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Chad Baruch, Dallas

Chad Baruch is certified in civil appellate law by
the Texas Board of Legal Specialization. A longtime
solo practitioner, Baruch is now a shareholder in
Johnston Tobey Baruch in Dallas.

Baruch has served as a member of the State Bar
Board of Directors and Executive Committee and as
chair of the Texas Bar College, Council of Chairs,
Consumer and Commercial Law Section, and Indi-
vidual Rights and Responsibilities Section.

A frequent continuing legal education speaker,
Baruch received the 2015 State Bar of Texas Gene

Cavin Award for lifetime contributions to CLE and
the 2016 Texas Bar Foundation Dan Rugeley Price
Memorial Award for excellence in legal writing and
commitment to the profession. The Texas Access to
Justice Commission has named him a Pro Bono
Champion. 

Alongside his legal career, Baruch has served as
a college and high school head basketball coach and
government teacher. He received a bachelor’s degree
from the University of Minnesota and his law degree
from the University of Minnesota Law School.

Joe K. Longley, Austin

As a solo practitioner in Austin, Joe K. Longley has
been prolific throughout his legal career in helping pass
laws that benefit lawyers and their clients. 

In 1973, Longley co-authored and nurtured the
passage of the Texas Deceptive Trade Practices-Con-
sumer Protection Act, together with the private reme-
dies sections of Article 21.21 (now Chapter 541) of the
Texas Insurance Code. Since then, he has co-authored
Chapters 542 (prompt pay) and 544 (unfair discrimi-
nation) of the Insurance Code, the Texas Fair Debt Col-
lections Practices Act, the Texas Home Solicitation Act,

and landlord-tenant protections.
Longley has authored numerous seminar papers,

taught insurance law at the University of Texas
School of Law, and served on the State Bar of Texas
Board of Directors, the District 9 Grievance Com-
mittee, and as chair of the State Bar Consumer Law
Section, now called the Consumer and Commercial
Law Section. In 2011, he received the State Bar
Insurance Law Section’s Insurance Legend Award. 

Longley and his wife, Maggie, have three grown
children and have been blessed with five grandchildren.

Laura Bellegie Sharp, Austin

Laura Bellegie Sharp is an AV-rated trial attorney
handling all forms of litigation for the Sharp Firm in Austin.

Sharp has served on the State Bar of Texas Board
of Directors and the State Bar of Texas Insurance Trust
Board of Directors and is a current member of the
board of the Texas Board of Legal Specialization.
Sharp was a member of the bar’s Court Rules Com-
mittee, the Grievance Committee, and the Women
in the Profession Committee. She is a Texas Bar
Foundation life fellow and a member of the Texas
Trial Lawyers Association.

Sharp was the 2003-2004 president of the Austin
Bar Association and held director and officer positions
from 1998 to 2003. She is a founding fellow of the
Austin Bar Foundation, having served twice as chair,
and continues to serve as treasurer. She has been a
delegate to the American Bar Association House of
Delegates since 2008, is on the board of the National
Conference of Bar Foundations, and is an American
Bar Foundation life fellow. Sharp received a bachelor’s
degree from the University of Texas and a J.D. from
Baylor Law School.
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The State Bar of Texas Board of Directors approved the nominations of Chad Baruch of Dallas and Laura Bellegie Sharp of Austin as president-
elect candidates at its meeting in McAllen on January 20, 2017. Joe K. Longley of Austin was approved February 28, 2017, as a petition can-
didate for president-elect after being certified with 5,332 signatures from eligible State Bar members. Texas lawyers will vote for the
president-elect and district directors April 3 to May 2. A run-off election, if needed, will take place May 11-25. The chosen lawyer will serve a
one-year term as president-elect from June 2017 to June 2018, and then will serve as president of the State Bar of Texas from June 2018 to
June 2019. For more information, go to texasbar.com/elections. 

2017-2018 State Bar President-elect Candidates
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The Texas Bar Journal asked 2017-2018 president-elect candidates Chad Baruch, Joe K. Longley,

and Laura Bellegie Sharp to share their perspectives on issues facing the bar.

Vote online or by paper ballot from April 3 to May 2, 2017.

Chad Baruch
Dallas

the issues
S T A T E B A R O F T E X A S E L E C T I O N 2 0 17

ducts its business. The State Bar of 2017
seemingly exists only for itself with little
thought given to the voting rights of its
members. The bar is perceived by many to
be an exclusive club of insiders perpetuating
absentee leadership through low-turnout
elections resulting in leaders totally relying
on staff-prepared talking points to run the
show.

My hope is that this perception is wrong,
but how else can one explain the State Bar’s
September 1, 2015, Self Evaluation Report to
the Sunset Advisory Commission recommend-
ing statutory elimination of bar members’
right to an up or down vote on rules changes
related to dues or discipline? No record
exists of any board of directors’ discussion
or vote approving such a radical change.

My research reveals that no elected bar
officer or director had knowledge of such a
controversial proposal prior to the staff’s
report being filed.

Editor’s Note: 

State Bar staff identified the referen-
dum process as an issue Sunset staff
could expect to be raised by various
stakeholders during the review process,
including those who favor the referen-
dum in its present form and those who
favor its modification or elimination.
This was discussed, as were possible
alternatives to ensure attorneys still had
input instead of the outright elimination
of their right to guide any rules amend-
ment. The State Bar Board of Directors

WHY DO YOU WANT TO SERVE AS
PRESIDENT OF THE STATE BAR OF
TEXAS?
Baruch: What could be better than advo-
cating for lawyers? What we do is important.
As the child of a refugee from Nazi Germany,
I have a special appreciation for the role our
justice system plays in helping to protect our
freedom. Helping lawyers fulfill their important
role in our society would be exhilarating. As
someone who started in a downtown law
firm but then practiced for 20 years as a solo
in Rowlett, I understand the issues facing
those in both types of practices. I hope to
put that insight to work for Texas lawyers.

Longley: Through my candidacy, I seek to
reform the way the State Bar currently con-

Joe K. Longley
Austin

Laura Bellegie Sharp
Austin
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Texans than ever need legal assistance. We
have clients needing lawyers, and lawyers
needing clients, and we can’t figure out an
economically viable way to connect them.
We need to—fast.

Longley: (1) Apart from ongoing, basic
statutory functions, such as licensing and
discipline, the State Bar first needs to get its
own house in order before it can effectively
address other issues facing the legal profession;
(2) the State Bar needs to explain how its
former membership director and deputy
clerk of the Texas Supreme Court, without
detection, engaged in a nine-year embez-
zlement of over $500,000 of members’ dues
money, and why the State Bar collected
only 15 percent of the stolen funds from the
thief and never sued her; and (3) bar leader-
ship needs to explain how its staff could
recommend to the Sunset Advisory Commis-
sion the elimination of members’ 77-year-old
right to vote on proposed rule changes
involving dues and discipline without any
board of directors’ vote or discussion on
such a radical change.

Editor’s Note: 

In May 2013, a former State Bar
employee, who also worked as a deputy
clerk for the Texas Supreme Court,
pleaded guilty to felony theft from a
fund that was outside the scope of the
State Bar audit process. The former
employee was sentenced to “shock
probation”—including 180 days in state
prison and 10 years’ probation—and
ordered to pay $73,949 in restitution to
the State Bar. Of the restitution amount,
$48,949 covered additional theft docu-
mented by the district attorney’s office
and $25,000 represented the bar’s
deductible applied to the employee theft
insurance claim. The insurance company
recovered the $25,000 according to
policy terms. In addition to that restitu-
tion, the State Bar was reimbursed
$482,029 by its insurance carrier. The
State Bar was fully reimbursed minus
its deductible, and it was the insur-
ance company’s decision whether to
prosecute its subrogation claim. After
the theft was discovered in 2012, the

employee was fired and both the
Supreme Court and State Bar put new
processes in place to ensure that it
could not happen again. Among other
safeguards, all accounts associated with
membership dues are now the subject
of an internal audit every year.

Sharp: The profession is facing increasing
challenges to the traditional practice of
law. My top concerns are: (1) maintaining
competency, relevance, and flexibility in
providing legal services in a highly competitive
market that attracts competing non-legal
businesses; (2) ensuring that newly minted
attorneys who face a shortage of traditional
entry-level jobs, and often are burdened
with debt, have the necessary guidance
and resources to navigate the practice; and
(3) remaining vigilant in protecting and edu-
cating the public on the importance of the
Constitution, supporting the independent
judiciary, and, if necessary, intervening with
our skills and knowledge. The solutions are
not unrelated and the bar can address
these issues with targeted communication
with our members and the public, providing
member benefits and tools necessary to
deliver competent and quality legal services for
new and experienced attorneys, and ensur-
ing that our outreach educational programs
are relevant.

YOU HAVE SERVED THE PROFESSION
IN A NUMBER OF CAPACITIES AT A
NUMBER OF LEVELS. WHICH OF THESE
EXPERIENCES HAS BEST PREPARED
YOU TO LEAD THE STATE BAR OF
TEXAS? 
Baruch: My work in sections. On a section
council, you work with people who may not
otherwise participate in State Bar leader-
ship. They are “in the trenches” lawyers,
representing a large cross-section of our pro-
fession. Honestly, though, my best prepara-
tion was my 15 years as a high school
assistant principal. This required oversee-
ing a diverse staff and balancing the com-
peting concerns of different constituencies.
It required telling people things they did not
always want to hear. Most of all, it required
teamwork; we worked together to ensure
that everyone—students, faculty, staff,

was not involved in developing the Self-
Evaluation Report because the report is
a staff-to-staff document under the
Sunset process. At the next step of the
process, Sunset staff interviewed State
Bar officers, directors, members of the
bar, and members of the public as it
put together its Staff Report.

