
TEXAS FAIR DEFENSE
State, Counties, Address Increased Costs Qf

Indigent Defense Services

The Task; Force on Indigent Defense (~) and its
Grants Coininitteearemeeting this montbt9d~te~~
whether to
tributed to counties to h~lpoffset. tb~ increased costs of
providing indigent defense services, said Bell County

c

Judge Jon Burrows, a member of the TFID.
The

77th Texas LegIslature, created the TFID to assIst local
governments in improving the delivery of indigent de-
fense services. Prior to fiscal year (FY) 2002, the state did
not provide any funding assistance to counties for these
services, said TFID director Jim Bethke. (See related
article, page 20, for comparison to other states.)

The TFID, a standing committee of the Texas Judi-
cial Council, includes eight ex officio members and five
members appointed by the governor, along with a support
staff. Commissioners courts are represented by Burrows
and Tarrant County Commissioner Glen Whitley.

Along with developing standards and policies for
counties to use when representing indigent defendants,

the TFIbwas charged with awardiriggrant money to

countie~t6help fund indigent def~ps~services.
Ascif FY2004, the TFID distributes funds to coun-

tiesiriffieJoUowing four categ~pes: Formula Grants,
Discretioli~Grants, ExtraordiIi;1iY Disbursements, and

c
DirecillisbiIrsements, said Bethke.

'~Fonnula Grants s~pplythemajority of funds used
to support counties in providing indigent defense
services. They are distributed based on a floor
award amount and each county's population.

~ Discretionary Grants are competitive grants to
allow counties to implement innovative indigent
defense programs (See FY05 Discretionary Grant

Awards, page 15).
~ The Extraordinary Disbursements category of

fundirig was created to assist counties with un-
usually large iridigent defense expenditures that
demonstrate a severe financial hardship.

~ Direct Disbursements allow small counties to
receive funding for indigent defense should they
incur expenses without having to apply for a
formula grant. The County Judges and Commis-
sioners Association of Texas (CJCAT) and Texas
Association of Counties (TAC) assisted the Task
Force in developing this model of funding to
ensure that counties that traditionally have low
iridigent defense costs and do not apply for the
grant are still covered if they iricur costs.

Around $13 million -including $11 million in
formula grant funds and the remaining in discretionary
monies -will be distributed to 218 counties iri FY2005;
the remainirig 36 counties are eligible for state assistance
through direct disbursements.

Most of the grant money is awarded through for-
mula grants using a $5,000 floor amount and popula-
tion figures, Burrows said. A working group has met to
discuss the computation of the formula and consider
options to base the distribution on something other than
population. The group also has discussed whether to use
current population figures instead of those generated by
the 2000 Census and whether to iricrease, decrease, or
continue using the $5,000 floor amount.

Sirice its implementation on Jan. 1,2002, the Fair
Defense Act, also referred to as Senate Bill 7 (SB7)
has been subject to controversy due to the increased
requirements placed upon counties and the consequential
iricreased cost. According to TFID data, in FY2004 the



Legislature appropriate sufficient funds
to compensate counties for the full cost of
implementing the indigent criminal defense
program or repeal Senate Bill 7.

Regarding the budget shortfall, the Task Force in
its annual report asked the Texas Legislature to look for
ways to continue gradually increasing state funding for
delivery of indigent defense services by the counties,
Bethke said. In February, the Senate Finance and House
Appropriations committees received budget recommen-
dations from work groups concerning the Task Force's
Legislative Appropriation Request for the 2006-2007
biennium.

The Senate and House recommended funding of
the TaskForce at $28,734,184, or 105.4 percent of 2004-
05 levels, to administer and distribute grants to counties,
Bethke continued. The funding increase is primarily
due to the new fees created by the surety bond fee and
attorney fee added last session; State Bar members are
now required to contribute $65 annually for indigent
criminal and civil legal services.

"The Task Force has worked closely with the
Conference of Urban Counties, TAC, and the CJCAT
to streamline reporting and administrative requirements
of the Fair Defense Act," said Whitley. "We still need

(continued on page 15)

funding disbursed by the state covered only 22 percent
of the increased state-mandated expenditures, leaving
the remaining cost to local taxpayers.

Since 2001, the approximate amount of money
spent on indigent defense services in Texas, according
TFm reports, is as follows:

.$91. 7 millio~ in FYOI (all county funds, prior
to FDA implementation)

.$113.9 million in FY02 .$106.7 million in county
funds and $7.2 million in state funds

.$130 million in FY03 .$118.5 million in county
funds and $11.5 million in state funds

.$139.6 million in FY04 -$128 million in county
funds and $11.6 million in state funds

Texas counties absorbed the remaining amount of
increased costs:

.FY02 -$15 million

.FY03* -$26.8 million

.FY04*. $36.3 million
*In addition to funding from the TFm, courts may
order defendants who can afford it to reimburse the
county for all or part of the costs of their appointed
attorney. Counties reported collecting $4.4 million
in FY03 and $6.4 million in FY04.

"The effect of SB7 on Bell County has been an in-
crease in the costs of indigent defense that is only covered
about one-third by the state funding," Burrows said. The
year prior to implementation of SB7, Bell County's indi-
gent defense costs were about $800,000. They increased
to about $1,100,000 this last fiscal year.

Of this increase, about $300,000, Bell County re-
ceived $116,283 from the FY03 formula grant, Burrows
said. The county received $114,973 in FY04, and the
FY05 award is $123,132. (See page 22 for a county-by-
county list of expenditures and grant awards.)

In response to the overall increase of unreimbursed
expenses to the majority of Texas counties, the CJCAT
and its regional associations have passed resolutions
presenting the following position:

Senate Bill 7 has required additional county
taxpayer expense to provide indigent criminal
defense services, and it has added adminis-
trative duties and reporting requirements to
county offices. The present appropriation is
insufficient to reimburse the county for these
mandated costs... The County Judges and
Commissioners Association of Texas requests
that the provisions of Senate Bill 7 be revised
to simplify the administrative and reporting
requirements and improve the efficiency of
the indigent criminal defense program. Ad-
ditionally, a request will be made that the

Texas law requires excavators to call
a notification center before digging.

