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OUR 
PERFORMANCEOverview - Dallas County has made a commitment to objective performance measurement of

each of its many functions. This report provides comparative information on the costs and
workloads associated with each of the County’s various courts. It is understood that financial
management is only one of several methods of measuring judicial performance. This report,
therefore, should be taken as only one indicator and not a determinate of overall
performance. The report is divided into chapters devoted to individual court families and a
final section inclusive of information on miscellaneous court-related statistics. Each chapter
is organized with current and prior year data.

Sources of Data - Generally, revenue and expenditure data comes from the official
accounting records of the County, as maintained by the County Auditor. Occasionally, this
data is altered or augmented to enhance the fairness of the presentation, in which case an
explanation of the cost methodology is included in the narrative section of each chapter. Case
data (filings, dispositions, cases pending) is derived from the court accounting systems
maintained by the County’s IT Department with case data input by court and clerk personnel.

Cost Allocation - In some cases, costs of support activities are apportioned to individual
courts in order to enhance the fairness of the comparison. However, costs that are essentially
equal in each court are not apportioned, so that this presentation does not attempt to
measure the true 
and/or total cost of the judicial activity. For example, if each court has one bailiff or an equal
share of staff attorney costs, there is no attempt to assign these costs to each court. Other
non-allocated costs of justice are County and District Clerk costs, District Attorney costs, and
court manager costs.

Jury services costs are also excluded from cost allocations, since these costs are not
attributable to a particular court, and are assumed to be shared equally among the courts.
Among those ancillary costs that are distributed to courts are: 1) public defenders 2) visiting
judges 3) jail-stay costs (for the Criminal District Courts) and 4) Constable costs (for the J.P.
Courts). The narrative section of each chapter explains the method of cost allocation.

FY2018JUDICIAL MANAGEMENT REPORT

INTRODUCTION



FY2018JUDICIAL MANAGEMENT REPORT

OUR 
PERFORMANCE

TABLE OF
CONTENTS

Methodology and Highlights
Court by Court Comparison
Dispositions and Total Costs
Court by Court Comparison of Legal Costs
Attorney Assignments
Cases Filed, Disposed, and Pending

CRIMINAL DISTRICT COURTS

Methodology and Highlights
Court by Court Comparison
Number of Dispositions and Total Costs

CIVIL DISTRICT COURTS

Methodology and Highlights
Court by Court Comparison
Child Welfare Attorney Payments
Cases Filed, Disposed, and Pending

FAMILY DISTRICT COURTS

Methodology and Highlights
Court by Court Comparison
Juvenile Delinquency Attorney Payments
Juvenile Court Collection Program
Cases Filed, Disposed, and Pending

JUVENILE DISTRICT COURTS

Methodology and Highlights
Court by Court Comparison
Dispositions and Cases Pending
Public Defender Assignments
Fines and Fees Collected
Cases Filed, Disposed, and Pending

COUNTY CRIMINAL COURTS



FY2018JUDICIAL MANAGEMENT REPORT

OUR 
PERFORMANCE

TABLE OF
CONTENTS

Methodology and Highlights
Court by Court Comparison
Cases Filed, Disposed, and Pending

COUNTY COURTS AT LAW

Methodology and Highlights
Court by Court Comparison

PROBATE COURTS

Methodology and Highlights
Court by Court Comparison
Court by Court Comparison - Constables Expenditures and Revenues
JP Courts - Traffic Cases
APS Citations

JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURTS

Methodology and Highlights
Truancy Court Comparison Page
Truancy Courts Revenue

TRUANCY COURTS

Methodology and Highlights
Child Support Processing Fee Revenue
District Attorney Forfeiture Revenue

MISCELLANEOUS



CRIMINAL DISTRICT COURTS
 

FY2018JUDICIAL MANAGEMENT REPORT

METHODOLOGY
Costs associated with the seventeen Criminal District Courts include operating expenses,
indigent defense costs, visiting judge costs, and the costs of prisoners in jail awaiting
adjudication. Operating expenses and visiting judge costs are derived from the Oracle
financial accounting system for the County. These include the cost of expert testimony.