Sharp: We are all members of an amazing
profession, and I strive to remember that at
all times. I am invested in our profession and
want to be a part of leading it. Our members
are unique, skilled, and well trained to
counsel and assist individuals, entities, and
businesses in a variety of legal matters.
And the majority of attorneys give back to
the community in countless ways. However,
not many wish to take leadership positions
to be out in front for the collective profession.
I have the experience to do this and relish
serving in this way. I am driven to roll up my
sleeves and solve, help, facilitate, and do
whatever is necessary. I can’t just direct or
cheer on the sidelines. For most of my
career, I have worked actively for the State
Bar, and I will continue to do so. I would be
honored to use my energies and experience
in leading and am eager for the challenges
such a role requires. 

IN YOUR OPINION, WHAT ARE THE THREE
MOST IMPORTANT ISSUES FACING THE
LEGAL PROFESSION AND WHAT ROLE DO
YOU BELIEVE THE STATE BAR SHOULD
PLAY IN ADDRESSING THEM?
Baruch: (1) Mental health and substance
abuse. This is a crisis. We must expand the
Texas Lawyers’ Assistance Program and other
resources, ensure members know about
them, and encourage lawyers to seek help.

(2) Fracturing of the profession. The gulf
between big firm lawyers and solo practi-
tioners continues to grow, with more lawyers
feeling alienated from the State Bar. This
threatens our unity as a profession and our
commitment to the rule of law. I would visit
rural areas and reach out to solos—after
all, I was one for a long time. This also may
mean changing some rules governing how
we select bar leaders to expand the voices
we hear among leadership.

(3) Connecting lawyers with clients. More
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national legal trends while working for nine
years in the American Bar Association
House of Delegates enlarged my vision for
the future of our bar.

WHAT CAN THE STATE BAR AND INDI-
VIDUAL LAWYERS DO TO ENSURE
ACCESS TO JUSTICE FOR TEXANS, ONE
OF THE STATE BAR’S CORE MISSIONS?
Baruch: The best thing we can do is sup-
port federal and state funding for legal aid.
That’s it—simple answer. There is no sub-
stitute for a lawyer, and some people just
can’t afford one.

Here’s what we shouldn’t do: impose
mandatory pro bono, raise fees on lawyers
to fund legal services, or view this as a
“lawyer issue.” Access to justice is an
essential principle of our system of govern-
ment. Without it, that system cannot endure.
Don’t get me wrong; as lawyers, we should
be vitally concerned about this issue. But so
should every citizen. Those of us who can
afford to provide pro bono services should do
so. But our efforts must be part of a societal
commitment to ensuring that everyone has
meaningful access to our justice system.
One important thing we can do is educate
our fellow citizens (and particularly young
people) on this issue.

Longley: As chief of the Texas Attorney
General’s Consumer Protection Division, I
drafted what became HB 417, the Deceptive
Trade Practices Act. With its enactment in
1973 came the authority for the attorney
general to collect civil penalties from
wrongdoers—which became a seminal
source of funding for the judicial fund that
currently provides up to $50 million per
biennium for basic legal services provided
to the indigent.3 I urge both the bar and its
individual members to lobby senators and
representatives this legislative session to
raise the judicial fund to $60 million. With
Legal Services Corporation funding in jeop-
ardy in Congress, we must redouble our
efforts to assist both legal aid programs
and other legal service providers.

3.  See Tex. Gov’t Code § 402.007(b)(1) & (d).

Sharp: Providing access to justice for people

who need our help is central to being a
lawyer. Events around the world remind us
how essential lawyers are in protecting the
rights, inclusion, and openness that are fun-
damental to a free society as recently
demonstrated by immigration attorneys’
commendable swift use of their skills. Indi-
vidual lawyers can volunteer their time and
expertise through local bar programs. The
State Bar should provide additional clinics
throughout Texas—making it easier for
more attorneys to assist the public and vet-
erans, provide guidance regarding how to
properly and efficiently unbundle legal serv-
ices for a specific limited problem, and help
give local bar associations and lawyers the
skills and resources to raise money for legal
access programs threatened by reduced
funding.

WHAT SHOULD THE BAR DO TO GUIDE
AND PREPARE THE NEXT GENERATION
OF LAWYERS?
Baruch: One thing I learned as a teacher
is that if you want to know what might help
a student, ask the student. As an experienced
attorney, I have ideas about what beginning
lawyers need to learn to be successful. But,
like most bar leadership, we probably need
to do a little more listening in this area—
as a 25-year lawyer, I may not be the best
person to know exactly what a 25-year-old
lawyer needs. We certainly should continue
excellent programs like Transition to Prac-
tice and Ten Minute Mentor and partner
with the Texas Young Lawyers Association in
reaching out to young attorneys. We need
to ensure that lawyers in their first years of
practice can afford to attend our high-level
continuing legal education programs. And,
finally, we need to expand our partnerships
with Texas law schools to ensure students
know about the array of available resources
before they graduate.

Longley: The bar should request that the
sponsors of the Sunset bills—SB 302 and
HB 2102—delete sections three and six
and any other section that would disenfran-
chise bar members from their right to an up
or down vote on dues and discipline. Our
next generation of lawyers should enjoy the
same fruits of democracy within the unified

board members, alumni, and donors—felt
they were part of the team. And it required
doing all of this without losing sight of the
overarching goal: developing young minds
burning with intellectual curiosity but
grounded in the ethical principles of their
faith. This experience was invaluable—not
to mention fun.

Longley: After successfully opposing a
1976 proposed dues increase,1 I helped lead
the 1978 successful effort to pass a one-
time assessment to pay off the mortgage
note on the Texas Law Center; the note was
in jeopardy of default due to overpromising
by bar leadership.2 This sensible, fiscally
responsible solution avoided another dues
increase and led to the adoption of several
reforms I had proposed during my three-year
term (1976-1979) as a bar director. These
reforms included: board meetings to be held
in Texas (previously a meeting had been held
in Mexico, at great expense to bar members);
the State Bar put under its first Sunset
Review in 1979; prohibition of any bar indebt-
edness that could not be paid within one
year; and no bar tabs for alcoholic beverages
(large bar tabs by bar insiders were all too
common).

1.  Joe K. Longley, No: Do Not Increase Fees, 39 Tex. B.J.

951, 954-956 (1976); Gibson Gayle Jr., Legislation and

the Executive Director, 40 Tex. B.J. 121 (1977). 

2.  See 41 Tex. B.J. 122, 312, 499 (1978).

Sharp: For 19 years I have served on the
Austin Bar Association board, a diverse group
with over 50 members, including section and
affiliate representatives and liaisons. My
work as president with the association, as a
State Bar director, and an American Bar
Association delegate taught me to appreci-
ate diverse views and develop consensus,
recognizing that this makes us stronger. By
serving as perennial director of the Austin
Bar Foundation and as trustee of the
National Conference of Bar Foundations, I
cultivated skills to initiate and grow mean-
ingful projects. While chair of the State Bar
of Texas Insurance Trust my board was
challenged with changes forced by the
Affordable Care Act. I successfully led the
board through the transition to the Texas
Bar Private Insurance Exchange. Observing
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social media on lawyer behavior and dis-
course. I don’t have a magical solution, but I
do think that positive reinforcement may be
effective. We need to reward professional-
ism and provide lawyers with positive role
models to emulate.

Longley: The State Bar should set the
example for ethics and professionalism by
eliminating talking points that mask the bar
staff’s apparent agenda to abolish bar
members’ right to a direct up or down vote
on dues and discipline. Next, the bar should
be more transparent and explain in detail
what measures, if any, have been taken to
prevent any internal stealing of our bar
dues. It should also work to reduce the cost
of CLE for lawyers, especially the cost of
required ethics CLE. Finally, the bar should
reveal why it accepted, without further
effort, only $74,000 in restitution from the
former membership director who stole
close to $500,000 in bar dues owed to
members—leaving the impression that
“crime does pay” with a profit of $426,000.
Bar employees who steal dues monies—or
anything else—should be sued to pay back
every cent they steal—not just 15 percent.

Sharp: Ethics and professionalism are not
something that can be imparted at a semi-
nar. Lawyers ought to give much considera-
tion to interacting with each other outside
of their adversarial roles, which promotes
civility, respect, and even friendships. We
all need to act as though we will see an
opposing attorney at the grocery store, our
kids’ schools, or at a friend’s dinner table.
The State Bar can do more to promote this
by providing networking or community
forums, encouraging section participation,
rotating meetings to different jurisdictions,
enhancing support to local bar associa-
tions, and providing worthwhile projects
that are accessible to attorneys and help
them fulfill our mission of providing access
to justice. The bar should educate us about
proposed new grievance rules through con-
tinuing legal education, local bar associa-
tions, and specialty bar meetings so that
we can give careful, thoughtful, and thor-
ough input into the referendum process
from start to finish.  

HOW IMPORTANT ARE YOUR COMMUNITY
ACTIVITIES TO BALANCING YOUR LIFE
AS A LAWYER? WHICH HAS AFFECTED
YOU THE MOST? 
Baruch: That’s easy: my 25 years as a
teacher and coach. Throughout my years as
a lawyer, this second career has kept me
grounded (and sane). I have been a head
high school and college basketball coach
and taught U.S. government at both levels
as well. It was incredibly rewarding and
enjoyable. Now I get the special pleasure
of seeing a number of my former students
and players joining me in the practice of
law. Occasionally, one of them even asks
for my advice. 

