, the Judicial Committee on Information Technology, 
other judicial boards and commissions, and the public. This 
measure is cumulative.  

Method of Calculation: The number of new and updated OCA publications is manually 
counted.  

Data Limitations: The variance in size and/or complexity of the publications and 
updates is not accounted for in the measure. 

Calculation Type: C 

New Measure: N 

Desired Performance: Higher than target 
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A.1.2. INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 

Performance Measure: Percent of Service Requests Resolved Within Established Agency 
Service Performance Requirements 

Short Definition: This is the percent of service requests resolved by OCA technology 
staff within the agency’s established service performance 
requirements. Service requests are reported by OCA customers, 
including court personnel and other local government officials and 
employees, and the public. Service requests typically include 
requests for assistance to resolve problems with the infrastructure or 
applications provided by OCA. These service requests do not include 
requests to enhance the OCA infrastructure or applications. 

Purpose/Importance: This measure is intended to determine OCA’s level of 
accomplishment in providing effective service to its customers by 
resolving problems within established service performance 
requirements. 

Source/Collection of Data: The OCA technology staff enter customer service request 
information into OCA’s tracking system as each request is received 
and worked. The information captured in the tracking system 
includes a description of the request, the type of request, the 
resolution of the request, and the start and end date/time of the 
request. 

Method of Calculation: The service performance requirements are entered into OCA’s 
tracking system. The tracking system produces a report that provides 
the percentage of service requests that were resolved within the 
service performance requirements. 

Data Limitations: Customers of OCA must follow established methods of requesting 
assistance. The accuracy of recorded information in the tracking 
system depends on the data entry by, and judgment of, professional 
staff in describing the original service request and the resolution of 
the service request. 

Calculation Type: N 

New Measure: N 

Desired Performance: Higher than target 
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A.1.3. EQUALIZATION OF THE COURTS OF APPEALS DOCKET 

Performance Measure: Equalization Between Courts Achieved by the Transfer of Cases 

Short Definition: This measure indicates the degree of equalization achieved among 
the courts of appeals through the transfer of cases.   

Purpose/Importance: The measure is intended to determine a level of equalization 
achieved among the courts of appeals through the transfer of cases. 

Source/Collection of Data: The source of the data is the Official Docket Activity Report for the 
Fourteen Courts of Appeals of the State of Texas for the reporting 
period.  This is a non-cumulative measure. 

Method of Calculation: Using the Official Docket Activity Report, calculate as follows:  

1. For each court, calculate the average number of new cases 
filed per justice, excluding transfers. 

2. Calculate the statewide average number of new cases filed 
per justice, excluding transfers. 

3. For each court, calculate the average number of new cases 
filed per justice, including transfers. 

4. Calculate the statewide average number of new cases filed 
per justice, including transfers. 

5. For each court, subtract the statewide average number of 
new cases filed per justice, including transfers (calculated in 
step 4) from the court’s average number of new cases filed 
per justice, including transfers (calculated in step 3). 

6. Add the absolute values of the amounts calculated in step 5.  
Divide the total by the number of courts (14). 

7. Subtract the overall average difference calculated in step 6 
from the statewide average number of new cases filed per 
justice, excluding transfers (calculated in step 2).  Divide the 
result by the overall average number of new cases filed per 
justice, excluding transfers (calculated in step 2) and multiply 
by 100 to obtain a percentage. 

Data Limitations: The OCA has no direct control over the transfer of cases, since these 
are primarily under the jurisdiction of the Supreme Court of Texas. 

Calculation Type: N 

New Measure: N 

Desired Performance: Higher than target 
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A.1.3. EQUALIZATION OF THE COURTS OF APPEALS DOCKET 

Performance Measure: Number of Cases Transferred by the Supreme Court 

Short Definition: This is a measure of the number of cases transferred among the 
courts of appeals by order of the supreme court, but does not 
necessarily correlate to the number of transferred cases heard and 
disposed of. 

