





EXECUTIVE ORDER GA-13

Personal Recognizance Bonds under Tex. Code Crim. Proc. Art. 17.03 are suspended.

The right of an accused to obtain his release within a prescribed period of time in the event that the State cannot guarantee his
constitutional right to a speedy trial is suspended.

Tex. Code Crim. Proc. Art 17.151.

The right of an individual jailed in one county to obtain release when the demanding jurisdiction has failed to take custody within
11 days is suspended.

Tex. Code Crim. Proc. Art 15.21.

Good Time credit and cumulative sentencing credits suspended for violent offenses or for offenders with prior criminal history of
violence.

The GPS Ankle Monitoring condition of release as an alternative to confinement afforded by

Tex. Code Crim. Proc. Art 42.035 is suspended for all offenders previously convicted of violent offenses or serving a sentence for
such an offense.

Emergency Management Directors and county judges and mayors are prohibited from releasing prisoners in the event of a State
Emergency.
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MONTANO V. ORANGE COUNTY,
842 F.3D 865 (5TH CIR. 2016).

« "A properly-stated condition-of-confinement claim
is not required to demonstrate actual intent to
punish; intent may be inferred from an entity's
decision to subject detainees to an
unconstitutional condition ... A county allowing a
staph infection to persist within a jail, for instance,
serves no legitimate government interest.”



MONTANO V. ORANGE COUNTY,
842 F.3D 865 (5TH CIR. 2016).

“When a government policy serves no legitimate
government interest, curtails an individual’s caring for
himself, and denies him medical care, that government
‘transgresses the substantive limits on state action set
by the Eighth Amendment and the Due Process Clause.
The affirmative duty to protect arises not from the
State’s knowledge of the individual’s predicament or
from its expressions of intent to help him, but from the
limitation which it has imposed on his freedom to act
on his own behalf.”