Longley: My community involvement has
included funding and coaching Little
League, Pony League, girls basketball and
kickball, and a variety of important political
activities to support good candidates and
worthy issues. I’ve been involved for all my
legal career in raising money for myriad
causes, including the YMCA and the per-
forming arts—especially music.

However, it’s been my pro bono work at
the Legislature that has been the most
rewarding. I have worked with many col-
leagues on legislative efforts to provide
access to justice for indigents and a fair mar-
ketplace in which Texas businesses can
honestly compete. Successful efforts
include passage of the DTPA (consumer
protection); Texas Insurance Code Chapters
541 (unfair practices), 542 (prompt pay-
ment), and 544 (unfair discrimination); the
Home Solicitations Transactions Act; the
Texas Debt Collections Practices Act; land-
lord-tenant remedies; and consumer credit
remedies found in the Finance Code.

Sharp: Some days the word “balance” is
not in my vocabulary. It is often superseded
by something that might be better termed
“ballast.” The great majority of the time
that I devote to community activities is
done through organized local and State Bar
programs because I believe in their value
and because I enjoy the interactions with
colleagues who are also involved. I am
thankful that other attorneys have the time
and talent to organize events or invite me

bar as have all members since 1939; that
being the right to cast a direct up or down
vote on all proposals for change in bar dues
and/or disciplinary rules. Legal technology
is increasingly changing law practice and
law firms; the bar should provide resources
to assist all practitioners, especially young
lawyers, to adapt to these major changes.

Sharp: We must provide necessary technical
skills and professionalism training for them
to succeed as competent, careful, and ethical
lawyers. President Frank Stevenson’s initiative,
the Texas Opportunity & Justice Incubator,
is in the process of rolling out in Austin and,
once established, will be a model across
the state. However, we must do more. We
need to encourage young attorneys to be
involved in efforts to ensure access to justice,
take on pro bono work, consider locating
their practice in underserved areas, and be
innovative in creating a practice area. Expe-
rienced practitioners could pair with new
attorneys on pro bono cases to help them
develop skills and know-how. We need to
continue supporting the good work of the
Texas Young Lawyers Association and
encourage new lawyers to participate in
bar activities. Such involvement provides
important support and experience that will
enhance their practice, their professional-
ism, and personal connections. 

WHAT CAN THE STATE BAR DO TO
ENHANCE ETHICS AND PROFESSIONALISM
AMONG TEXAS LAWYERS?
Baruch: Let me try answering this question
without waxing eloquent about the Texas
Lawyer’s Creed. It’s great. But saying we
need lawyers to follow it is just a different
way of saying we need to enhance ethics
and professionalism. The question is how. 

When it comes to ethics, a great many of
the most serious ethical breaches by Texas
lawyers can be traced back to issues
involving personal crisis, depression, or
substance abuse. Redoubling our commit-
ment to helping attorneys in crisis will reduce
unethical behavior by lawyers. So will pro-
viding younger attorneys with increased
education on practice management.

Professionalism is a different issue. I am
especially concerned about the effect of
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friends with lawyers on the other side. My
greatest satisfaction is in doing my best for
my clients. I feel so lucky to be a lawyer.

WHAT CAN THE STATE BAR DO TO
PROMOTE DIVERSITY WITHIN THE
LEGAL PROFESSION?  
Baruch: I was the first. Vote for Me! is a
terrific example of a State Bar project that
encourages all Texas schoolchildren, regard-
less of background, to consider a career in
law. We must continue to support the bar’s
Law-Related Education Department in its
work to promote the rule of law and our
profession to students across the state.
Additionally, we need to ensure diversity
among our leadership ranks (including
diversity in geography, firm size, and practice
area). When minority lawyers succeed, they
encourage, inspire, and mentor young people
to do the same. We should support local bar
initiatives like the Dallas Bar Association’s
legal internship program for disadvantaged
high school students. Finally, as someone
who coached at a historically black college,
I believe personal visits by the president of
the State Bar to institutions that largely
serve minorities would help encourage stu-
dents to consider a career in law. 

Longley: Support Sen. Kirk Watson in his
efforts to pass SB 416, which will establish
“outreach directors” on the State Bar Board
of Directors. These will be essential to
maintain an inclusive membership within the
bar itself—and to guarantee an aggressive
outreach to all citizens of Texas. Then we
must implement that “outreach,” working with
all segments of the bar—including specialty
bars—to ensure that we have a broad,
inclusive organization, and not just a trade
association run by and for a small group of
insiders.

Sharp: Minority director positions have
undoubtedly enriched the board, added
immense value to the mission of the bar,
and offered leadership paths to diverse
attorneys that might otherwise be unavail-
able to them. Bar leaders need to remain
mindful of the benefit diversity offers to the
governance of our profession and choose
attorneys for appointed board positions

who will continue to provide this value. The
State Bar should promote programs that
reach and encourage young people of all
backgrounds to seek a law degree and support
the reintroduction of civics instruction in
schools to address the demonstrated lack
of understanding about the fundamentals
of our legal system and the essential role
of lawyers in society. With this framework
and understanding, more diverse students
may be attracted to the law. The legal pro-
fession will better serve the people if those
working within it reflect the demographics
of those needing their services. 

WHAT IS YOUR FAVORITE BOOK, TV, OR
FILM REPRESENTATION OF A LAWYER?
WHY? 
Baruch: With apologies to Gregory Peck
and Joe Pesci, I choose Spencer Tracy in
Judgment at Nuremberg. He plays an
American judge presiding over the trial of
Nazi judges and prosecutors after the war.
He struggles to understand how these lawyers,
including an internationally respected judge,
allowed themselves to become tools of
genocide—and to determine what consti-
tutes justice in this situation. For much of
my life, I watched my father struggle with
the same questions. So for me, Tracy’s por-
trayal is intensely personal and moving. 

Longley: Film: The Verdict, starring Paul
Newman. The film authentically depicts the
“grit and grime” of a personal-injury prac-
tice and the toll that it takes on lawyers and
clients alike. Law is a wonderful profession,
but trials are stressful and tough on all involved.

Sharp: My Cousin Vinny because while it
gives a lighthearted view of the profession,
it fairly accurately portrays the proper workings
of a trial (and how to make grits), unlike my
second favorite series, Perry Mason, which
panders to my analytical, puzzle-solving
side and makes me laugh at the implausible

legal “gotcha” moments. TBJ

Vote online or by paper ballot from April 3
to May 2, 2017. The deadline to cast ballots
is 5 p.m. CST May 2, 2017. 

to participate in worthwhile programs. My
very favorite is Austin Adoption Day in
Travis County. There is never a sad face.
Happiness decants from the children who
have been placed with their forever fami-
lies. It is the best feel-good experience.

DESCRIBE YOUR MOST SATISFYING
LEGAL EXPERIENCE.  
Baruch: It was my most painful loss. Texas
is one of only a few remaining states where
an indigent person’s parental rights can be
terminated, in a privately initiated action,
without the benefit of court-appointed
counsel. Eight years ago, I assembled an
appellate team to challenge in the U.S.
Supreme Court the constitutionality of this
statutory scheme, working pro bono. This
became one of the few times in American
legal history in which the court requested
briefing from a state solicitor general at the
certiorari stage. Ultimately, we failed. To
this day, it hurts just to think about it. But I
am proud that we took on the state and
tried our best to change an unjust law.

Longley: I have two. (1) In the late ’70s, I
worked successfully to save several East
Austin homes from foreclosure at the hands
of unscrupulous “home improvement” oper-
ators who had obtained bogus liens by
fraud; and (2) I played a major role in the
2011 repatriation of $528 million to U.S. policy-
holders from one of the world’s largest for-
eign insurance cartels.

Sharp: I have practiced on both sides of
the docket and believe that no matter the
outcome, my clients respected the process
and my representation of them. In one
instance, I represented a friend, a fellow
attorney, in a medical malpractice case. He
started pro se; however, his dwindling
health rendered him unable to continue in
the case. I took over for the duration of his
life, and, after death, for his family. I am grati-
fied to know that he would have approved
the outcome. My commitment to being
respectful to opposing counsel fosters civil-
ity and the integrity of the legal process,
even when advocacy strains communica-
tions. I am proud that at the end of most of
my cases, I remain or have become good
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Texas lawyers elected Joe K. Longley of Austin as the 2017-2018 State Bar of Texas president-elect. Sally L. Pretorius of Dallas was elected

president-elect of the Texas Young Lawyers Association. Results of those elections and the elections for directors of the State Bar and

the Texas Young Lawyers Association are included here. 