Indigent defense costs are shown as either court appointed attorney costs or a cost of public
defenders assigned to each court. The public defender cost is calculated by adding the salary
and benefits of the public defender assigned to each court and adding an indirect cost that
accounts for operational costs of the Public Defender’s Office. This report adds a 10% indirect
cost to the Public Defender’s Office salary budget. If a Public Defender is re-assigned, added
or deleted during the year, the cost increase/decrease to the affected court will be revised to
show actual Public Defender costs. Costs associated with indigent defense in capital murder
cases in which the death penalty is sought are subtracted, since these cases are infrequent
and could distort the comparative results. 

Dispositions for the reporting period are derived from DocumentDirect report R12232. Cost
per disposition is derived by calculating the total cost minus revenue collected divided by the
total number of dispositions and graphed by court. The jail cost category is calculated by
obtaining the average daily pending jail number for each court and multiplying that figure by
the cost of $59.99 (calculated cost to house an in-mate), then multiplying that figure by the
number of days that are included in the reporting period. Indirect costs related to the
operations, maintenance, or management of the jail are not included in the jail cost
calculation.

The inclusion of “Indigent Appointments as a Percentage of Filings” on page 2.4 is displayed so
that the various courts may be compared with respect to their methods of determining which
defendants are eligible for court appointments. Ideally, beginning January 1, 2002 all courts
would have a similar percentage, implying a uniform determination throughout the courts.
This date represents the effective date for Senate Bill 7 (77th Legislature). One component of
this bill requires criminal court families to adopt uniform standards for determining indigence.
Please note that in those instances where the percentage is greater than 100%, the likely
cause is a decrease in filings from one month to another, resulting in more cases from the
previous month needing appointments than the month used to determine the number of
filings.
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Part 2.2 indicates the total FY2018 spending for all courts represents an approximate 9%
decrease from FY2017, which equaled $99,856,643. The total amount of operating, indigent
defense, and jail costs was $90,063,111. Operating expenses were $2,670,141, Court
Appointed Attorney costs were $12,312,328, Public Defender costs were $4,114,572, and Jail
Costs were $70,966,070. The average net cost per disposition for the Criminal District Courts
for FY2018 was $2,405, an approximate decrease of 3% from FY2017.

Part 2.4 shows assignments to public defenders versus court appointed attorneys by court
and the respective cost per case. The number of public defenders in a court is not the primary
cause of lower overall indigent defense cost. The greater cost factor appears to be the number
of cases assigned to each public defender. The average overall legal cost per case for both
public defenders and court appointed attorneys during FY2018 was $769. The average cost
per case for public defenders was $333 and $1,288 for court appointed attorneys. The
average numbers for FY2018 represent a decrease of roughly 35% for public defender costs
and a 35% increase for court appointed attorneys since FY2017. On average, total indigent
appointments for the criminal district courts decreased by 19% in FY2018.

Part 2.5 shows the monthly assignments to public defenders and court appointed attorneys.
The average monthly assignment to public defenders was 972, a 2.2% decrease from FY2017’s
average of 994. The average monthly assignment to court appointed attorneys for FY2018
was 818, a 4.6% decrease from FY2017’s average of 858. This information was obtained from
the Public Defender’s Office, along with Dallas County invoice reports highlighting payments
for court appointed attorneys within the respective timeframes.

Part 2.6 reports the year-to-date filings and dispositions values, along with the monthly cases
pending totals for all Criminal District Courts. FY2018 yields a 3.6% decrease in filings, 6.8%
decrease in dispositions, and a 3.2% increase in cases pending from FY2017. Data for these
tables is generated through DocumentDirect reports R12232 and R12259.

HIGHLIGHTS
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Total Costs and Dispositions
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Comparison of Legal Costs
Part 2.4

Overall Average Cost per Case

Comparison of Legal Costs

*Information has been sorted from least to greatest cost per case
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Attorney Assignments
Part 2.5

Comparison of Legal Assignments

Monthly Averages Court Cases per Fiscal Year

Court Appointed Attorneys Public Defenders
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Cases Filed, Disposed, and Pending
Part 2.6
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METHODOLOGY

Costs associated with the 13 Civil District Courts are mostly attributed to salaries and benefits.
These costs are generally outside the control of the Judge, and largely concern the type of
health insurance employees opt to enroll in and employee tenure. Unlike other courts, the Civil
District Courts do not rely on county funded court attorney appointments.Data for this section
was obtained from Oracle monthly financial reports and departmental case information given by
court staff.