Call 48 hours
(but no more than 14 days)

in advance.
Get buried lines located before the work begins.

Save time, money
and LIVES!

Call
i-800-DIG TESS
before you dig!
This pubiic safetY message is sponsored by
Texas Excavation Safely System, Inc., a non
profit Texas corporation.
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(continuedfrompage 13)
help from the Legislature to close the
unfunded mandate gap."

Adopted by the Task Force on Indigent Defense December 8, 2004- 4-Multi Year; 10- Single Year; 2
unfunded

The Fair Defense Act
The FDA made major changes

in the way Texas provides attorneys
for indigent criminal defendants in-
cluding the follQwing requirements:

..deadlines for the appointment
of attorneys;
.Each accused person will

be brought before a mag-
istrate within 48 hours of
arrest for proceedings under
Article 15.17 of the Code of
Criminal Procedure.

.When a defendant submits
the required documents for
the appointment of counsel,
the request and documents
required will be transmitted
to the appointing author-
ity within 24 hours of the

request.
.The appointing authority

will appoint counsel for
eligible defendants within
one working day ofreceiv-
ing the request (counties
with population of 250,000
and above) or within three
working days of receiv-
ing the request (counties
with population under

250,000).
..countywide procedures requir-

ing the appointment of attor-
neys from public lists using
a rotation system unless the
county chooses an alternative
system or a public defender

system;
..procedures and objective fi-

nancial standards for determin-
ing when a criminal defendant
is indigent;

..objective qualifications by
judges to be used for appointed

attorneys;

..payment to attorneys, experts
and investigators using a pub-
lished fee schedule;
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~ annual reports and submission
of countywide plans, which
must meet statewide standards
and be submitted to the state
every year by Jan. 1; and

~ the development of similar
plans!or juvenile cases.

The FDA required Tarrant Coun-
ty to completely overhaul the way it
processes indigent defendants, said
Holly Webb, whose job -coordinator
of attorney appointments -was cre-
ated to help implement SB7.

2040 Loop 336 -Suite 304 .Conroe, Texas 77304
(800) 834-0560 toll free' (936) 756-6741 fax

www.indigenthealthcaresolutions.com

implementation of FDA provisions,
Bethke said.

The respondents noted improve-
ments brought about by the law,
including quicker appointment of
counsel, greater countywide consis-
tency in indigent defense practices,
and decreased resetting of cases for
unrepresented defendants, Bethke
said.

The main problem areas reported
involve the shorter time frames for
appointing counsel and the process
of determining indigence, he added.
Many respondents indicated that
these two areas were driving up
costs because more people were be-
ing found indigent, thus requiring
counsel to be appointed.

"Overall, there has been enor-
mous progress made since the pas-
sage of the FDA," said Bill Beardall,
executive director of the Equal
Justice Center, based in Austin. "We
can really be encouraged by the good
efforts that have been made by a lot
of counties who have demonstrated
that the indigent defense system
really can be modernized in a way
that's cost effective."

While there has been "a dra-
matic step forward," other counties,
however, have struggled, Beardall
continued. Some of the poorer coun-
ties, rural counties, and counties with
low population are having a moredifficult time. .

The counties that have made the
most progress are those that continue
to adopt modem systems and appoint
lawyers based on objective qualifica-
tions, Beardall said.

"1 am greatly impressed with the
overall improvement in indigent de-
fense," said Bob Spangenberg, presi-
dent of The Spangenberg Group, a
national research agency related tQ
indigent def~nse services, based in
West Newton, Mass. Spangenberg
has visited Texas several times since
2001.

"While 1 clearly believe that sub-
stantial additional funds are needed

(continued on page 19)
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"Everythi~g has been moved
to a quicker pace," Webb said. The
transition required a great deal of
training involving 30 municipalities.
Attorney training also was required,
as attorneys must now contact their
indigent clients by the end of the first
working day following the day of the

appointment.
"I think it went as smooth as

could be expected," Webb said.
The TFID conducted an online

survey that was completed June
2004 of all counties regarding the



STUDY PROVIDES
BLUEPRINT FOR

CREATING PUBLIC

DEFENDER OFFICE
A consultilllt comIi1issioned by the

Texas Task Force on fudigent Defense

(TFID) has mapped a strategy for de-

veloping county and regional public
defender offices in the state. The Blueprint

for Creating a Public Defender Office in

Texas, prepared by The Spangenberg
Group, an indigent defense consulting

fiIn1 based in Massachusetts, was released

last summer and includes contributions

from lawyers and other professionals in
the Texas criminal justice system. The

study is available at the Task Force's
Web site at lli1ft!!:]11'~//wwwo~~unJr1t§.§1ta1lte.

~~.
Seven Texas counties have public de-

fender offices: Cameron, Colorado, Dal-

las, E1 Paso, Travis, Webb and Wichita.

The study sets out legal, econonric

and adnrinistrative factors for counties
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COUNTY, MUNICIPAL & INDIAN TRmAL GOVERNMENT

SINCE 1980

State ofJexas Qualifie~!nformation Sxstems Vendor S,g!SV) #11- 74~~402559-600

-By Jim Bethke, TFID director

Several bills have been filed that would alter key
provisions of the Fair Defense Act (FDA).