TEXAS  YOUNG  L AWYERS  ASSOC IAT ION  

STATE  BAR OF  TEXAS

■ PRESIDENT-ELECT

RUNOFF

Joe K. Longley,Austin ......................... 16,097

Chad Baruch, Dallas .......................... 14,041

INITIAL VOTING

Joe K. Longley, Austin ......................... 11,273

Chad Baruch, Dallas .............................. 8,162

Laura Bellegie Sharp, Austin ............... 7,603

Write-In: 152

■ DIRECTORS

DISTRICT 4, PLACE 2

Neil D. Kelly,Houston .................................. 2,615

Robert S. Bennett, Houston ................. 2,475

Write-In: 37

DISTRICT 4, PLACE 4

RUNOFF

Dinesh H. Singhal,Houston ...............3,028
Cynthia Owens, Houston .................. 2,643

INITIAL VOTING

Dinesh H. Singhal, Houston .................... 2,163

Cynthia Owens, Houston ...................... 1,783

Danyahel Norris, Houston .................... 967

Write-In: 40

DISTRICT 4, PLACE 6

K. Nicole Voyles,Houston ....................... 2,632

Amy Elizabeth Tomlinson, Houston ..... 2,179

Write-In: 41

DISTRICT 6, PLACE 3

Jerry C. Alexander,Dallas ...................... 3,828

Write-In: 78

DISTRICT 6, PLACE 4

David C. Kent, Dallas ................................. 3,787

Write-In: 75

DISTRICT 9, PLACE 1

Leslie W. Dippel,Austin ............................. 2,113

Karl E. Hays, Austin .................................. 913

Write-In: 74

DISTRICT 11

Robert E. McKnight Jr.,Victoria .............. 413

Write-In: 14

DISTRICT 12

Alison W. Colvin,Brownsville .................... 507

Write-In: 28

DISTRICT 14

Amie S. Peace,Denton ................................. 486

Write-In: 21

DISTRICT 17

Aldo R. Lopez,El Paso .................................... 222

Victor M. Firth, El Paso ............................. 219

Write-In: 8

■ PRESIDENT-ELECT

Sally L. Pretorius, Dallas ........................... 2,769

Jenny Lee Smith, Austin ..................... 2,186

Write-In: 54

■ DIRECTORS

DISTRICT 1

Ricky Shelton,Hughes Springs ................... 37

Write-In: 3

DISTRICT 3

Matthew L. Harris,Lubbock ......................... 67

Write-In: 3

DISTRICT 5, PLACE 1

Lindsay Forbes Billups,Dallas ................. 897

Write-In: 10

DISTRICT 5, PLACE 3

Andy Jones,Dallas .......................................... 913

Write-In: 8

DISTRICT 6, PLACE 3

Joel T. Towner,Houston ................................ 918

Write-In: 10

DISTRICT 6, PLACE 5

Arthur L. Bryan II,Houston ........................ 927

Write-In: 11

DISTRICT 7

Rachel L. Grove,Beaumont ........................... 45

Write-In: 0

DISTRICT 8, PLACE 1

RUNOFF

Meagan T. Harding,Austin ................... 412

Katherine ("Katie") Fillmore, Austin .......... 407

INITIAL VOTING

Katherine ("Katie") Fillmore, Austin ..... 344

Meagan T. Harding, Austin ..................... 280

Johnathan Stone, Austin .......................... 99

Write-In: 5

DISTRICT 9

RUNOFF

Matthew L. Czimskey,Waco ................. 56

Savannah Stroud, Killeen ........................ 41

INITIAL VOTING

Savannah Stroud, Killeen ................................ 41

Matthew L. Czimskey, Waco .................... 30

Kimberly Lucas, Waco ................................ 19

Write-In: 2

DISTRICT 10, PLACE 1

Susan F. Smith,Fort Worth .......................... 165

Emily Hollenbeck, Fort Worth ................. 127

Write-In: 5

DISTRICT 11

Erin R. Clegg,Lewisville .................................... 67

Write-In: 1

DISTRICT 13

Lauren Renee Sepulveda,Pharr ............... 77

Write-In: 2

DISTRICT 15

Sara Anne Giddings,San Angelo .............. 24

Write-In: 5

DISTRICT 17

Rebecca Patterson Linehan,Midland ... 61

Write-In: 4

DISTRICT 18, PLACE 1

J. Barrett Shipp,San Antonio .................... 253

Sean Henricksen, San Antonio ................ 114

Write-In: 5

DISTRICT 19

Jonathan Garcia,Laredo ................................ 30

Write-In: 1

DISTRICT 21

Jonathan Zendeh Del,Galveston .............. 91

Write-In: 8

2017 Election Results



he 2017 election presented a “sea change” for self-gov-

ernment within the State Bar of Texas.  

In record numbers, a voting majority of our members

embraced the message to reform the way the bar conducts

its business. The election spotlighted the pledge to dispel

the “private club” attitude that has plagued the State Bar for

decades. 

      A simple solution was proposed: Transparency.  

      Through the years, a consistent criticism developed that

the State Bar is run by Austin bureaucrats promoting an

unseen agenda, aided by a handful of insider bar cronies.

“Entitlement” is a word that often creeps into conversations

describing this

perception.

The way that

some bar leaders

and staff acted dur-

ing the 2016-2017

Legislative Sunset

review only strength-

ened the credibility

of the “entitlement”

charge.

As part of the

bar’s Sunset review,

the staff “hatched”

an unseen agenda

(quickly embraced by insider leaders) that sought to eliminate

our statutory referendum approval system. It is this statutory

“approval” requirement that has guaranteed bar members’

ability to self-govern our profession over the past 70 years. 

      The State Bar Act requires a statewide referendum election

before changing disciplinary rules or increasing dues. Of primary

importance is that no change can go into effect without

final approval by a majority of our voting members.  

      Had the Legislature adopted the bar insiders’ plan, our

power to finally approve changes in disciplinary rules and

dues would have been handed over to the bar bureaucrats.

      This plan began in 2015 with a seemingly innocuous

board “consent” item appointing a “chair” for a “Sunset

Review Committee.” This ploy was a total sham in that no

other committee members were ever appointed. By being

PRESIDENT-ELECT’S PAGE
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the only committee member, the “chair” instantly became

the bar’s “Sunset Czar.”  

      For the next 20 months, staff and insiders played out the

pretense of allowing this “ghost” committee to undermine

our final approval power over changes in disciplinary rules

and dues. 

      Not surprisingly, the “plan” was never approved by vote

of the board of directors. 

      Fortunately, by June 2016, this insider agenda began to

unravel. But before then, the bar did not file a single letter,

brief, or memorandum advocating the preservation of our

members’ right to cast the binding referendum vote on

changes to dues and discipline.

      Sen. Kirk Watson’s carefully crafted cross-examination

of the bar’s Sunset Czar at the Sunset Commission revealed

the truth. The bar staff and Sunset Czar advocated replacing

our referendum final approval vote with the “right” to make

only “recommendations” and offer only “comments”—

instead of the controlling vote. Thus, our power over final

approval would have been transferred to the bar board and

the Supreme Court. 

      Thanks to Sen. Watson, the plan failed—at least as

applied to proposed changes in disciplinary rules. However,

bar leaders partially succeeded in reducing our voting rights

by allowing future boards to increase dues up to 10 percent

every six years without members’ approval. 

      Lesson learned: Our power of final approval over

changes to disciplinary rules and bar dues is not safe in the

hands of the Austin bureaucracy and bar insiders. 

      Either we’re a unified bar or we’re not. The State Bar is

not a “private club”: It’s a state agency. And it should be run

like one. 

      As your incoming 2018-2019 president, I seek to strengthen

our State Bar through open meetings, open records, open

elections, and open minds. But I need your help. 

      Please join me by voting in the current elections beginning

April 2 and ending on May 1.

JOE K. LONGLEY

President-elect, State Bar of Texas 

T

Elections Make

a Difference—

Just Look at Last Year

    “As your incoming 2018-

2019 president, I seek to

strengthen our State Bar

through open meetings,

open records, open elec-

tions, and open minds.

But I need your help.

    Please join me by voting

in the current elections

beginning April 2 and

ending on May 1.”



ongratulations go out to President-elect Randy Sorrels,
as well as to his former opponent, Lisa Blue, who both
embraced State Bar transparency and fiscal controls in

their respective campaigns. 
      Having been both a “requestor” of State Bar records
under the Texas Public Information Act, or PIA, as well as
an officer requesting many internal records, I’ve had the
advantage of viewing bar transparency from two different
perspectives.
      First, as a member of the public seeking information about
the State Bar from its own records, I’ve personally experienced
delays when the bar requests clarification; seeks extensions in

response time;
seeks to notify
third parties for
claims of privacy
regarding propri-
etary materials or
trade secrets; and
sends claims of
PIA exceptions
(mandatory or dis-
cretionary) to the
Office of the

Attorney General of Texas, or OAG, for a ruling on whether sub-
mitted records may be withheld from the requestor.
      During the 2017 president-elect campaign, several PIA
requests were made relating to hotly contested issues such
as the perceived use of Sunset legislation to eliminate our
76-year-old referendum voting process; embezzlement of
over $555,000 in bar dues by a 31-year bar employee from a
Texas Supreme Court account that she had access to; waste-
ful spending; and alleged misuse of agency resources in the
campaign itself. In many instances, very few documents were
produced—and many of those were highly redacted.
      That PIA experience led to my second perspective: that of an
elected State Bar officer. As a result of taking the president-
elect’s oath, I became entitled to see all bar records in order to
fulfill my statutory and fiduciary duties to the public and the bar. 
      In July of last year, I began making officer’s requests for
copies of various records to assist me in performing those
duties. Most of the requests were for State Bar records sent
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to the OAG that had been previously withheld from disclo-
sure. To date, I’ve made 14 such officer’s requests. 
      By viewing the results of the records produced vs. the
records withheld, I’ve been able to judge the value of the
information revealed as “public information” against the value
of records concealed by a PIA exception. As you might surmise,
the value perspective changes greatly with possession of all
of the documents as originally requested.
     Through this process, I’ve now received and reviewed some
3,000 pages of State Bar records withheld from PIA requestors,
including me. From my review, I’ve reached the conclusion that
the State Bar relies too heavily on discretionary PIA exemptions
to withhold records from public disclosure. 
      Consequently, I’ve recommended that all current officers
and directors examine these same materials to better fulfill
their fiduciary duties. Through this process, each director has
the ability to reach his or her own conclusion. 
      Progress on these transparency issues to make the State
Bar better will continue, and I look forward to working with
President-elect Sorrels where we share common ground.
      To sum up, working with 2017-2018 President Tom Vick,
my tenure as president-elect has assisted in a $2 million
reduction (5 percent) from last year’s general fund budget—
and has brought about tangible transparency progress within
the bar’s internal records structure. Significant changes have
been made for nominating candidates for president-elect—
and campaign activities have been broadly reformed favoring
openness and free speech.  
      Finally, you can now view some of this progress for your-
self. The April 27 board meeting marked the first videotaping
of a complete beginning-to-end State Bar Board of Directors
meeting—and the video is now posted on the State Bar’s
website.
      Take a look at how open “self-governance” operates.