Purpose/Importance: The measure is intended to assist in determining the level of 
equalization achieved among the courts of appeals through the 
transfer of cases by reflecting the actual number of cases transferred 
by the supreme court on a quarterly and annual basis. 

Source/Collection of Data: The source of the data is the “Official Docket Activity Report for the 
Fourteen Courts of Appeals of the State of Texas” for the fiscal year 
ending August 31st.  This is a cumulative measure. 

Method of Calculation: This measure is determined by a manual count of the number of 
cases transferred by order of the supreme court. 

Data Limitations: The number of cases transferred is within the sole discretion of the 
supreme court and is largely dependent on the amount of 
appropriations provided by the legislature for travel expenses of the 
judges for this purpose. 

Calculation Type: C 

New Measure: N 

Desired Performance: Higher than target 
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B.1.2. CHILD PROTECTION COURTS PROGRAM 

Performance Measure: 

 

Number of Hearings 

Short Definition: This is the number of hearings conducted during the reporting period 
by all the Specialty Child Protection Courts.  Specialty Child 
Protection Courts are those courts created under Section 201.201 of 
the Texas Family Code and managed by the Office of Court 
Administration. 

Purpose/Importance: The Specialty Child Protection Courts in Texas were created to assist 
trial courts in managing their foster care/child abuse and neglect 
dockets. The judges assigned to these dockets hear child abuse and 
neglect cases exclusively. Therefore, children can be placed in 
permanent care more quickly and the quality of placement decisions 
should be higher. This measure shows the number of hearings 
conducted by these specialized courts. 

Source/Collection of Data: The source of data is the automated case management program 
developed for the OCA specialty court programs.  

Method of Calculation: The automated case management program will generate a report 
documenting the total number of hearings held during the reporting 
period.  

Data Limitations: This measure does not take into account the length of time required 
for each hearing. 

Calculation Type: C 

New Measure: N 

Desired Performance: Higher than target 
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B.1.2. CHILD PROTECTION COURTS PROGRAM 

Performance Measure: Number of Children Who Have Received a Final Order 

Short Definition: This is the number of children who have received a final placement 
decision or other final order in all the Specialty Child Protection 
Courts during the reporting period.  Specialty Child Protection Courts 
are those courts created under Section 201.201 of the Texas Family 
Code and managed by the Office of Court Administration.  

Purpose/Importance: The Specialty Child Protection Courts in Texas were created to assist 
trial courts in managing their foster care/child abuse and neglect 
dockets. The judges assigned to these dockets hear child abuse and 
neglect cases exclusively. Therefore, children can be placed in 
permanent care more quickly and the quality of placement decisions 
should be higher. This measure shows the number of children who 
have received a final order from these specialized courts during the 
reporting period. 

Source/Collection of Data: The source of data is the automated case management program 
developed for the OCA specialty court programs. 

Method of Calculation: The automated case management system will generate a report 
documenting the total number of children who have received a final 
placement decision or other final order.  Cases with multiple children 
may result in a placement or other final order for each child at 
different times. The case is not disposed of until the final child has 
received a placement or other final order. Each child will be counted 
at the time a final order regarding that child is issued, regardless of 
the status of the pending case. 

Data Limitations: The data does not reflect the amount of time or number of hearings 
conducted in reaching a final order for each child. Nor does it reflect 
the time spent on children who have not yet received a final order. 

Calculation Type: C 

New Measure: N 

Desired Performance: Higher than target 
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C.1.1. COURT REPORTERS CERTIFICATION BOARD 

Performance Measure: Number of New Licenses Issued to Individuals 

Short Definition: The number of licenses issued to previously unlicensed individuals 
during the reporting period.  

Purpose/Importance: This measure indicates the number of new individuals entering and 
re-entering the profession. 

Source/Collection of Data: After the Board manually counts those individuals who successfully 
completed the exam and are eligible for certification, the names are 
submitted to the Supreme Court for approval.   