House Bill 268.byTerry Keel mentofcounsel in counties under 100,000 Senate Bill 1218 by Rodney Ellis

Transfers the responsibility for adopt- population by allowing them up to seven The bill allocates new state funding to

ing attorney standards for attorneys to be worl<ing days from the date of receipt of support indigent defense services and makes

appointed to represent indigent defendants in request for counsel when the defendant is significant changes to the indigent defense

habeas corpus proceedings in death penalty charged with a Oass B or C misdemeanor. requirements. The bill would increase state

~ from the Court of Criminal Appeals to If a defendant is not in custody, the bill funding by approx.imately $8 million per

theTaskForceonlndigentDefenseo The leg- would change the time appointment of year for indigent defense. It would also

islation requires the Task Force to maintain a counsel is required from the latter of when make the following changes:

list of qualified attorneys. The bill also sets adv~ judicial proceedings are initiated 1) require all counties to appoint counsel

out ~vised nrinimum qualifications for at- or first court appearance to the defendant's within one worl<ing day of receiving

tameys to be appointed to represent indigent first court appearance after adversarial the ~uest for counsel;

defendants in death penalty cases at trial and . di .al nn-v--A;n ..
ti ° ted 2) authonze release of defendants on cash

J u CI f"U'-o u., g s are Jill a .

aildirect peal bo nds or reduced b bonds.on ap 0 ,
House Bill 393 b Todd Smith House Bill 1701 by :e~ry Keel 3) req~ a~rneys.to meet specialized

y ..finplements clarifymg amendments to qualification reqUn'ements to represent

Creates a new alternate timeline for

th FDA ded b th ~ k F defendants with severe mental illness.
f I ... th e recornmen y e J.as orce

appomtment 0 counse m counties WI

Indi Defi or retardation.

pu1 . 250 000 lated .on gent ense. ,

po mons over, re to time 4) establish criteria for presuming that a

from all'eSt, rather than just time from receipt House Bill 1954 by Thomas Merritt defendant is indigent;

of the defendant's request for counsel. The Alters the criteria for determining 5) authorize a COlUlty or group of counties

bill would require such COlUlties to appoint whether a defendant is indigent and qualifies to establish a pre-trial services office to

counsel to indigent defendants not later than for indigent defense services by requiring assist the court in bail detenninations

the latter om hours after the person's an-est a court to find a defendant not indigent if and indigence findings for appoint-

or the end of the first working day after the the person has posted or is capable of post- ment of counsel, and to fund the pro-

date on which the court or the courts' des- ing bail. Current law states that ability to gram by imposing an additional court

ignee receives the defendant's request for make bail may not be considered "except cost of up to $20 on persons convicted

appointment of counsel. to the extent that it reflects the defendant's of crimes;

House Bill 1276 by Bryan Hughes financial circumstances as measUred by the 6) require ~ COlUlty ~ C:eItifY to the Task

Creates a longer time frame for appoint- considerations listed in this subsection." Forcepnortorecel~ga.grantthatthe

tedcounty has substantially Implemen

its indigent defense plan;

7) direct the Task Force to monitor

implementation of COlUlty procedures

for compliance with their written

I procedures and assist COlUlty officials

in studying the creation of a public

defender office;

8) direct the Task Force to maintain a list

I I of pending cases in which the death

penalty is sought;

9) in a non-death penalty case, allow the

I court in which the case is pending

to order the state to provide certain

discovery to the defense counsel; and

10) in a death penalty case, require the

I court in which the case is pending

to order the state to provide certain

discovery to the defense counsel.

For more infonnation, visit the Task

Force on Indigent Defeme Web site at ih1ll(~:/ f

WW'W olC~1lfu~osrCZ(~oft:i.\o rJ'B! C'ezji1:f[.M~ila-

I 1!Ji~lln1b!!m. *



overall trends and provided an in-
depth analysis of systems in four
counties -Cameron, Collin, Dallas
and Webb, revealing the following
conclusions:

(continuedfrom page 16)
in Texas to achieve a model system,
I am highly encouraged by the new
progress made since the adoption of
SB7," he said.

1. Texas is providing more
defendants with indigent defense
since the FDA was adopted. Since
the Fair Defense Act was imple-
mented, the number of individuals
receiving appointed counsel has
increased nearly 40 percent. In
FY2004, 371,167 adult defendants
were served, up from 278,479 during

ment." In addition, more people are
continuing to qualify for indigent
defense services.

The House Committee on Coun-
ty Affairs recommended "a possible
increase in appropriations for indi-
gent defense to relieve some of the
financial burden local government is
shouldering to meet state and federal
law requirements pertaining to indi-
gent defense services."

The A&M project, titled 'r Study

to Assess the Impacts of the Fair
Defense Act on Texas Counties " and

released in January 2005, discussed

FDA Impact Studies
Several studies have been con-

ducted to assess the effect of the, .
FDA on countIes'. In November
2003, House Speaker Tom Cradd-
ick, R-Midland, charged the House
Committee on County Affairs to per-
form an interim study to "~onsider
the increased costs associated with
court administration and security as
it relates to the implementation of
the Fair Defense Act and heightened

security requirements."
In 2004, the TFID funded a study

by Texas A&M's Public Policy Re-
search Institute, with the assistance
of Dr. Tony Fabelo, to examine how
the FDA requirements have impact-
ed indigent service delivery and how

county implementation strategies
may affect counties' effectiveness in
meeting these requirements.

The House interim study noted
the following trends since the FDA
was adopted:

.Texas is providing more defen-
dants with indigent defense.

.Statewide spending is up 50

percent.

.There is increased public access
to local practices and expendi-
tures. Every indigent defense
plan (adult and juvenile) and
every county's indigent de-
fense expenditures are posted
electronically and available to
anyone with Internet Al;:cess at

http://tfid.tamu.edu/Public/
default.asp.

The report also noted that while
expenses are continuing to rise
throughout Texas, the average rate of
increase from year to year is lessen-
ing. However, as the study indicates,
"state funding is not keeping pace
with the increased demands for
indigent services on county govem-
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The majority of the stateS in the country

cover 50 'percent to JOOpercentof their

state's indigent defense costs, said Bill

Beardallofthe F4ual Justice Center, b~

in Austin. ill fact., 25 stateS now p;;ty for 100
percent of their indigent defense services,

according to The Spangenberg Group, a

national research agency rela~to indigent
defense services, based in West Newton,

Mass.