JOE K. LONGLEY

2018-2019 President, State Bar of Texas 
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     When Joe K. Longley visited the 153rd

District Court of Tarrant County for “Civics

Day” during junior high, he watched a

case unfold between a beauty shop and

a client who claimed her scalp was

burned while having her hair dyed. This

was the first time Longley had been in a

courtroom—and had met a lawyer. The

ninth grader, who had a large personality

and enjoyed being around people, was

mesmerized. Longley watched the

woman tell her story and the opposing

counsel test it, and he realized that at the

end of the day, there would be a winner

and a loser. That’s when he knew he

wanted to be a trial lawyer.

INTERVIEW BY PATRICIA BUSA MCCONNICO

THE GOOD FIGHT
State Bar of Texas President Joe K. Longley on eradicating injustice. 
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     Longley was born in West Plains, Missouri, where his mother
was living while his father served as a B-17 pilot during World
War II. By the time the war was over, Longley and his family
had moved to Fort Worth, where he spent the next 12 years
growing up in the public school system and having some fun
along the way. “My personality is outgoing, which I got from
both my mom—a born ‘horse trader’—and my dad, who
never met a stranger and who everyone referred to as their
‘best friend,’” Longley said. “As a result, I could sing, dance,
and tell jokes.”
     After graduating from Arlington Heights High School,
Longley moved to Austin to attend the University of Texas,
where he majored in marketing because “it involved people,
advertising, and sales.” During his time as an undergrad, he
began working at the Capitol in Lt. Gov. Preston Smith’s
office. The following year, he landed a position in Gov. John
B. Connally’s office, which he held while attending law
school at UT. His interest in government continued after
graduation, and he stayed in Austin working for the Office of
the Attorney General for a year before moving to Corpus
Christi to work in private practice. 
     He soon found his way back to Austin, working as a solo
practitioner and later founding the partnership of Longley &
Maxwell with Philip K. Maxwell for 25 years. Longley
became a fixture at the Capitol, where he was instrumental in
drafting numerous pieces of legislation, including the Texas
Deceptive Trade Practices Consumer Protection Act, or
DTPA; amendments to the Texas Insurance Code Chapters
541 (unfair practices), 542 (prompt payment of claims), and

544 (unfair discrimination); and the Texas Fair Debt Collection
Practices Act. In 2005, he went out on his own and has been
practicing solo ever since. 
     On June 22, Longley will be sworn in as president of the
State Bar of Texas at the bar’s annual meeting in Houston.
Longley recently talked with the Texas Bar Journal about his
career, role models, and plans as president of the State Bar. 

Who is your legal role model or mentor and what impresses

you most about him or her?

     There are three—and they were all in Corpus Christi,
where I practiced during 1971: the late Judge James “Jim”
DeAnda, who taught me compassion for my client—as well
as for my opponent on the other side; William R. “Bill”
Edwards, who taught me to prepare, prepare, prepare; and
Frances “Sissy” Farenthold, who helped crystalize my political
beliefs into an unapologetic progressive.

What lesson or experience has most impacted the way

you practice?

     I’d say the demise of jury trials in civil cases through tort
reform of consumer, policyholder, and injured persons’ rights
under the rule of law.

What do you like most about your practice area and why?

     In recent years, I have enjoyed dealing with the “big picture”
through representation of collective clients in class actions. I
was class counsel to 12.5 million class members in my last
class settlement.

Above from left: Joe K. Longley at age 2 while living in Rapid City, South Dakota; as a youth, Longley played Little League baseball for the West Side Lions in

Fort Worth; the young Longley graduated from Arlington Heights High School in Fort Worth and then headed to Austin to attend the University of Texas.    
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What is the biggest challenge and what is the biggest

reward of working as a solo practitioner?

     The biggest challenge is that you cannot get sick. The
biggest rewards are the personal contact and relationships you
develop with your clients—as well as greater financial
rewards through no splitting of fees. 

You have a history of getting things done and working with

the Legislature. What gets you motivated and how do you

motivate others?

     My motivation is seeing injustice and trying to eradicate
it. Some examples can be found in various Texas laws such as
the DTPA (consumer protection); Texas Insurance Code
Chapters 541 (unfair practices), 542 (prompt payment of
claims), and 544 (unfair discrimination); the Texas Home
Solicitation Act [Texas Bus. & Com. Code]; the Texas Fair
Debt Collections Practices Act and Consumer Credit reme-
dies [Texas Finance Code]; and various Landlord-Tenant
remedies [Texas Property Code]; and last, but not least, the
Texas Sunset Act [Texas Gov’t Code]. 
     My ability to motivate others has largely been financial—
as in the provisions for the award of attorney’s fees in all of
these laws (with the exception of the Sunset Act) in which I
played a major role in obtaining passage through the Legislature.

What do you think the legal profession will look like 50

years from now?

      Lord, I haven’t a clue. If you had told me in 1976 that my first fax

machine would morph into the communications we have today I
would, of course, not have understood a word you were saying. Hav-
ing said that, let me say I hope in 50 years there will be some method
whereby someone can use “matter” transfer and time travel to go
back to 1969 and start erasing all of my losses at the courthouse.

Name your three absolute favorite things to do on the

weekend.

     Being alive in Austin, Texas, with my beautiful wife, Maggie;
spoiling our five grandchildren with food and fun; and watching
Rangers and Astros baseball.

You have talked about transparency a great deal. What else

will you be focusing on this year as State Bar president?

     Helping President-elect Randy Sorrels keep a steady hand
on the bar budget to hopefully implement another 5 percent
($2 million) reduction from the general fund budget like we
enjoyed last year. Randy will be the incoming chair of the State
Bar of Texas Budget Committee.

If you could try a case with any lawyer (dead or alive), who

would it be and why?

     Bill Edwards. He and I sometimes tried two jury trials a
week. He was amazing to watch—always stressing his three
P’s: preparation, presentation, and persistence.

Describe yourself in five words.

     Friendly, fair, persistent, and firm. TBJ

Above from left: Longley as an undergraduate at the University of Texas at Austin, where he studied marketing; Longley getting sworn in as an attorney by  

Texas Supreme Court Justice Joe R. Greenhill in 1969.            



very Fourth of July, we traditionally celebrate what happened back in 1776 “when in the course of human events” it

became necessary for us, as a people, to choose a method of self-governance separate and apart from the monarchy of

King George III. We chose to adopt a democracy of elected leaders in a republican form of self-governance based upon

the rule of law whereby “We the People” were boss, rather than the king. So far this has worked out pretty well. 

      One hundred and fifty-three years later, in 1929, without the need for a revolution, Texas lawyers began petitioning the

Legislature to adopt a form of self-regulation within our legal profession.

     Ten years later, on April 19, 1939, Gov. Wilbert Lee “Pappy” O’Daniel signed the State Bar Act into law, which created the

“integrated” or “unified” bar. This simply meant that all Texas lawyers had to be licensed by the Texas Supreme Court as attorneys

and counselors at law to legally practice the legal profession in this state.

      The act “… created the State Bar, which is hereby constituted an administrative agency of the Judicial Department of the

State …” Hence, “All persons … licensed to practice law … shall be subject to [the Act’s] provisions … and the rules adopted

by the Supreme Court of Texas …”

      Thus, the act provided the process under which members of our profession would be governed (and funded)—which was

by referenda elections “in ballot form to each registered member of the State Bar for a vote thereon.”

      This general format of self-governance of members of the State Bar has endured with little change to this very day.

      What’s held us together as a “unified” bar has been our right to finally approve all proposed disciplinary rule changes, as

well as dues increases, in a referenda election in which all active members of the bar have the right to vote. 

      The act still prohibits any disciplinary rule from being adopted without approval of a majority of State Bar members voting

in a referendum election. See Sec. 81.08792(3), Tex. Gov’t Code.

      No disciplinary rule change has been approved since 2004 although it should be noted that, in 2011, a referendum seeking

approval of several new disciplinary rules was submitted to the membership but failed to gain approval by a 4-1 margin in one

of the largest member turnouts in the history of the bar.

      In 2017, a new process for initiating disciplinary rule changes was adopted by the Legislature through passage of SB 302

by Sen. Kirk Watson.1 The State Bar Act was amended to establish a nine-member Committee on Disciplinary Rules and

Referenda. This committee has now been fully appointed and has begun its duties under the newly enacted Sec. 81.0873, Tex.