Operating expenses for the all thirteen Civil District Courts in FY2018 totaled $3,563,505, an
11.6% increase from FY2017. There was a steep increase in the number of dispositions, with the
total for FY2018 being 104.8% higher than FY2017. Of these values, the 14th District Court had
the most dispositions at 2,771 and the 134th District Court spent the most from their operating
budget at $312,770.

Filings (page 3.2) in the Civil District Courts during FY2018 were 19,091 with a monthly average
of 1,591. Dispositions averaged 2,861 per month with 34,333 total cases being disposed. There
were 14,900 cases pending at the end of September 2018. These values represent increases
from data obtained in FY2017 with filings, dispositions, and cases pending going up 11.7%,
78.5%, and 12.6% respectively.

HIGHLIGHTS
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Court Comparisons
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Cases Filed, Disposed, and Pending
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METHODOLOGY
The Family District Court’s operating expenses include the cost of each court’s associate
judge. Public Defender expenses are attributed to each court based on the salary, benefits,
and an indirect cost of the Public Defender assigned to each specific court. 

The total cost of expenses for the seven Family District courts was $5,685,653, a 12.4%
increase from FY2017. Of these expenses operating costs totaled $3,181,432, court
appointed attorneys $1,674,109, and public defenders $830,112. These values represent a
9.2% increase, a 19.9% increase, and a 20.5% increase from FY2017 expenses, respectively.

The FY2018 average net cost per disposition was $156, which is $24 higher than the FY2017
figure of $132. During FY2018, the 302nd Family District Court had the highest number of
dispositions with 5,422. The court with the lowest number was the 255th at 4,929. The court
with the highest net cost per disposition was the 303rd at $173, and the 330th with the
lowest at $133.

Attorney payments in child welfare cases totaled $5,793,298 for FY2018, an increase of
29.6% from the FY2017 total of $4,471,470. This value is consistent with the average of year-
to-date payments for the last five years, which is $5,014,388. These payments also include
expenses for the two Juvenile courts (304th and 305th - see Section 5). 

Total filings in the Family District Courts during FY2018 were 37,268, for a monthly average
of 3,106. Dispositions averaged 3,178 per month, with a total of 38,138. There were 19,207
cases pending at the end of September 2018. The total number of filings, dispositions, and
cases pending represent a 0.6% decrease, 0.4% decrease, and 3.4% decrease from FY2017
figures, respectively.

HIGHLIGHTS
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Court Comparisons

Net Cost per Disposition

*Information has been sorted from least to greatest net cost per disposition
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Attorney Payments

Average Monthly Attorney Payments
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METHODOLOGY
The Juvenile Courts are composed of the 304th and 305th Courts. The operating expenses of
these courts include the costs of each court’s associate judge and use of appointed referees. In
addition, each court may retain staff from Dallas CASA to work with children who are in the
court process due to an abuse and/or neglect case. Costs of CASA representation are included
in the operating expense category.

District Juvenile Courts hear both child welfare and juvenile delinquency cases. The court
appointed attorney costs for each type of case are accounted for separately.

Fiscal Year 2018 yielded a total of $7,044,277 for all operating and legal expenses. Of these
costs, $567,985 accounted for operating expenditures, $4,161,142 was spent on child welfare
attorneys, $856,017 went towards delinquency attorneys, and $1,459,133 was spent on
public defenders. The total cost of spending, $7,044,277, is a 10.2% increase from FY2017,
$6,392,769. This information was obtained through Oracle reports, as released by the County
Auditor’s Office.

Part 5.2 shows the Juvenile Delinquency Attorney Payments. The total amount of payments
for FY2018, $856,017, is a 13.4% increase from FY2017, $754,779. Likewise, the average
monthly payments is also a 13.4% increase, with $71,335 in FY2018 and $62,898 in FY2017.
These values are consistent with past spending, as the 12-month total average for the
previous five years is $879,406 and the monthly average for the same time-span is $73,284.
Data was obtained through Audit Oracle reports.

Part 5.3 documents the collections received through fines, fees, and costs. These revenues
dropped by 13.5%, with FY2018 yielding a 12-month total of $347,829 compared to FY2017’s
$402,242. The average monthly amount in FY2018 was $28,986 with FY2017 having
collected $33,520. These values are consistent, yet below, the previous three years’ average
of $416,302 and $34,692.