~

Texas FY2002-04 State and County Indigent Defense Expenditure
Compared to Indigent Defense Expenditure and Cost-Per-Capita

in Selected States'

In comparison, the state of Texas pays

approximately 10 ~rcentof the overiill

costs of its indigent defense seIVices, leaving

about ~ ~rcent of these coSts to the coun-

ties and their taxpayers, Beardallsaid.

"one of the refonns that needs tooc-

cur," said Beardall, "is to get the state to

s(ep up to the plate and pick up more of the

burden."

Beardall, who has studied indigent

defense systems in other states, was closely

involved in the legislative negotiations that

led to the passage of the Fair Defense Act

by the 7?1h Texas Legislature. He also baS

worked with state and county officiills on

FDA implementation.

Prior to the FDA, counties were paying

1 00 ~rcent of the costs, and since the FDA,

the state's contribution has been ~y

increasing.
"More funding needs to be 3l1ocated if

Texas is to have a modem indigent defense

system that provides an adequate defense,"

Beardall said. "But. those increases should

come from state funding, not from county

funding."*

(Footnotes)
, The figures reported in this table do not include any funds that may have been spent by municipalities in these states.

Additionally, in many states, such as Arkansas and North Carolina, counties make in-kind contributions or provide funding for
public defender's office space. Expenditure figures for theSe county contributions are not available.

2 Texas expenditures shown for FY2004 and FY2003 are expenditures reported by the Texas Task Force on Indigent Defense as

of December 1, 2004. Expenditure data from other states is from 2002 or 2001, this being the most recent data available.
3 Estimate

.Includes Grants to Counties and Multi-County Public Defender funds.
5 This figure represents the totai expenditure of the 1S2 counties that applied for Georgia Indigent Defense Commission (GIDQ

funding in 2001, plus aerks and Sheriffs Fund contributions to these counties. The figure does not include indigent defense
expenditure information for the seven counties that did not apply for GIDC funding.

, This figure does not include the indigent defense expenditure of the five rural judicial djstrictsthat did not apply to Louisiana

Indigent Defense Assistance Board. There are 41 judicial districts in Louisiana.

'2002 expenditure data is not yet available.

.2002 expenditure data is not yet available.

Data compilation for states other than Texas was prepared for the Bar Information Program of the American Bar Association's
Standing Committee on Legal Aid and Indigent Defendants by the Spangenberg Group (1001 Watertown Street, West Newton,
MA 0246S (617) 969-3820), C2003 American Bar Association.

the first year of the FDA. Overall costs increased 20 nearly two decades of experience appointing counsel to

percent during the same timeframe, rising from $114 indigent defendants within days of arrest. Cameron and

million in 2002 to $136 million in 2004. Despite these Collin Counties, by contrast, had to implement entirely

overall increases, however, attorney costs per case new indigent case processing procedures to meet the FDA

have risen a modest 3.3 percent per year -just enough timeline. Though local procedures vary, the study sites have

to keep pace with inflation. all found ways to successfully appoint counsel within two

2 Th . d . d II I .. h to five days. .e counties stu Ie are a comp ying wit

the "prompt appointment" provisions of the FDA. 3. Counties have flexibility in how they implement

Wide variation was observed in the strategies and FDA requirements, and their choices may impact costs.

timelines adopted by the study sites to comply with The FDA provides counties with both opportunity and

the FDA. Two counties (Dallas and Webb) have had responsibility to craft their own response to the law. It pro-
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"You know, there's an easier way to find that commissioner.

for_copies

for copies

Code (last 3 digits on back of carr/)

vides flexibility to implement indigent defense processes
matched to the unique values, needs, and resources of
~ach Texas community. This research confirms that
the study sites have each met the new indigent defense
standards in different ways, and the particular strategies
adopted have implications for cost. Furthermore, local
values held by the judiciary and other stakeholders de-
termine the extent to which cost is a core consideration
in the design Ofindi~ent defense systems. YOUR

The report, avaIlable at http://www.courts.state. 0 d .
d f $20...r er your Texas County Directory to ay or

tx.us/oca/tfid/whatsnew.htm, examrnes key decIsIon Order additional copies at www.countryprogress.com/cp

points and makes observations where costs are affected, NameTitle

such as: County or Company

.lJudges should provide strong leadership for a Phone-
"problem-solving" mindset and collaboration Street Address
among all key stakeholders. City/State/Zip

.I Counties must develop data systems capable of I 0 Enclosed is my cnecK totalling $-

providing information and feedback to support of the directory.
ongoing monitoring and improvement of indigent 0 Charge my credit card a total of $
defense systems. of the directory.

.lCounties should consider innovative approaches Circle One: 18 ~ Expiration
such as video magistration to ensure FDA stan- Account #
dards are met without the costs of high-speed Signature
transportation of defendants from municipal ju-
risdictions to county jail.

.I Counties should provide ample opportunities for
arrestees to have bond set or reviewed before
detaining defendants.

.I Counties should continue to develop new strate-
gies to accurately discriminate between defendants
who need assigned counsel versus those that are
capable of paying for their own defense.

.lPublic defender offices appear to offer advantages
in terms of both cost and quality when compared to
rotation appointment systems (see related article,

page 17).
.Attorney fees per case are lower in public de-

fender systems.

.Expenditures on supports such as investigators,
expert witnesses, and other direct litigation
costs are higher in public defender systems.