Gov’t Code.

      I’m happy to report that on July 4, 2018, we’re still the boss!

JOE K. LONGLEY

President, State Bar of Texas 

NOTES

1. It should further be noted that SB 302 gave the State Bar’s Chief Disciplinary Counsel, or CDC, power to issue a subpoena with the approval of the “presiding officer of the appropriate

district grievance committee”—and further tasked the CDC with providing “a process for a respondent to object to a subpoena issued under this section.” On March 1, 2018, the

Supreme Court approved amendments instituting the CDC “process” relating to such subpoenas to take effect on June 1, 2018, but then, by separate order, delayed the effective date

“pending further order of the Court.” See Misc. Docket No. 18-9081 (May 31, 2018). 
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We’re Still the Boss



oing into my 50th year as an active full-time practicing
lawyer, recent events have brought back memories of the
tumultuous year of 1968—with its news of the Vietnam

War, assassinations, violent protests, and overall political
upheaval within our democracy.
      I’m comforted now, as I was back then, by my belief that
our republic will survive because of the rule of law.
      Within 90 minutes of Texas Supreme Court Justice Eva
Guzman swearing me in as the new State Bar president on
June 22, I personally experienced how lawyers are uniquely
equipped to address the problems vexing our nation—which
now include the separation of asylum-seeking families at our
southern border. In the weeks since then, lawyers have been
instrumental in ensuring that children and parents are reunited
and that legal rights are protected through due process of law.
      Recently, the federal government reported it had delivered
1,442 children to parents detained in immigration custody and

was expected to
soon reunite all
“eligible” families.
According to the
Washington Post,
more than 700
children currently
remain in govern-
ment shelters—
many because their
parents are no
longer in the
United States. 

      As lawyers, we can argue over who’s to blame or what
should happen next. Those debates are necessary, but I want to
refocus our attention on what makes us great, rather than what
makes us common.
      Our republic was conceived as one of laws, not men. Inspired
by the Magna Carta’s proclamation that no man should be deprived
of life or property “except by the lawful judgment of his peers or
by the law of the land,” Americans have united for centuries in
the belief that everyone is entitled to due process under the law.
      Retired U.S. Supreme Court Justice Anthony Kennedy once
defined the rule of law as “a law that promotes freedom, that
promotes justice, that promotes equality.” 
       Recently, some members of our bar have asked me why the
State Bar of Texas is involved in the issue of family separations.
They deserve a clear answer.
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       As a unified bar, the State Bar of Texas is not taking a political
position on immigration policy. That’s for Congress and the president
to decide. Neither is the State Bar taking sides in these asylum cases
or expressing an opinion on how the federal government administers
immigration law. Those are issues for our courts to resolve.
      Instead, the State Bar is involved because this issue goes
to the heart of two of its core purposes—“to aid the courts in
carrying on and improving the administration of justice” and to
“advance the quality of legal services to the public.”1 By connecting
attorneys interested in helping with volunteer and donation
opportunities, the State Bar is fulfilling these purposes.
      At my own expense, I personally visited the border on June
26-27 to meet with various groups and people helping coordinate
volunteer lawyer participation. These included the South Texas
Pro Bono Asylum Representation Project, or ProBAR; Kids in
Need of Defense; Texas Civil Rights Project; Texas RioGrande
Legal Aid; and 2017-2018 American Bar Association President
Hilarie Bass. I was impressed with their efforts and their steadfast
commitment to access to justice.
      Upon returning to Austin, I met with State Bar staff, including
Executive Director Trey Apffel, and immediately issued a “Message
from the President” to all members. The message invited lawyers
to visit the State Bar website, texasbar.com/volunteer, for
opportunities to volunteer with, or give money to, the organizations
working to reunite children with their parents.
      The greatest need at the border, then and now, is Spanish-
speaking attorneys with experience in immigration law. Other
national and state bar associations issued similar calls to action,
and the response was overwhelming. Although the initial situation
shows signs of easing, cash donations and skilled volunteer
lawyers are still needed. The State Bar will continue to update its
volunteer webpage as new resources and information develops.
      Meanwhile, the ideals of due process of law and access to
justice will continue to be my focus as State Bar president. Let
us not forget that the rule of law is the true north guiding our
profession.  
      Your questions and comments are always welcome—and I
look forward to hearing from you.

G
Border No Bar to Justice

JOE K. LONGLEY

President, State Bar of Texas 

NOTES

1. Tex. Gov’t Code § 81.012.

State Bar President Joe K. Longley with ProBAR Director
Kimi Jackson on June 27 in Harlingen.
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ANNUAL MEETING 2018  ★ By Adam Faderewski, Patricia Busa McConnico, Eric Quitugua, and Amy Starnes

campus when shots rang out. His then-
wife, Susan, was targeted but not hit.
However, dozens were killed or wounded.
Connally tasked Longley with visiting
Brackenridge Hospital to get names of
the victims so the governor could notify
the next of kin. “That was 52 years ago
and now, almost bi-monthly, we see
the same carnage happening over and
over again,” Longley said. He urged
attorneys to “put our minds together,
put our hearts together, and see if
there’s some way we can remedy what I
was a personal witness to that day in
August 1966.”

Longley then touted many of the
recent successes of the bar, including
his work with Immediate Past Presi-
dent Tom Vick to implement a 5 per-
cent reduction from the general fund
budget. Longley was optimistic about
the future of access to justice, pointing
to the work of Executive Director Trey

Apffel, Vick, Texas Young Lawyers
Association President Sally Pretorius,
and TYLA Immediate Past President
Baili Rhodes as facilitators. But, he
said, there’s more work to be done.
“We have got to figure a way as lawyers
and members of this noble profession
to give homage to the words on the
Statue of Liberty: ‘Give me your tired,
your poor, / Your huddled masses
yearning to breathe free . . . ’ ”

Longley talked about the immigra-
tion issues along the Texas-Mexico
border and the need for attorneys to
help reunite children with their par-
ents. “In Spanish there is a phrase,
which is ya basta. It means, generally,
‘Enough’ or ‘enough is enough,’ he
said. “As I look to all of the members
of the bar who are here today and
who’ve honored me with their pres-
ence, I close with these words, ‘ya
basta.’ ”

After being sworn in by Texas
Supreme Court Justice Eva Guzman,
State Bar of Texas President Joe K.
Longley touched on current immigration
issues and his experience years ago on
the day of the University of Texas
tower shooting to highlight the need
for attorneys to act now. “We obviously
are the people who can come up with
constitutional solutions,” he said.

On August 1, 1966, Longley, who
was working for Gov. John Connally
and had been accepted into the Uni-
versity of Texas School of Law, was
leaving the Main Building on the UT

Stepping Up
Joe K. Longley urges Texas
lawyers to put their minds and
hearts together to take the lead 
in remedying tragedies. 

THE SCENE Clockwise from top left: President’s Party; Marriott Marquis in Houston; Joe K. Longley; Podcast recording; Professionals networking. 



ast year, the State Bar of Texas collected more than $20 million
from member dues and over $16 million in CLE revenues and
other fees to fund its operations. For me, and for the rest of

the State Bar leadership, it’s a given that the board of directors
needs to ensure that money is spent prudently.
      It’s no accident that bar dues have not been increased in
over 28 years, and no increase is being considered. The good
news from our last budget is that—with excellent assistance
from bar members, budget staff, and the Financial Responsibility
and Fiscal Control Task Force—the bar trimmed over $2 million
(about 5 percent) from its general fund budget.1

      To keep this winning streak going, we need to continue to
tighten our “expenditure belt” further if we are to reach a 5
percent reduction for the 2019-2020 proposed budget. Doing
this would achieve my personal goal of a 10 percent overall
reduction2 off the State Bar’s 2017-2018 $45 million general
fund budget.3

Here Is How Our Budget Planning Works:

      The budget “season” starts this month for 2019-2020 and
includes the following steps: 

(1) recommendation by the State Bar staff in October, 
(2) review and vote by the board’s Budget Committee on

December 13, 
(3) review by the board’s Executive Committee on January 10,
(4) review and vote by the board on January 18 to publish

the proposed budget in the Texas Bar Journal,
(5) publication and call for public comments in the March

issue of the Texas Bar Journal, 
(6) presentation in a posted public hearing on Tuesday,

April 2, 2019, at the Texas Law Center in Austin, 
(7) review and vote by the board on April 26 to present the

proposed budget to the Texas Supreme Court,
(8) presentation to the Supreme Court, and
(9) review and approval by the Supreme Court.

      In considering the budget, it’s helpful to know that the
State Bar is self-funded and relies solely on the revenue it
receives to fund its operations. 
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      The bar uses an incremental budgeting approach,4 where
each department’s budget must be submitted with at least the
same or fewer dollars spent. Any increase in a department’s
budget must be explained and approved by the executive direc-
tor to be included in the budget proposal. In this regard, I have
recommended the bar study a “zero-based” approach.
      The bar continues to seek efficiency in its personnel. The
bar has reduced the number of general fund employees by more
than 14 percent over the past two decades while the number of
active attorneys increased by nearly 61 percent.5

      These are steps in the right direction. Nevertheless, there’s
more work to be done.