Method of Calculation: This measure counts the total number of licenses issued during the 
reporting period to previously unlicensed individuals and individuals 
re-entering the profession whose license has been expired for one 
year or more, regardless of when the application was originally 
received. Those individuals who had a license in the previous 
reporting period or had an expired license for less than a year are 
not counted. Only new licenses are counted.  Licenses are counted as 
new for persons who were previously licensed, but whose license 
expired for one year or more so that they were required to meet all 
criteria of a new applicant. 

Data Limitations: New licenses issued are dependent on the number of individuals 
who apply for licensure and take and pass both the written and oral 
parts of the exam.  

Calculation Type: C 

New Measure: N 

Desired Performance: Higher than target 
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C.1.1. COURT REPORTERS CERTIFICATION BOARD 

Performance Measure: Number of Individual Licenses Renewed 

Short Definition: The number of licensed individuals who held licenses previously and 
renewed their license during the current reporting period.  

Purpose/Importance: License renewal is intended to ensure that persons who want to 
continue to practice in their respective profession satisfy current 
legal standards established by statute and rule for professional 
education and practice. This measure is intended to show the 
number of licenses that are issued during the reporting period to 
individuals who currently hold a valid license or a license that has 
been expired for less than a year. 

Source/Collection of Data: The source of data is OCA’s licensing software application.  

Method of Calculation: The measure is calculated by querying the licensing software 
application to produce the total number of licenses issued during the 
reporting period to individuals with a current, valid license and 
individuals whose license has been expired for less than a year.  

Data Limitations: The number of licenses renewed is dependent on the need or desire 
of individuals to continue to practice in the profession. 

Calculation Type: C 

New Measure: N 

Desired Performance: Higher than target 
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C.1.1. COURT REPORTERS CERTIFICATION BOARD 

Performance Measure: Number of Complaints Resolved 

Short Definition: The total number of jurisdictional complaints resolved during the 
reporting period. 

Purpose/Importance: The measure shows the workload associated with resolving 
complaints within the governing jurisdiction of the board. 

Source/Collection of Data: The number of jurisdictional complaints resolved is tracked 
electronically by Board staff. 

Method of Calculation: The jurisdictional complaints considered during the reporting period 
that resulted in either dismissal or disciplinary action are counted.  

Data Limitations: There are no serious data limitations associated with this measure. 

Calculation Type: C 

New Measure: N 

Desired Performance: Higher than target 

 

C.1.1. COURT REPORTERS CERTIFICATION BOARD 

Performance Measure: Average Time (Days) for Complaint Resolution 

Short Definition: The average length of time to resolve a complaint for all 
jurisdictional complaints resolved during the reporting period. 

Purpose/Importance: The measure shows the Board’s efficiency in resolving jurisdictional 
complaints.  

Source/Collection of Data: The number of jurisdictional complaints resolved is tracked 
electronically by Board staff.  

Method of Calculation: The total number of calendar days for all jurisdictional complaints 
resolved that elapsed from receipt of the complaint to the date on 
which final action was taken by the Board or staff (numerator) is 
divided by the total number of jurisdictional complaints resolved 
during the reporting period (denominator).   

Data Limitations: Action on jurisdictional complaints is taken by the Board at meetings 
held periodically throughout the year. The frequency of meetings can 
impact the average time taken to resolve a complaint. 

Calculation Type: N 

New Measure: N 

Desired Performance: Lower than target 
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C.1.1. COURT REPORTERS CERTIFICATION BOARD 

Performance Measure: Total Number of Individuals Licensed 

Short Definition: Total number of individuals licensed at the end of the reporting 
period. 

Purpose/Importance: The measure indicates the total number of individual licenses that 
are active. 

Source/Collection of Data: The total number of individuals licensed is collected and entered in 
OCA’s licensing software application by Board staff.   

Method of Calculation: The names of all licensed individuals are sorted and checked for 
duplications. An individual who holds more than one certification is 
counted only once.  Individuals on inactive status are not included in 
the calculation for this measure. The list is printed and maintained 
for each reporting period. 