Part 5.4 lists the filings, dispositions, and cases pending. FY2018 yielded a 0.8% increase in
filings, 23.4% increase in dispositions, and a 9.6% decrease in cases pending from FY2017.

HIGHLIGHTS
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Court Comparisons

Percentage of Total Spending by Category
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Attorney Payments

Average Monthly Attorney Payments
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Fines and Fees Collected

Average Collections per Fiscal Year
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METHODOLOGY
The expenses presented for each court (part 6.2) do not include the cost of the Criminal Court
Magistrate or the Collections Department, since these costs are the same for each court.
However, the costs of court appointed attorneys are separated from operating expenses. The
presiding Judge of the County Criminal Courts budget is charged for all visiting judge
expenses throughout the year, and these cost have been removed from their total expenses
and are not reflected in this report. The column labeled “Total Indigent Defense,” is inclusive
of both court appointed attorneys and public defender costs. 

Disposition data for the County Criminal Court judges does not include dismissals. A dismissal
occurs without the assessment of fines or fees, at the discretion of the District Attorney, with
the approval of the Judge. Thus, it is not a good measure of judicial activity, nor is it
appropriate to include dismissals in calculating revenue per disposition. Dismissals are
included in the County Criminal Court aggregate data page in order to reconcile filings and
dispositions as they affect the pending caseload. It should be noted that disposition data
includes jury activities, trials by court, pleas, probation revocation and ODLS.       

The pending caseload for the County Criminal Courts in total (page 6.3) is supplemented by a
presentation of apprehended (or active) cases pending by court. Apprehended cases involve a
defendant who is either in jail or on bond. Although the number of non-apprehended cases
may be a significant measure of the Sheriff’s workload, it does not represent a workload that
the courts can influence.

Judges have the discretion to determine how a defendant will satisfy the fines and fees
assessed, either through direct cash payment, community service or by serving time in the
County jail. The Collection of fines, fees, and bond forfeitures are reported to the County
Clerk (page 6.5). Individual court net revenue can be located on page 6.2. 

County Criminal Court of Appeals #1 is presented along with the other courts. However, its
activities are different and therefore not comparable. Appeals Court #1 shows net revenue
per disposition much different than the average due to a higher number of dispositions,
resulting from caseloads that are different than the other misdemeanor courts (page 6.2). This
court hears a limited number of regular misdemeanor cases. County Criminal Court of
Appeals #2 hears a normal misdemeanor docket, despite its designation.



COUNTY CRIMINAL COURTS
ANALYST: FAITH DINGAS
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METHODOLOGY (CONT)
Defense costs are shown as either court appointed attorney costs or an imputed cost of public
defenders assigned to each court. The cost per public defender is calculated by adding the
salary and benefits of the defender assigned to a particular court and adding an indirect cost
that accounts for operational costs of the Public Defenders Office. This report adds a 10%
cost to the Public Defender’s Office salary budget. If a public defender is re-assigned during
the year for any reason, the cost increase/decrease to the affected court will be revised to
show actual salary costs.

Other Items of Interest
County Criminal Courts #10 and #11 are only given family violence cases and no other
misdemeanor cases. They are included in all graphs as they are members of the County
Criminal Court family. 

The two Family Violence courts have a higher cost per case assigned to the Public Defender
due to a lower number of dispositions. The lower number of dispositions occurs for many
reasons. The first is that the District Attorney can offer to dismiss a case after the defendant
agrees to complete a twenty-six week long batterer’s intervention program (BIP). Second, in
cases where the District Attorney does not offer the BIP, the cases are set for trial, and a large
number of the complainants refuse to cooperate with the District Attorney staff and they
dismiss the case. Third, the District Attorney receives an automatic four-day pass on the case
in order to contact the victims of the case on top of the ten days that it takes to get the clients
to the Family Court for the first time. Last, the complainants in family cases are counseled by
Dallas County Victim Case Workers who advises of the benefits of moving forward with
prosecuting the batterer. 

Each of the listed factors delays the timeframe for which a family violence case is disposed.
With the delay in case dispositions, the Public Defender is assigned less cases as they are
handling the cases that are being delayed for one or more reasons.
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Court appointed attorneys, as shown on part 6.2, constitute a majority of the FY2018
expenses for the County Criminal Courts. The total for operating and indigent defense costs
was $4,819,261. Revenues for the courts equaled $4,780,445, bringing the total net revenue
(revenues minus expenses) to ($38,816).