Doing My Part 

      I continue to do my part by paying my own travel expenses
associated with bar business without seeking reimbursement.
Likewise, I’ve not sought, nor do I seek, any of the combined
$70,000 stipend money the bar sets aside for the offices of
president-elect, president, and immediate past president to
offset the costs they incur. That said, I’m certainly not critical
of any officer or director using these funds in the future
where necessary. 
      Furthermore, the bar has taken on initiatives to review its
business expense policies, study alternative budgeting
approaches, and reduce certain travel-related expenses such
as spousal travel.
      In closing, I pledge to continue to work with you to
reduce the budget as much as possible so that all of our
members can have confidence in what the State Bar does
and how it spends your money. I welcome your ideas and
suggestions to help achieve these goals—and I look forward
to hearing from you.

L

Spending Your
Money Wisely 

JOE K. LONGLEY

State Bar President

2018-2019 

Joe.Longley@texasbar.com 

NOTES

1. See 2018-2019 Proposed Combined Budget, 81 TBJ 182 (March 2018).
2. This 10 percent goal came from the American Bar Association model used in its recent budget reductions.
3. See 2017-2018 Proposed Combined Budget, 80 TBJ 166 (March 2017).
4. According to the National Conference on State Legislatures, an incremental budgeting approach is the method most widely used in state government. 
5. The total budgeted general fund employees decreased from 306 in fiscal year 1998 to 264 in fiscal year 2018. The number of active licensed attorneys increased from 63,469 to 102,044

during the same period.



he race for 2019-2020 president-elect is taking shape. On September 28, the State Bar of Texas Board of Directors voted to

approve the Nominations and Elections Subcommittee recommendation of Jeanne Cezanne “Cezy” Collins, of El Paso, and

Larry P. McDougal Sr., of Richmond, as candidates for 2019-2020 State Bar president-elect. 

      The past two election cycles have been record setting. Important to note, however, is that these past two elections have

involved candidates from only three “voter-enriched” counties—Dallas, Harris, and Travis.1 It remains to be seen what will happen

in a “small county” year.2

      Collins and McDougal will be on the ballot in April 2019 along with any certified petition candidates for president-elect. Potential

petition candidates could begin collecting petition signatures on September 1. The deadline to submit their nominating petitions for

certification is March 1, 2019. For information on how to run for president-elect, go to texasbar.com/election.

      Candidates for this election will benefit from the recent changes to the board of directors’ policy manual that embraced First

Amendment “free speech” rights allowing candidates for president-elect and district directors to campaign as they see fit. Previously,

campaign activities were greatly restricted and limited how and when candidates could campaign through in-person contacts,

mailings, and online communications, including social media. All that has changed!

      These policies were suspended for the 2018 president-elect campaign between Lisa Blue and Randy Sorrels and later removed

from the policy manual. I supported these changes and commend the board for taking steps to ensure candidates’ free speech

rights in all campaign activities.

      Now, State Bar candidates are simply asked to campaign in a professional manner, to avoid irrelevant personal attacks, and to

comport themselves in the spirit of the Texas Lawyer’s Creed. These are suggested guidelines—not rules, with spending limits

being “aspirational”—and consequently, not limited.

      The Texas Young Lawyers Association leadership is using the State Bar’s updated election guidelines as a road map as they

update their own election policies. Any changes to the TYLA bylaws or policy manual are being closely monitored to ensure that

they too will embrace free speech rights and promote open and fair elections within the State Bar.

      One requirement in the State Bar Act is the need for petition candidates to gather the signatures of at least 5 percent of active

members within 180 days—beginning September 1 in the year preceding the election—to appear on the ballot. Last year, I encouraged

the State Bar Board to consider taking steps to reduce this requirement in order to increase participation in elections.3

      My experience has been that the presence of a petition candidate tends to excite the electorate and increase voter turnout.

For example, 32,643 votes were cast in the 2018 president-elect race between Lisa Blue and Randy Sorrels—the highest total of

votes ever cast in a State Bar election. Both Blue and Sorrels started out as petition candidates before being nominated by the board.

      The prior record for most total votes (30,250) in a State Bar of Texas election was set in the 2017 runoff election, when I

became the first petition candidate to ever win the office of president-elect.

      This trend of higher voter turnout—with greater free speech guiding the discussion of the issues—is encouraging. Voting is

good and results in a stronger State Bar. Let’s keep it going in 2019 and beyond.

JOE K. LONGLEY
State Bar President

2018-2019 

Joe.Longley@texasbar.com 

NOTES

1. According to the 2017-2018 State Bar of Texas Attorney Population Density by Metropolitan Statistical Area report, Dallas County had 16,574 active attorneys, Harris County had 23,747

active attorneys, and Travis County had 10,518 active attorneys as of December 31, 2017.

2. El Paso County was home to 1,291 active attorneys as of December 31, 2017, while 1,837 active attorneys lived in Fort Bend County.

3. My personal preference is a requirement of 1 percent with electronic signatures also being valid so long as they are dated and accompanied by the member’s bar number. 
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ate cannot drive out hate; only love can do that.” —Martin Luther King Jr.

      At my inauguration in June, I spoke in part about what I call “unnatural disasters.” On August 1, 1966, I was witness to a very

unnatural disaster. 

      My former wife, Susan, and I had just emerged from the basement of the University of Texas Tower when the shooting started.

Charles Whitman killed 16 people and injured 31 others on that day the nation will never forget. A date that begat the modern

era of massacres. 

      We were lucky to survive. 

      Since then, these unnatural disasters occur almost bi-monthly in our streets, homes, at concerts, movie theaters, schools

where we educate our children, and even churches and synagogues where we pray. 

      They go by one- and two-word names—location markers like monuments to madness forever planted in the soil: Columbine,

Sandy Hook, Pulse nightclub, Luby’s, Virginia Tech, Fort Hood, Parkland, Charleston, San Bernardino, Las Vegas, Sutherland

Springs, Santa Fe, Squirrel Hill, Thousand Oaks. 

      Being decent, educated individuals, we must figure out a way to stop this madness. 

      Many of us have ideas of laws that could be enacted and policies that could be created—but the truth is we have not yet

found a singular answer that will end that list. 

      I submit that there are as many answers as there are people reading this column. As many answers as there are members

of the State Bar of Texas.

      But to bring light to the darkness, each of us must resolve to stand up and speak out against hate in any form. We can no

longer politely turn our heads at hate speech, just as we would not stand by and let one person batter another. We have to stop

considering hate speech a “difference of opinion.” It is not. 

      We can no longer stand at a party, a family gathering, or be the recipients of an email chain and think, “Well, I don’t think

I’d have said that.” No, we have to speak up against hate or we tacitly enable it.

      If we’ve learned anything from the list above, it’s that hateful speech allowed to fester becomes justified violence in the

minds of unstable individuals. 

      Idly allowing hateful speech to go unchecked endangers the very beliefs we hold so dear. We owe it as our professional

duty to promote peace, civility, decency, and adherence to the rule of law. 

      Hate settles on a crowd in darkness and not on an upturned face seeking the light. 

      Please join me this holiday season by truly embracing peace on earth and being a light in the darkness.

      Maggie and I wish each of you peace, life, liberty, and the free and unrestricted pursuit of happiness—all protected by the

rule of law.

JOE K. LONGLEY

State Bar President

2018-2019 

Joe.Longley@texasbar.com 
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orty years ago, members of the Texas Young Lawyers Association, or TYLA, made

up 47 percent of total State Bar membership.
1
Today, it accounts for about 25

percent.
2

      Recently, an age-related voter suppression issue has come to my attention involving alleged unequal weight given to TYLA votes cast

in statewide officer elections. Our annual statewide election to determine the presidents-elect for both the State Bar and TYLA results in

the winner of each automatically becoming a voting member of the bar’s board of directors
3
for the ensuing three years.

      The bar’s “governing documents”
4
provide that the board of directors shall include, as voting members, the president, president-elect,

and immediate past president of both the bar and TYLA. 

      In April each year, a single ballot is sent to all 103,000 active bar members containing names for determination of president-elect for

both the bar and TYLA. However, non-TYLA members (currently about 75,000 members) are prevented from voting on the TYLA candidates

based solely upon age and/or years of practice.
5

      This anomaly to the constitutional notion of “one member-one vote” results in an annual 2-to-1 voting advantage for TYLA members

over non-TYLA members in statewide officer elections. 

Because the TYLA president-elect serves a three-year term on the board of directors,

TYLA, at all times, enjoys a 36-33 advantage over non-TYLA members with regard to

elected board members.
6

It is undisputed that all three TYLA officers serving on the board have never received

a vote from a non-TYLA member. 

Our equal right to vote in referenda and for candidates in statewide bar elections has

been the mortar holding together the bricks of self-governance within our State Bar since 1939.

Accordingly, I propose that we return to the 1939 concept of “one member-one vote”

as originally embraced by the State Bar Act.

      There appears to be an easy solution to equalize the weight of all votes cast by all bar members in statewide elections. This result

can be obtained by simply allowing all bar members to vote for the president-elect candidates in both the TYLA election and the general

bar election.

      I’ve been unable to find any prohibition in any of the bar’s “governing documents” that prevents non-TYLA members from voting in any

statewide bar election, including those involving only TYLA statewide candidates. 

      Since we already distribute a single ballot to all bar members in statewide elections, this proposal would not have to increase the budget.  

      Finally, adoption of this solution would encourage member “participation” in all state bar elections as mandated by Sec. 81.0242 of the

State Bar Act. I see no reason to continue to suppress the weight of one person’s vote—to the gain of another’s—where statewide

candidates are elected to serve all members of the bar.
7

      This will be my proposal at the upcoming executive committee and board meetings in January 2019. 

      “One Member-One Vote.” Are you for—or against it? Please let me hear from you.