.Indigent defense costs are more predictable

year-to-year.
.Public defenders reduce adIninistrative burden

on the judiciary.
For additional information on the FDA and the grant

process, visit the TFID Web site at http://www.courts.
state.tx.us/tfid or contact TFID director Jim Bethke at
512-936-6994.*

-By Julie Anderson
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72 Erath $69,503 $121.439 $14.799 $97,612 $17,544 $98,447 $20.251 41.64% $21.382
73 Falls $107,121 $114,654 $10,556 $118,959 $13,687 $117,360 $13,584 9.55% $14.221
74 Famin $193.443 $282,763 $14,282 $214.040 $18:921 $241:725 $19~ 24.95% $20:509
75 Fay~ $27.279 $68,572 $11.505 $57,900 $15:196$64:800 $15:076 137.54% $15:824
76 FISher $14,363 $16,605 $6,108 $18.229 $0 $22.678 $5,733 57.88% Direct pool
77 Royd $28.363 $31.336 $6,994 $32.385 $0 $20,054 $0 -29.29% Direct pool
78 Foam $1.828 $400 $2,993 $4.821 $0 $865 $0 .52.68% Direct pOOl
79 Fort Bend $870.299 $1.330,160 $109.357 $1.858.510 $232,704 $2,013,054 $168,800 131.30% $180,953
80 Franklin $10,238 $27,808 $7,874 $24.981 $9:422$43:019 $9:371 320.18% $9:695

~~ ~~stone ., ~~,~ ~~,~~~ $~0.347 ~73.246 $133~5 ~79:590 ~13:257 41.95% $13:869
82 Frio $35.333 $36.338 $1,107 $25,707 $0 $53,656 $12.510 51.85% Direct pOOl
83 Gaines $27,984 $34.008 $9,347 $37,582 $6.275 $29,093 $0 3.96% $12.182
84 Galveston $1.453.279 $1,529,687 $78.678 $1.606.276 $104:934 $1,650.484 $120,604 13.56% $129:180
85 Garza $17.438 $30,911 $6,524$24,939 $7)78$30:447 :'$7)51 74.60% $7A18
86 Gillespie $36,184 $45.392 $11.214 $46M3 $8273 $55:656$1~619 53.81% $15332
87 Glasscock $1,500 $4.596 $3.894 $1.330 $0 $1,771 $0 18.08% Direct pool
88 Goliad $16;307 $18.212 $7,129 $20,175 $7.366 $16,575 $4,629 1.64% $8,439
89 Gonzales $43.878 $65,041 $5,877 $65:465$0 $70:825 $8:511 61.41% $14:247
90 Gray $89.376 $131.296 $11,782 $211:384 $15,636 $167:564 $15:511 87A8% $16J90
91 Grayson $623.444 $695.311 $37,624 $745.333 $56,717 $853,192 $56,108 36.85% $59,900
92 Gregg $569.051 $636.231 $37.855 $671,056 $57,084 $706,425 $56.471 24.14% $60.289
93 Grimes $118,959 $134.960 $12.019 $209.237 $16,014 $149.307 $28.664 25.51% $16,691
94 Guadalupe $159,171 $295,898 $31.279 $351:453 $46:629 $420:987 $46:140 164A8% ~9: 192
95 Hale $252.200 $245,623 $15.858 $257.326 $0 $276.495 $21,915 9.63% $23,169
96 Hall $7,006 $8.824 $6.204 $14.747 $1.537 $61,165 $6,748 773.06% $6,877
97 Hamilton $11,902 $38,573 $7,512 $19,990 $a.537 $31,004 $8,803 160.49% Direct pool
98 Hansfom $14,255 $56,138 $2.231 $19.496 $7.247 $22.844 $7,481 6025% $7,665
99 Hardeman $21.376 $15.438 $6,482 $22.702 $2.262 $25,763 $7,183 20.52% $7;345

100 Hamin $147.483 $155,781 $19.233 $184,234 $24.204 $213,108 $27.216 44.49% $28.864
101 Harris $10,997,784 $16,141.804 $1,005.406 $18,967.633 $1,595,203 $19,714,501 $1,576,485 7925% $1,693,070
102 Harrison $287,595 $399.448 $23,362 $307.817 $32.849 $441.880 $33,702 53.64% $35.832
103 Hartley $11,763 $12.640 $6,no $24.450 $0 $23.298 $7,559 98.05% $7,749
104 Haskell $10,750 $25,122 $6.884 $32.193 $17,183 $31,696 $7.816 194.84% $8,025
105 Hays $483,045 $633,159 $33,798 $638.374 $50,635 $561.215 $50,098 16.18% $53.444
106 Hemphill $120,058 $0 $6,077 $50,038 $0 $19,138 $6.339 -84.05% $6,663
107 Henderson $369,937 $461,656 $26,646 $682.890 $39.266 $578,796 $38,863 56.45% $41.375
108 Hidalgo $2.076,345 $2,340,710 $1n,605 $2.536.288 $376,611 $3,776.417 $268.162 81.87% $287,686
109 Hill $166.437 $236,581 $14,599 $272.441 $20,114 $285,796 $19,936 71.71% $21,044
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II
III. I

i

f
i

:" 110 Hackle $69;326 $110,505 $11,774 $141,693 $14,075 $92,892 $15,498 33.99% $16.276

i H~ ~~- ~~~~,~~ ~~~~.~~ ~~~.~~~ ~~~~.~~~ ~~~Q g41.214 $23.993 119.17% $25,402
, 112 H ns $194;380 $126,169 $14,493 $137;361 $19,946 $140,771 $19,769 -27.57% $20,865