Data Limitations: There are no serious data limitations associated with this measure. 

Calculation Type: N 

New Measure: N 

Desired Performance: Higher than target 
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C.1.1. COURT REPORTERS CERTIFICATION BOARD 

Performance Measure: Pass Rate 

Short Definition: The percent of individuals to whom a whole examination, or 
segments of a multi-part examination were administered during the 
reporting period who received a passing score. 

Purpose/Importance: The measure indicates the rate at which those examined passed. A 
low pass rate may represent unnecessarily restrictive licensure 
requirements or inadequate preparation by licensure applicants. 

Source/Collection of Data: Reports received from contract vendors who are responsible for 
administering the examination in accordance with standards set by 
statute and Board rules. 

Method of Calculation: This measure applies to the percent of individuals to whom a whole 
examination, or segments of a multi-part examination, were 
administered during the reporting period who received a passing 
score. The total number of individuals who passed the examination 
(numerator) is divided by the total number of individuals examined 
(denominator). The result is multiplied by 100 to achieve a 
percentage. If two or more exams are given in the same reporting 
period, the total number of individuals passing the exams during the 
reporting period is divided by the total number of persons taking the 
exams during the reporting period. Persons taking the exam multiple 
times are counted each time they take the exam. Note: Individuals 
who have passed the court reporting exams are not automatically 
eligible for licensure. 

Data Limitations: Inadequate preparation by licensure applicants is an influencing 
factor over which the Board has no control. As an example, during 
the oral skills portion of the examination where applicants use the 
method of machine shorthand to take down the record at various 
speeds, the applicant may not have the skills necessary to pass the 
exam. 

Calculation Type: N 

New Measure: N 

Desired Performance: Higher than target 
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C.1.1. COURT REPORTERS CERTIFICATION BOARD 

Performance Measure: Number of Jurisdictional Complaints Received 

Short Definition: The total number of complaints received during the reporting period 
that are within the Board’s jurisdiction of statutory responsibility. 

Purpose/Importance: The measure is one indicator of the Board’s workload. 

Source/Collection of Data: The number of jurisdictional complaints received is tracked on an 
electronic complaint log maintained by Board staff. 

Method of Calculation: The Board tracks complaints both in its jurisdiction and outside of it; 
however, only the complaints filed/received against individual court 
reporters and court reporting firms that are relative to its 
jurisdiction/statutory responsibility are counted, and included in its 
calculation. 

Data Limitations: The agency does not control the number of cases the public may file. 

Calculation Type: C 

New Measure: N 

Desired Performance: Lower than target 
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C.1.3. GUARDIANS AND PROCESS SERVERS 

Performance Measure: Total Number of Individuals Certified to Provide Guardianship 
Services  

Short Definition: Total number of individuals certified to provide guardianship services 
as of the last day of the reporting period. 

Purpose/Importance: The measure indicates the total number of individuals certified to 
provide guardianship services. 

Source/Collection of Data: Data will be compiled from an electronic list of individuals certified 
to provide guardianship services.    

Method of Calculation: The number of new, expired, suspended, revoked, surrendered, and 
provisional to “full” certifications is recorded throughout the 
reporting period. The names and certificate numbers of all certified 
individuals are sorted. Any duplications are eliminated. The net total 
certifications as of the end of the reporting period is compared to a 
control list of certified and provisionally certified guardians 
maintained by board staff; any discrepancies are resolved.  
Individuals whose certification has been suspended, revoked, 
expired, or surrendered are not counted in this measure. The list is 
printed and maintained for each reporting period. 

Data Limitations: There are no serious data limitations associated with this measure. 

Calculation Type: N 

New Measure: N 

Desired Performance: Higher than target 
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C.1.3. GUARDIANS AND PROCESS SERVERS 

Performance Measure: Total Number of Process Servers Certified by the Supreme Court  

Short Definition: Total number of individual process servers certified by the Supreme 
Court as of the last day of the reporting period. 