As shown on part 6.3, there were 42,088 dispositions for all County Criminal Courts in
FY2018. County Court of Appeals #1 had the lowest number of dispositions at 263, with
County Criminal Court #1 having the highest at 4,383. This data was obtained through
DocumentDirect report R06465.

Part 6.4 documents the public defender information, with 17,075 cases assigned in FY2018.
The total cost for the assigned public defenders for all courts equals to $1,694,570, with there
being $99 per case assigned. These numbers represent an 8.1%, 28.6%, and 22.7% decrease in
cases assigned, total cost, and cost per case, respectively, since FY2017. Data was collected
from the Public Defender’s Office.

Part 6.5 is inclusive of the cumulative fines, fees, and bond forfeiture revenue collected
monthly. FY2018 yielded $4,780,445, a 0.13% increase from FY2017’s $4,774,148. This data
was obtained through DocumentDirect report R06465.

Part 6.6 shows the year-to-date filings and dispositions along with monthly cases pending
values. FY2018 filings decreased 9.9%, dispositions decreased by 14.9%, and cases pending
increased by 1.1% since FY2017. This data was obtained through DocumentDirect report
R06465.

HIGHLIGHTS
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Court Comparisons

Percentage of Total Expenses per Judge
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Public Defender Assignments

Total Public Defender Cases Assigned

*Information has been sorted from least to greatest number of cases assigned
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Revenue Collections

Total Revenue by Year
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METHODOLOGY

Operating costs associated with the five County Courts at Law are mostly attributed to
salaries of the support staff, which Judges have minimal control over. Dispositions have been
obtained from the Odyssey County Court at Law Software System. 

The County Courts at Law had an average cost per disposition of $339 during FY2018, which
did not change from FY2017. County Court at Law #3 had the highest cost per disposition at
$356, which County Court at Law #5 having the lowest at $342. County Court at Law #5 had
the highest number of dispositions at 1,369 and County Court at Law #1 had the lowest at
1,262. 

The FY2018 monthly average of cases filed was 486, with the monthly average of dispositions
being 551. The yearly average for cases pending was 5,211. These numbers represent a 2.2%
decrease, 0.4% decrease, and 4.6% increase from FY2017 values, respectively.      

HIGHLIGHTS
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Court Comparisons

Cost per Disposition

*Information has been sorted from least to greatest cost per disposition
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METHODOLOGY

The County’s Probate Courts receive the probate cases that are filed with the County Clerk
on a percentage basis. The Probate Court #1 and Probate Court #2 are each allocated 37.5%
of the cases filed. Probate Court #3, which also serves as the Mental Illness Court two-fifths
of the time, receives 25% of the probate cases. This percentage of case allocation also serves
as the ratio in which common expenses are distributed among the courts. 

Probate Court #3 also hears all mental illness cases filed which are heard at the Mental 
Illness Court two days per week. For this, Probate Court #3’s higher operating expenses are
not comparable to the other two probate courts. The County assigns Public Defenders to this
court to represent patients for Mental Illness cases. These costs are indicated in the public
defender column for Probate Court 3. 

Historically, the costs associated with the operation of the Probate Investigator’s office
appeared in Probate Court #1 budget. As of October 1, 2002 these costs are contained within
a separate departmental budget, and are not reported in this report.

For FY2018, the cost per case averaged $412, which is $21 higher than the cost per case for
FY2017. As mentioned above, the average cost per case is misleading due to costs associated
with the Mental Illness court proceedings in Probate Court #3’s court. Probate Court #1
averaged $468 cost per case, Probate Court #2 averaged $552 and Probate Court #3
averaged $216. 

HIGHLIGHTS
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*Probate Court #3's expenses include the cost of the mental illness court and
are not comparable to the other two probate courts
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METHODOLOGY
The Office of Budget and Evaluation utilizes the Justice of the Peace reports submitted to the
Office of Court Administration (OCA) generated by each Justice of the Peace Court as a data
source for the purposes of publishing the Volume II Management Report. Also, OBE utilizes
the revenue and expenditure data that comes from the official accounting record of the
County. 
 