H~ ~~ $!~.~ $~~~.~~ ~~~.~~ $~~~~ ~~~.~ ~274.237 $15.714 67.64% $16.509
H~ ~~~~ ~~.~~ ~~~~~ $14.~ ~~.~ ~0.Z24 $)15;373 $20.540 112.94% $21.693
115 Huds $16,034 $21.165 $0 $27.770 $6;336 $22,339 $6.304 39.31% $6:660

~~~ ~~~.~: ~@ ~~.~ ~~.~ ~~.~~~ $40.8)8 ~548.177 $40.397 18.05% $43.023
~~~ ~~~inson $1~~~ $2~~~~ $~~~~ $~~$O $3~O64 $16.025 159.67% $16.843
~~~ I,~~ .~ .~ ~~.~~~ ~~~.~~1 ~43 $9.221 $5.818 228.73% $5.879
~~~ ~_:_' g~~ ~~~~ ~~.~~~~~.~~~$1.013 $37.553 $7.710 25.83% $9350
~~~ ~~ .~~~~ .~~~.~~~ .~~~~ ~~.~Z) ~11,730$67.789 $11.650 139.01% $12,144
121 Jas r $158.218 $122;350 $15,565 $59,100 $20.889 $172,935 $21,453 9.30% $22,674

~~ ~-~~~s ~.- .~'~~1 .~~.~~~ -~.~~ $5.882 $2,146 $1.747 436.60% Directpool
~~ ~~~n $1;3~g.~~~ $1~~~~ $~.~~ $1.8~1.O65 $1~ $1.754.994 $12).478 32.86% $130.120
124 Jim H $8.981 $18,725 $5,926 $7.268 $2, 105 $10,481 $619 16.70% $7,622

! ~~~ ~i~Wells ~~~.~~ ~~~~~~~ ~)~.~ ~.770 ~23;390 $253;361 $23,173 68.52% $24.522
.I ~~~ ~hnson ~~.~ $~~~~ ~ ~70.269 $55.659 $524.757 $63.602 74.17% $67.950