Purpose/Importance: The measure indicates the total number of process servers that are 
certified by the Supreme Court. 

Source/Collection of Data: Data is compiled from an electronic list of process servers 
maintained by OCA staff.   

Method of Calculation: The names and identification numbers of all certified process servers 
are sorted. Any duplications are eliminated. Individuals whose 
certification has been suspended, revoked, expired or surrendered 
are not counted in this measure. The list is printed and maintained 
for each reporting period. 

Data Limitations: There are no serious data limitations associated with this measure. 

Calculation Type: N 

New Measure: N 

Desired Performance: Higher than target 
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D.1.1. TEXAS INDIGENT DEFENSE COMMISSION 

Performance Measure: Number of monitoring visits, technical support visits, and trainings 
conducted. 

Short Definition: This measure tracks the total number of fiscal and policy monitoring 
visits, number of technical support visits, and number of trainings 
conducted by Commission staff each year. 

Purpose/Importance: Under Texas Government Code Sec. 79.037, the Commission is 
required to “provide technical support to (A) assist counties in 
improving their indigent defense systems; and (B) promote 
compliance by counties with the requirements of state law relating 
to indigent defense.” The same section requires the Commission to 
“monitor each county that receives a grant and enforce compliance 
by the county with the conditions of the grant.” This is an important 
measure of the level of service the Commission is providing to assist 
counties in meeting the requirements of indigent defense laws and 
monitoring their compliance with the laws and grant requirements. 

Source/Collection of Data: The Commission maintains an online data system into which all staff 
members enter information related to monitoring visits, technical 
support visits and trainings conducted. This includes county visited, 
date(s), and purpose of visit. Training information includes program 
name, audience characteristics, and approximate number of 
attendees. 

Method of Calculation: The number of monitoring visits, technical support visits, and 
trainings conducted will be totaled for the state at the end of the 
fiscal year. 

Data Limitations: There are no significant data limitations associated with this 
measure. 

Calculation Type: N 

New Measure: Y 

Desired Performance: Higher than target 
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APPENDIX D—WORKFORCE PLAN 

AGENCY OVERVIEW 

The Office of Court Administration (OCA) provides resources and information for the efficient 

administration of the Judicial Branch of Texas. The agency was created in 1977 and operates under 

the direction of the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of Texas.   

OCA operates in conjunction with the Texas Judicial Council, which is the policy-making body for the 

Judicial Branch. The Council was created in 1929 by the 41st Legislature to continuously study and 

report on the organization and practices of the Texas Judicial system.  

OCA provides personnel and resources to support the: 

• Texas Judicial Council 

• Judicial Committee on Information 

Technology 

• Conference of Regional Judge/State 

Board of Regional Judges for Title IV-D 

Account 

• Council of Regional Presiding Judges 

• Court Reporters Certification Board  

• Process Server Review Board 

• Texas Indigent Defense Commission 

• Council of Chief Justices 

• Judicial Districts Board 

• Judicial Compensation Commission 

• Guardianship Certification Board 

• State Prosecuting Attorney 

 

OCA serves as the employing agency (for the purposes of administering salaries, benefits, and the 

like) for the child support courts and child protection courts programs. The associate judges who hear 

these cases are appointed by the presiding judges of the administrative judicial regions.  

OCA is also tasked with various administrative services including accounting, human resources, and 

payroll for the State Prosecuting Attorney’s office. 

In FY 2013, OCA was authorized 209.1 FTEs, which includes personnel in four grant-funded programs: 

one Program Supervisor, five Clerks, and one part-time accounting position for the National Criminal 

Background Check System Record Improvement Project, funded by the Bureau of Justice Statistics; 

one Attorney position for the Domestic Violence Resources Program, funded by the Office of the 

Governor Criminal Justice Division; two part-time Interpreter positions for the Texas Remote 

Interpreters Project, funded by the Office on Violence Against Women; and one Attorney position for 

the Child Protection Courts Enhancement Project, funded by the Texas Center for the Judiciary.
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CURRENT WORKFORCE PROFILE (SUPPLY ANALYSIS) 

CRITICAL WORKFORCE COMPETENCIES 

OCA employs staff primarily in six occupational categories: legal, planning/research/statistics, 

information technology, accounting/finance/auditing, administrative support, and human resources. 