Justice of the Peace Revenues
The County Auditor’s Office monthly yellow book revenue analysis is the official document
for reporting the Justice of the Peace revenues.  All funds receipted in the JP courts are not
considered JP revenues. The Justices of the Peace Court collect and receipt various types of
fees which include constable fees, sheriff fees, DART fees, state court costs, county clerk fees,
state marriage license and birth certificate fees, judgment collections or other special fund
deposits, cash bonds, Linebarger fees, and Omni FTA fees. The Justices of the Peace Court
bookkeeper collects the fees and assigns them to the appropriate fee types in the Justice of
the Peace computer system. The total collections and receipts by the JP courts are not
considered JP revenues in this management report.

The first page of Section 9 (9.1) only includes Justice of the Peace revenues and expenditures.
The FY2018 net cost expense per court (page 9.1) shows that the Justices of the Peace have
an overall net expense of $4,129,022. The total average net expenses for the Justices of the
Peace for the twelve months ending September 30, 2018 were $412,902. The total number of
cases disposed by Dallas County Justices of Peace for FY2018 was 150,913 in comparison to
125,697 during the same period in FY2017.

The second page Section 9 (9.2) includes Constables expenditures and revenues. The net
expense per court data including Constables expenses and revenues (part 9.2) shows that the
Justices of the Peace have an overall average net expense for FY2018 of $171,128 in
comparison to $165,201 during the same period in FY2017. The total net expenses for the
twelve months ending September 30, 2018 were a $1,882,403  

The total operating expenditures for all Justice of the Peace courts in FY2018 was
$7,346,108. The total number of cases filed (criminal and civil) in the Dallas County Justice of
the Peace courts during FY2018 was 168,639 (9.3). 

HIGHLIGHTS
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Court Comparisons

Total Revenue

Constable Expenses and Revenues are prorated based on the Constables percent of paper received from the Justice of the Peace Offices
and the ratio of staffing between the two Justice of the Peace Offices Revenues and Expenses provided by County Auditor reports
Vehicle expenses are factored by five years to reflect the life span

*Information has been sorted from least to greatest income of revenue
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METHODOLOGY
The Truancy Courts’ budget is divided into two separate budgets, administration (department
1011) and clerks (department 4033). 

Highlights

The number of case filings for the Truancy Courts for the twelve months ending September
30, 2018 is 14,178, which is lower than the same time period of FY2017 which was 15,630.
This was the third full year of implementing the changes in the Dallas County Truancy Unified
Courts under HB 2398.

The total amount of revenue collected for the Truancy Courts through the end of the fourth
quarter of FY2018 was $488,538, in comparison to $428,712 during same time period of
FY2017. The total expenditures through the end of fourth quarter of FY2018 are $1,949,399
which includes direct cost of $1,739,656 for 35 staff (salary and benefits) and $209,743 for
indirect operational costs, in comparison to a total cost of $4,437,810 which included direct
cost of $3,199,575 for 51 staff (salary and benefits) and $1,238,235 for indirect operational
costs in FY2017 for the same period. 

Some truancy cases are filed in Justice of the Peace Courts. However, the activity volume
(page 10.1) only represents those cases that are filed in the Truancy Courts. Those districts
that are presently filing cases in the J.P. court will be included in the data for that particular
court. Overall average number of cases filed in truancy courts for FY2018 is lower than the
total numbers of cases filed for the same period in FY2017. The amount of revenue collected
overall during the reported period represents an average 22% increase from the previous
year during the same period.

HIGHLIGHTS
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Filed, Disposed, and Revenue Collections

Cases Filed and Disposed by Court

Disposed cases represent disposed cases and dismissals by the Judge. All active cases remain open until the end of the school year. The
West Court uses a part-time Magistrate.

Filed Disposed
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Highlights

Highlights
The child support processing fee revenue, page 11.1, increased, in total, by 41.9% in FY2018.
This data was collected from County Auditor reports through Oracle.

The District Attorney’s Office provides information on the amount deposited into the
department’s State Asset Forfeiture account (page 11.2). In FY2018, the District Attorney
collected $417,303, a 22.4% decrease from FY2017. Asset forfeiture revenue fluctuates
monthly and is dependent upon the number and value of cases in litigation. The District
Attorney’s Office utilizes asset forfeiture funds for a variety of programs, including support of
the County’s drug courts and employee trainings. 
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Monthly Forfeitures

Average Monthly Forfeiture Revenue