~~~ !~nes ~~.~ ~.~~5 $11~O6 $71.779 $13.303$87.098 $14.605 2523% $15318
~~~ ~ar~es _~.~7~$20.257 $192 $23.500 $0 $25,153 $0 -11.04% $12,668
1~~ ~auf~n g03.840 g47.722 $26,069 $310.831 $38.348 $720.487 $37.955 253.45% $40.400
1~ ~e~1I $54.628 $90.4)4 $12,076 $77.609 $16.103 $80.271 $15.9n 46.94% $16.786

.)~) ~enedy $0 $0 $0 $0 $8350 $0 -Direct pool
132 Kent $1,125 $900 $0 $816 $0 $8,735 $5;397 676.46% $5,426.' " .'..,' ,. ..~-
133 Kerr $345;353 $382.366 $17.933 $274.852 $24.522 $288.384 $15395 -16.49% $26.670
134 Kimble $14.975$24323 $6.406 $28,167 $7.089 $28376 $7.065 89.49% $7.218
135 King $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 Direct pOOl
136 Kinney $5.086 $14.297 $6.086 $13;393 $6.580 $24383 $6.562 379.41% $6.677
137 Kleberg $247,751 $435.347 $14.3n $211.051 $19.059 $259.002 $664 4.54% $20.661
138 Knox $20.128 $4.684 $0 $2,950 $0 $4;300 $0 -78.63% $7,111
142 ~ Salle $4.200 $10;305 $5,703 $4.475 $0 $3J36 $0 -20.58% $7:912
139 ~mar $170,590 $200,688 $19;358 $322,735 $37.642 $331:853 $27.412 94.53% $29:075
140 ~mb $45,127 $41388 $9,418 $71,561 $10:i76$74:839 $11:797 65.84% $12:]02

, 141 ~mpasas $70,244 $50,848 $10;317 $77,040 $12:096 $69A12 $13)08 -1.18% Di~~
I 143 ~vaca $22,038 $20,086 $1.280 $21375 $0 $44.304 $18.842 101.03% Direct pOOl
i 144 Lee $70.216 $101,235 $9.698 $130,142 $12,322 $80.991 $10.775 15.34% $12,m
I 145 leon $40,761 $46,902 $9.603 $101,210 $11.126 $90,923 $12,087 123.06% $12,612

146 Liberty $233.650 $208,279 $25.n8 $213,443 $0 $276.986 $37.420 18.54% $39,825
147 Limestone $71.083 $129A30 $11.578 $130,803 $15;312 $149.093 $87,890 109.74% $15.946
148 Lipscomb $5.275 $10.638 $5,567 $5.479 $0$5,527 $0 4.77% Direct pooi
149 Live Oak $85.751 $86.870 $1,119 $83,971 $0 $65,639 $0 .23.45% Direct pooi
150 Uano $49.842 $36,613 $8,914 $41.277 $10,269 $64,107 $12,876 28.62% $13,461
151 Loving $0 $4,520 $4.519 $4.901 $4,901 $0 $0 $5,033

,.. 152 Lubbock $1,502,428 $1,930,079 $76,463 $2,104,627 $118,459 $2,099,275 $117.124 39.n% $125,442
~f' 153 Lynn $10.832 $0 $0 $22,301 $7.617 $16,821 $1,590 55.29% $8.251
1 157 Madison $71.010 $189.723 $8.898 $90.616 $11.051 $161,547 $77,977 127.50% $11,424
j 158 Marion $52,318 $69,191 $8.310 $90.628 $10.11], $95,307 $10,056 82.16% $10,431
i 159 Martin $4.450 $3,935 $0 $4.100 $0 $9,570 $5,120 115.05% $7;356
f 160 Mason $6.790 $6,190 $6,191 $12.702 $4.632 $8,310 $3,798 22.38% Direct pooi
t 161 Mataqorda $161.916 $139,754 $16.258 $153.063 $22,749 $107,495 $0 -33.61% $23.842
t 162 Maverick $10.151 $19,666 $19.005 $35.663 $9.008 $40.876 $26.857 302.66% $28.479
! 154 McCulloch $26.m $78390 $7,505 $25,521 $8,527 $39.819 $8.792 48.73% $9,073
! 155 Mclennan $1:'233:338 $1:437)92 567:900 51.939:119 $104.846 $2.246.855 5103,671 82.17% $110.991
t 156 McMullen $0 $0 $0 $1.028 $0 $1.758 $1,758 Direct pool
.1 163 Medina $101.441 $1263n $16.654 $139,953 $23;379 $145.n7 $23,163 43.65% Direct pool
! 164 Menam $5,612 $9,757 $5,786 $7,537 $284 $14.211 $6.091 153.22% $6, m
I! 165 Midland $554.668 $573,614 $39,217 $857,234 $51.344 $815;396 $158,760 47.00% $62.588
J 166 Milam $108,647 $113,186 $12.222 $127,944 $7,074 $128.631 $16,201 18.39% $17,032
; 167 Miil; '$2:536 '$10:764$6:607$20:427 $7:4"09 $15,941 ~7380 528.58% ~Z,557
1 168 Mitdlell $26.196 $39,771 $7,944 $41;367 $9,535 $48.069 $9,482 83.49% $9.814
: 169 Montaque $68.780 $92,244 $10.715 $132.771 $13,940 $179.617 $13.834 161.14% $14,490

170 MontqomelV $1,646.667 $1,761.486 $91.507 $2.645.493 $172.111 $3.440.988 $140,757 108.96% $150.829
171 Moore $57;391 $82,874 $11,010 $66,767 $13,903 $94,795 $14.298 65.17% $14.988
172 M~;;i~ $42:691 $54:774$8:930 $71)80 $11:101 $79,894 $11,030 87.14% $11,477
173 M~~~ ~S4:924 '$4:736 $5:511 $16:661$5:570$4.143 $0 -15.86% Di~pooi

-174 Nacoqdaches $165.636 $172.322 $22.507 $193,240 $32.685 $180.821 532,359 9.16% $34;389
175 Navam> $104.584 $212.530 $18365 $133,128 $26,101 $105,903 51319 1.26% g7,400
176 Newton $62.521 $72.483 $8.183 $64.449 $3,707 $67;332 $4.811 7.69% $12.482., ."..,~.. .~-~_. ..~~, , ,. ,. .

;cf 177 Nolan $100,489 $163,521 $9,740 $130.181 $12,390 $114.449$12.302 13.89% DI~~!
178 Nueces $1.465,517 $1.n7.787 $97;354 $2,227.850 $151.669 $2,402,008 $149.942 63.90'I.$160,6~

;! 179 Ochiltree $31,560 $52,450 $7.741 $36.450 $8,889 $54,605 $9.162 73.01'1. Direct
180 Oldham $5;304 $16,977 $5.734 $6330 $5.811 $14321 $5.873 170.00% Di~ pool

'~,:. 181 Orange $348.963 $301,153 $30.085 $368,391 $38.943 $406,247 $44.265 16.41% ~7.1Z!
f 182 Palo Pinto $76.824 $136333 513.042 $109.449 $17.638 $110.469 517.489 43.79'1. ~1~~~~

1 183 Panola $83.816 $107.127 $11.785 $130.767 $15.642 ~134.941 ~)~,~)~~.~:. ~~~.~~
f 184 Parker $169.704 $232,655 $31.123 $315.251 $46382 $403,700 $45.896 137.88% $48,930
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185 Parmer $21'.800 $39.298 $8.038 $25.970 $9.344 $37.780 $9.629 7330% $9.9n
186 Pecos $97.978 $93.340 $10.037 $136.653 $0 $106.980 $9.002 9.18% $13.344
187 Polk $193.134 $215.623 $17,191 $319.611 $25.087 $321.415 $23.156 66.42% $25.419
188 Potter $1.196.246 $1,659.559 $38.493 $1.405.9n $58:097 $1:3"94:444 $57A72 16:56% S61J65
189 Presidio $15.346 $18.937 $7.240$27~14$7:918$11:389 _.~ -25:78% .S8:626
190 Rains $34,652 $26.710 $7.780 $24.813 $5.545 534.347 $0 -0.88% Direct pool
191 Randall $399.145 $463.810 $35.n6 $486.055 $53.779 $712.496 $53.205 78.50% $56.781
192 Reagan $20.384 $23.863 $6.070 $33.889 $6.329 $8.246 $0 -59.54% $6.651