For each occupational discipline, five broadly-defined competency clusters have been identified that 

include the critical employee competencies required for OCA to accomplish its mission. The 

competency clusters are interdisciplinary and relate to positions within each occupational category. 

The competency clusters are as follows:  

CORE 
COMPETENCIES 

 ADMINISTRATIVE/MANAGERIAL 
COMPETENCIES 

Analyze Information  Provide leadership 

Write effectively  Develop internal policies 

Use computer information systems  Design reports 

Interpret written information  Identify programmatic issues 

Maintain confidentiality  Manage change 

   
PROGRAM PLANNING/EVALUATION 

COMPETENCIES 
 FISCAL MANAGEMENT 

COMPETENCIES 

Design programs/special projects  Develop department budgets 

Research information  Evaluate costs 

Implement programs  Monitor for fiscal compliance 

Evaluate program effectiveness  Manage contracts 

Determine delivery strategies  Develop internal controls 

Audit compliance   

 

PUBLIC RELATIONS/MARKETING 
COMPETENCIES 

Identify stakeholders 

Build partnerships 

Market services 

Assess stakeholder needs 
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WORKFORCE DEMOGRAPHICS  

As of May 31, 2012, OCA had 208 employees on the payroll: 129 located throughout the state and 79 

at its headquarters office in Austin. OCA’s workforce is 67 percent female and 33 percent male. The 

average age of OCA employees is 50 years; 84 percent of employees are over the age of 40. Figure D-

1 shows the age distribution of OCA employees, and Figure D-2 provides data on OCA employee 

tenure. The average length of agency service is approximately 8 years.  
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OCA’s diverse workforce compares favorably to statewide averages in several categories, as Table D-1 

shows. 

TABLE D-1—OCA WORKFORCE DIVERSITY STATISTICS 

Group EEO Code 
State 

Workforce 
OCA 

Workforce 
No. of 

Employees 

 Officials/Administrators 7.5% -0- -0- 

 Professional 9.7% 10.7% 18 

 Technical 13.9% -0- -0- 

African-American Admin Support 12.7% 25.0% 3 

 Paraprofessional 14.1% -0- -0- 

 Total African-American   21 

 Officials/Administrators 21.1% 16.7% 1 

 Professional 18.8% 29.2% 49 

 Technical 27.1% 15.4% 2 

Hispanic Admin Support 31.9% 33.3% 4 

 Paraprofessional 49.9% 50% 1 

 Total Hispanic   57 

 Officials/Administrators 37.5% 50.0% 3 

 Professional 53.3% 67.3% 114 

 Technical 53.9% 30.8% 4 

Female Admin. Support 67.1% 100.0% 12 

 Paraprofessional 39.1% 100.0% 2 

 Total Female   135 

 Officials/Administrators -0- -0- -0- 

 Professional -0- 1.2% 2 

 Technical -0- 38.5% 5 

Other Races Admin. Support -0- -0- -0- 

 Paraprofessional -0- -0- -0- 

 Total Other Races   7 

Data for statewide workforce came from information provided by the Civil Rights Division of the 

Texas Workforce Commission in the EEO and Minority Practices Report, January 2011. 
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EMPLOYEE TURNOVER  

The agency’s average turnover from FY 2007 to FY 2011 is approximately 8.9 percent; significantly 

below the state average of 17.5 percent for the same period. Figure D-3 compares OCA’s turnover 

rate with the statewide rate for the last five years. Turnover at OCA during this period included seven 

retirements, four interagency transfers, and 23 resignations. The primary reasons given for voluntary 

employee resignations included the lack of opportunities for upward mobility and higher salaries in 

the private sector.  