193 Real $14.241 $35.128 $5.988 $32.916 $6.425 $19. m $0 34.62% $6.513
194 Red River .,$147,173 $89.694 $0 $94.947 $0 $86.824 $0 -41.00% $12.106
195 Reeves $56.999 $n.986 $8.956 $107.717 $11.143 $85.784 $11.071 50.50% $11.521
196 Refugio $16.031 $32.532 $7.394 S22.226 $7:842 531:043 S8:617 93:64% -~
197 Roberts 54.975 $0 $0 $1.644 $0 $1.210 $636 -75.67% $5.440
198 Robertson $82,225 $78;363 $9,798 $"8:3;47 $11:392 $90;027 $1~394 9::48% $1~943
199 Rockwall $149.764 $188.329 $17,764 $261,222 $2:5:146 $280:436 $24;9088725% $2~385
200 Runnels $47.327 $71.579 $8.473 $78.278 $10375 $64,057 $10312 3535% $10:7116
201 Rusk $59375 $141.206 $19.026 $154.290 $27.152 $m09 $17.834 30.03% $28.516
202 Sabine $18.780 $13,769 $8.171 $31,095 54.144 $26.253 $7.473 39.79% $10,197
203 SanAugustine $4.833 $12.500 $7,723 $11.625 $6,736 $27;65 $9:134 464.13%$9:441
204 San Jacinto $57.237 $110,752 $11.635 $119.470 $19.254 $94.558 $11.429 6520% $16,043
205 San Patricio $234.139 $457,135 $24.841 $332.no $36.396 $311.938 $3:&:026 33.22% mm
206 5anSaba $19.879 $22.124 $6.360 $23,995 $0 $37391 $7.859 88.09% $8.07,.
207 Sdlleidler $14,400 $15.284 $5.955 $25.552 $6.081 $32.079 $6356 122n% $6.457
208 SCl/ny 530:391 545:420 $9:904 i38: 105 $12i7 $57~38 $1~561 87.68% $13:122
209 5hackelfonJ $3.405 $10,799 $6;063 $10.473 $6.544 $9.593 $6;187 181.71% $6.639
210 She! $125.041 $88.667 $12.511 $158.787 $14,118 $87.951 $0 -29.66% $17.521
211 5henl1an $10.000 $14,560 $4.560 $9.895 $0 $20.360 $6.4n 103.60% $6;582
212 5mith $855.337 $994.843 $56,483 $1.011.193 $231,698 $1.452.903 $85.736 69~% $91.n5
213 Somml $15.460 $17.320 $7,095 $27.065 $mO $21.875 $8.147 41A9% S8.38O
214 5tarr $68,737 $44,867 $7,597 $47.804 $0 $53.963 $17,031 -21A9% $31,606
215 Stephens $29.954 $58.487 $7.937 $53.244 $9.524 $46.422 $7.297 54.97% $9.802
216 Sterling $2.000 $6,108 $5,501 $6.792 $3.398 $7.030 $5.030 251.47% $5.691
217 Stonewall $2.129 $5.401 $5.590 $5.242 $795 $7.600 $5.471 256.94% Dioo pool
218 Sutton $27.873 $40,988 $6.291 $40,069$6,629 $20.821 $0 -2530% $7.024
219 Swisher $65.799 $69,504 S6.454 $37.848 $0 $31.231 $3,447 -52.53% Directpooi
220 Tarrant $5.736,549 $7.893.188 $430.512 $10.457,609 $681.292 $10.764.443 $1.024,171 87.64% $722.913
221 Taylor $444,287 $564.317 S42.32O $n1.623 $97.519 $878.555 $63,484 97.74% $67.823
222 Te~1 $45 $8.433 $5.409 $15.496 $5.506 $5.506 $5.461 1213528% $5.537
223 Tenv $60,087 $69.042 $8.845 $64.454 S4.4n $67.527 $7.440 12.38% $11335
224 Throckmorton $3.250 $11.659 $5.635 $5.930 $5.454 $20.902 $5.855 543.14% $5.918
225 Titus $47.065 $72.600 $13,362 $47.841 $12.949 $47.890 $825 1.75% $18.958
226 TomGleen $794,504 $979.098 $35.687 $1.127.734 $53.637 $1.118.547 $53.065 40.78% $56.631
227 Travis $4.682.371 $5.310.180 $244,032 $5.582.398 $534,842 $6386.885 $S32,845 36.40% $408,222
228 Trinity $43.035 $43.131 $9.145 S44.823 $11.444 $45.895 $10.505 6.64% $11.840
229 Tyler $65.530 $91.465 $6.749 $n.681 $0 $76.413 $10.883 16.60% $15361
230 Upshur $105.496 $167.546 $15.4n $166.974 $21,503$176.758 $21,309 67.54% $22.519
231 Upton $29.840 $20.666 $6.093 $18.474 $3.360 $22.939 $4.S68 -23.12% Directpooi
232 Uvalde $75.350 $90.543 $12.718 $76.033 $16.523 $62.255 $0 -1737% Direct pool
233 ValVerde $176.404 $184.168 $18.286 $301.4n $22.919 $268.681 $25.729 52.31% $27.267
234 Van Zand! $227.968 $230.855 $19.252 $260,524 $55,998 $367.928 524,247 6139% S28.897
235 Victoria $194.012 $296.813 $29.827 $317.200 $44,322 $502.650 $63.932 159.08% $46,742

I 236 Walker $193.391 $240.740 $23.259 $297,502 $33.879 $321.soo $33.540 6639% $35,657
j 237 Waller $150:692 $0 $0 $210.039 $70.449 5238.884 $20.094 58.52% $21.214

238 Warn 544:809 $65302 S8.3OO $64.657 $10.101 $67.551 $10.041 50.75% $10.415
239 WashinqIIXI $140.153 $155.424 $14.026 $165.412 $19.204 $198.258 $19.036 41.45% $2O.on
240 Webb $1.225.473 $1.520386 $61.899 $2.182,915 $113,306 $2.248.574 $164.244 83.48% $100.865
241 Wharton 5134.329 5m:992 $17.208 $115,563 $0 $116.324 $0 -13.40% $25.446
'242 Wheeler $25:038 $0 $0 $42.968 $7.111 $31.534 $6.496 25.94% $7.623
243 W1d1ita $763.154 $898.617 $43.822 $869.216 $169.724 $916.514 $65.845 20.09% $70.359
244 Wilbarqer $46:762 $56395 $9.408 $76:599 $11:863 $83.526 $11.782 78.61% $12.285
245 Willacv $9.600 $87.998 $10.999 $124,703 $13.022 $134.543 $14,280 1301.48% $14,969
246 Williamson $576.146 $883.169 $78.622 $1.019.965 $121.891 $979.009 $120.515 69.92% $129.085
247 Wilson $64: 163 $105~26 $1~625$87:084 $20:155 $83.442 $19.279 30.04% Direct pool
248 Winkler $13.986 $26.826 $7.202 $45,222 $8.355 $27.515 $8.315 96.73% $8.561
249 w~ $102:549 $12~060 $19:445 $164.498 $29:497 $169.851 $27.548 65.62% $29.221
~ w~ $204:700 $2n5S7 $15:902 ~ $22:186 $262:895 $21.984 28.42% $23.244
251 Y~k~m -S2~697 -$42:464 $7;45 $35:616 $8.424 $50.639 $8;384 105.04% $8.635
252 y~~~ $83:791 $14':153 $10370 $101:667 $13391 $93:968 $10.178 12.14% ~13.907
253 Zapata $49.107 $58.054 $8.675 $167.047 $9.867 $66.060 $10.630 34.52% ~11.O47
254 Zavala $7.856 $11.974 $8.504 $22.0n $0 $15.204 $7.348 93.52% $10.758
--.~ $91.m:~ $113,960:'219 $7.m,OJ6 $m:86Z:- $11,532."658 $'D8.m.668 $11.641,743 50.80% $11.277.619

Sourte: Task Forte on Indigent Defense 3/8/2005
.indudes all SOUrtes of funding (Fonnula Grants. Direct Disbu~ements. Extraorninary Disbursements. and Discretionary Grant Programs)

t Subject to change based on actual court cost and su~ty bond collections
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