 

The number of employee retirements and resignations increased in FY10-11. With approximately 21 

percent of the current workforce eligible to retire within the next two years, OCA must continue to 

support knowledge transfer and cross-training of all employees and be able to attract and retain 

employees with the requisite experience and skill sets needed to continue providing exceptional 

support to the courts.  

TURNOVER BY LENGTH OF SERVICE 

Figure D-4 provides information on the agency’s turnover by length of service for FY 2011. 
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D. RETIREMENT ELIGIBILITY  

The potential loss of employees due to retirement remains a concern. As of May 31, 2012, OCA has 

four rehired retirees. In addition, 23 employees are eligible to retire at any time. There are 12 

employees eligible for retirement in less than two years and 36 eligible within the next two to five 

years (see Table D-2). While the majority of these are Child Support and Child Protection Court judges 

and coordinators, eight are members of the OCA management team. The average agency service 

tenure is eight years. OCA management continues to encourage and support effective training and 

development programs that capture institutional knowledge and expertise of experienced employees 

while creating incentives and challenges for new employees.  

 

TABLE D-2—PROJECTED RETIREMENT ELIGIBILITY 

Eligibility Number of Personnel 

Anytime 27 

Less than 2 years 12 

2 years 5 

3 years 12 

4 years 7 

5 years 12 

 

FUTURE WORK FORCE PROFILE  

DEMAND ANALYSIS  

The business functions, activities, and staffing of OCA are subject to the mandates of the Supreme 

Court, the Legislature, other courts, and judicial councils and boards supported by the agency. Many 

of these functions and activities require specialized expertise in judicial administration and in various 

legal and regulatory areas. This is particularly true in Certification, the Specialty Courts, the 

Collections Improvement Program, Judicial Information, Information Services, Research and Court 

Services, and Indigent Defense. 

OCA’s certification division includes staff that supports the Court Reporters Certification Board, the 

Guardianship Certification Board, and the Process Server Review Board, which involves processing 

certification of qualified applicants, collecting certification fees and processing complaints filed 

against certified persons. The work is very labor intensive and the volume of people applying for 

certification continues to increase. 
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The Specialty Courts include associate judges, who hear child support and child protection cases, and 

their court coordinators. As the number of cases continues to increase, so does the need for more 

courts as well as ongoing training for court staff. 

OCA’s Collection Improvement Program is a process for managing cases when defendants are not 

prepared to pay court costs, fees and fines. Counties and cities are required, based on population, to 

implement a collection program. The number required to implement this program grew from 78 to 

91 based on the 2010 census. 

The Judicial Information staff at OCA has seen the volume and diversity of information collected, 

maintained, and reported increase exponentially over the past decade. This increase is due to new 

reporting requirements and recommended changes to monthly court activity reports that quadrupled 

the number of data elements collected. 

The Information Services division at OCA provides direct technical support to a total of 819 judicial 

customers. Maintaining this level of support requires additional staff as well as the funds to replace 

broken computers and obsolete software. 

OCA’s Research and Court Services division was forced to cut a key court resources position in FY 

2010. As a result, administrative consultation services available to smaller counties and cities have 

decreased, leaving a void at a time when the population of Texas continues to grow significantly. 

The Texas Indigent Defense Commission provides financial and technical support to counties to 

develop and maintain quality, cost-effective indigent defense systems that meet the needs of local 

communities and the requirements of the Constitution and state law. The total number of persons 

served increased by 45 percent from FY 2002 to FY 2011. 

While OCA’s existing workforce strives, albeit with limited resources, to adequately meet the needs 

of customers within the Judiciary and the public, the agency is fast approaching a breaking point. 

Maintaining an exceptional workforce that consistently performs above and beyond acceptable 

standards requires fair and reasonable incentives including cutting edge technologies and 

competitive salaries and benefits.  

FUTURE WORKFORCE CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES 

OCA is making every effort to elevate and innovate its processes and practices to continue effectively 

meeting the needs of the Judiciary and the citizens. This is a daunting task considering OCA is 

authorized to employ only 209 public servants to serve approximately 19,000 customers within the 

Judicial Branch, as well as a growing population of approximately 26 million Texans. OCA will be 

challenged to retain and recruit qualified employees without current technology, competitive 

salaries, and the preservation of the state’s defined-benefit retirement plan. 
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ANTICIPATED INCREASE/DECREASE IN NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES     

The growing population in the state has resulted in an increase in the number of citizens OCA serves. 

This trend is evident in the increased volume and diversity of information collected by research and 

court services personnel, the increased number of certifications processed by certification staff, and 

additional counties participating in the collections improvement program. There is also an increased 

need within the child support and child protection courts to serve the children of Texas. Increased 

processing of any service OCA provides also creates a greater need for OCA to maintain the various 

associated computer programs. In addition to increasing program staff to meet the growing needs of 

our external customers, OCA should consider increasing administrative support staff to handle the 

inevitable increase in staff support areas, such as finance and operations. 

As Table D-3 shows, OCA is requesting three additional FTEs for court administration, two FTEs for IT, 

four FTEs for certification, two FTEs for one new Child Support Court, and six FTEs for three new Child 

Protection Courts.  

TABLE D-3—OCA STAFFING REQUESTS 

Strategy 
Authorized 

FTEs 

Number 
Anticipated/ 

Needed 
Increase/ 
Decrease 

Court Administration  49 52 +3 

Information Technology 24.6 26.6 +2 

Administrative Regions 2 1 -1 

Certification 5 9 +4 

Indigent Defense 11 11 0 

Child Support Courts 86.5 88.5 +2 

Child Protection Courts 31 37 +6 

Total 209.1 225.1 +16 
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FUTURE WORKFORCE SKILLS NEEDED 

OCA relies on a highly educated, experienced, and technically competent workforce to effectively 

administer judicial system programs. OCA employees must be able to effectively serve the various 

needs and demands of the judicial, executive, and legislative branches of state government. The 

following ten critical competencies and skills play increasingly vital roles across all occupational 

categories and job classifications: 

 Cultivate and build strategic partnerships 

 Design programs and special projects  

 Develop and implement corrective action plans 

 Focus on customer service  

 Identify programmatic issues        

 Identify stakeholders     

 Market programs and services  

 Manage change 

 Understand political constraints  

GAP ANALYSIS 

ANTICIPATED SURPLUS OR SHORTAGE OF WORKERS OR SKILLS 

The agency has identified the following issues: 

1. OCA anticipates a higher percentage of turnover among employees in key positions as they 

become eligible for retirement, with 21 percent of the current workforce eligible within the 

next two years. Knowledge transfer and succession planning is critical to continued 

operations, as is the ability to attract, hire, and retain employees with the necessary 

specialized skills. 

2. OCA identified critical skills and competency clusters for the various occupational categories 

utilized in the agency. Generally, current employees meet or exceed the proficiencies required 

for current and future demands. 
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GOAL TO ADDRESS WORKFORCE COMPETENCY GAPS 

While OCA did not identify specific gaps in current workforce skills and competencies, Table D-4 

identifies the agency’s plan for maintaining an efficient workforce.   

TABLE D-4—PLAN FOR MAINTAINING AN EFFICIENT WORKFORCE 

GOAL Continue to develop and retain a technically competent, 
knowledgeable and diverse workforce. 

RATIONALE Competitive salaries and benefits continue to be critical elements 
of the agency’s ability to recruit and retain an effective workforce. 
Other incentives include: professional development, cross-training, 
flexible work hours, and telecommuting. 

ACTION PLAN Continue to communicate with employees about overall agency 
performance and how their individual contributions make a 
difference to OCA’s ongoing mission to provide resources and 
information for the efficient administration of the judicial branch. 
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