As always, I welcome your comments, remarks, and suggestions.

JOE K. LONGLEY

State Bar President

2018-2019 

Joe.Longley@texasbar.com 

NOTES

1. Texas Young Lawyers Association, 1977-1978 Comprehensive Annual Report (Sept. 15, 1978).

2. State Bar of Texas Membership Data. 

3. By law, the board of directors is the bar’s “governing body.” See State Bar Act § 81.020(a).

4. See State Bar Act § 81.020(a). 

5. Texas Young Lawyers Association, Bylaws of the Texas Young Lawyers Association, art. II, § 1. 

6. Due to this “one member-one vote” anomaly, a vote of a non-TYLA member is diminished to only 92 percent of the vote enjoyed by a TYLA member..

7. This adjustment could be easily accomplished by amending State Bar Board Policy Manual § 1.23 to mandate that “in all statewide elections, each bar member’s vote counts exactly

the same as any other member.”
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en years ago, the median age of all members of the State Bar of Texas was 48.
Today it’s 49.
In 2019, we have 103,342 lawyers making up total bar membership, with 26,555, or

26 percent, being TYLA members.1 Ten years ago, TYLA members accounted for 28 per-
cent of all members.2

      What’s going on?
      Recent bar demographics tell the story.
      Law school enrollments are down 16 percent over the past 10 years, while the median age and years of experience for the Texas
attorney population is increasing.3

      The aging of the profession raises a number of issues related to the practice of law. Some of these were addressed in 2013 when
State Bar leaders created the Task Force on Aging Lawyer Issues, chaired by Past President Terry Tottenham.
      The task force issued a report in March 2014 with recommendations to the State Bar Board of Directors—notably that continuing

legal education be mandatory for attorneys that practice past age 70 to ensure they stay
current in the law. Emeritus members—attorneys age 70 or older—were previously
exempt from CLE requirements.4

The board adopted the recommendation, and the Texas Supreme Court issued a 2015
order amending the State Bar Rules to make CLE mandatory for emeritus members,
beginning with the compliance year that started June 1, 2016.5

The task force also recommended that the State Bar offer reduced-price CLE courses
for attorneys age 70 and older. In addition to offering reduced-price CLE for emeritus mem-
bers through the TexasBarCLE Flash CLE Silver Program, the State Bar offers scholarships

to attorneys of all ages who need financial assistance to attend TexasBarCLE courses. The scholarships can be applied to attendance dur-
ing one multiple-day live or video replay course or up to two one-day live/video replay courses as well as online classes and webcasts
listed at TexasBarCLE.com. 
      Another part of the task force report received less attention but bears mentioning. The task force recommended that the State Bar
develop educational tools to help the profession deal with cognitive problems—which can turn into disciplinary cases—and the transition
into retirement. A webpage resulted at texasbar.com/aginglawyerissues that offers videos, articles, and other resources.
      The aging of our membership continues to raise questions in 2019. 
      By law, new lawyers enjoy a monetary break that all other active members under age 70 don’t have. Members who are licensed less
than five years pay less in bar dues than all other active lawyers under age 70.6

      Conversely, due to their classification as emeritus members, lawyers age 70 and above pay no dues at all, although they still have full
access to State Bar member benefits and services.7 Candidates in recent elections have campaigned on providing free CLE to emeritus
members—raising a question of whether access to free or reduced-price CLE should be based on age or ability to pay. 
      I am currently exploring a “member benefits” initiative of using State Bar technology to disclose and notify all emeritus members of
free CLE offered by all accredited CLE providers within this age group.
      Finally, the bar must be careful to avoid any hint of age discrimination prohibited by the 26th Amendment to the U.S. Constitution.8

The denial of non-TYLA members the right to vote in TYLA statewide elections was addressed in my January column and is under review
by your board of directors.
      As always, I appreciate hearing from you and invite your questions, comments, and suggestions at the email address below. 

JOE K. LONGLEY

State Bar President

2018-2019 

Joe.Longley@texasbar.com  

NOTES

1. State Bar of Texas Department of Research and Analysis, State Bar of Texas Membership: Attorney Statistical Profile (2018-19). 
2. State Bar of Texas Department of Research and Analysis, Texas Young Lawyers Association (TYLA) Members: Attorney Statistical Profile (2008-09), https://www.texasbar.com/

AM/Template.cfm?Section=Archives&Template=/CM/ContentDisplay.cfm&ContentID=8793. 
3. State Bar of Texas Department of Research and Analysis, State Bar of Texas Membership: Attorney Statistical Profile (2018-19).
4. State Bar of Texas Task Force on Aging Lawyer Issues, 2014 State Bar of Texas Task Force on Aging Lawyer Issues Report 3-18-2014, https://www.texasbar.com/Content/NavigationMenu/

ForLawyers/AgingLawyerIssues/AgingLawyerTaskForceReport.pdf. 
5. Supreme Court of Texas, Order Approving Amendments to Article XII of the State Bar Rules, Misc. Docket No. 15-9077 (Apr. 28, 2014). 
6. Lawyers licensed more than five years pay dues of $235 a year, compared with $148 for lawyers licensed four to five years and $68 for those licensed three years or less.
7. Emeritus members are active or inactive members in good standing who are at least 70 years old and have filed a written notice requesting enrollment as an emeritus member. Tex. Gov’t Code

§ 81.052(e).
8 U.S. Const. amend. XXVI § 1.
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nified bars across the country are facing an uncertain future. 

Recent court rulings—most notably the U.S. Supreme Court’s 2018 decision in

Janus v. American Federation of State, County, and Municipal Employees,

Council 31—have raised questions regarding the future of the unified bar structure.
1

      In Janus, the court ruled 5-4 in favor of an Illinois union employee—Mark Janus—who had been forced to pay union dues

despite refusing to be a member of the union and while disagreeing with the union’s political ideology. The ruling overturned a 41-

year-old decision that allowed states to require public employees to pay representation fees to collective bargaining units, even if

the workers chose not to join.

      In light of the Janus decision, the Supreme Court, in December, remanded a North Dakota case—Fleck v. Wetch—back to the

8th Circuit Court of Appeals for further review. 

      In Fleck, Arnold Fleck sued the State Bar Association of North Dakota, objecting to mandatory dues and mandatory membership

because he argued his political interests deviated from those advocated by the bar.

At a minimum, the issue of mandatory versus voluntary payment of bar dues is

now squarely before the 8th Circuit—having been placed there by the highest court

in our land.

Fleck brings into focus, on free speech and freedom of association grounds, any

requirement that a bar member follow an “opt out” procedure to seek a refund of partial

mandatory dues tied to political activities with which the member disagrees. The

State Bar of Texas has had an “opt out” refund procedure for decades.
2

      These challenging and complex issues involve many years of “traditions” within unified bars on how they have conducted their

regulatory activities within a structure of “self-governance.” As president of the State Bar, I recently sought guidance from the

Texas Attorney General in Opinion Request RQ-0265-KP regarding these issues as they may apply in Texas, as well as the method

by which we conduct our annual statewide bar elections.
3

      The practice of the State Bar of Texas is to honor and protect the constitutional rights of our diverse membership base and

carefully refrain from political statements and exclusionary activities that undermine unity … and erode our ability to “self-govern.”

My goal is a strong unified bar governed by equal inclusion of all members under the rule of law. 

      A unified bar’s primary purpose is protection of the public, but following closely behind are the preeminent regulatory objectives

of maintaining the integrity of the profession, development of the law, education of the public about legal issues and the rule of

law, and promotion of equal access to justice.

      Since 1939, we’ve retained the right to self-regulation, which depends upon the equal right to vote by all active bar members.

If we are to keep our “self-governance,” I believe we must constantly protect and preserve our equal rights to vote on those who

govern the bar, on the rules that regulate our profession, and on the dues we are required to pay to practice our profession. 

      Right now, discussions about possible challenges to unified bars are occurring at regional and national conferences and have

been the subject of various media reports. In January, Executive Director Trey Apffel updated the board of directors on these recent

court developments. 

      As your president, I assure you that I will do everything within my power under the rule of law to preserve Texas lawyers’ right

of self-governance in the face of these challenges. 

      As always, your comments and remarks are welcome. 

JOE K. LONGLEY

State Bar President

2018-2019 

Joe.Longley@texasbar.com

NOTES

1. Janus v. Amer. Fed. State, Cty., and Mun. Emps., 585 U.S. --- (2018), available at https://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/17pdf/16-1466_2b3j.pdf. 

2. The expenditure of funds by the State Bar of Texas is limited as set forth in both section 81.034 of the State Bar Act and in Keller v. State Bar of Calif., 496 U.S. 1 (1990). If any member thinks

that any actual or proposed expenditure is not within such purposes of, or limitations on, the State Bar, then such member may object thereto and seek a refund of a pro rata portion

of his or her dues expended, plus interest, by filing an objection with the executive director. 

3. Opinion request from Joe K. Longley, State Bar of Texas president, to Ken Paxton, Tex. Att’y Gen., RQ-0265-KP (Jan. 22, 2019), available at https://www2.texasattorneygeneral.gov/opinions/

opinions/51paxton/rq/2019/pdf/RQ0265KP.pdf.

PRESIDENT’S PAGE

148 Texas Bar Journal • March 2019 texasbar.com

U

What’s That ‘Fleck’

on the Horizon?

To read President Longley’s
letter to Texas Attorney
General Ken Paxton and the
State Bar’s response, go to
texasbar.com/agrequest.



s my term draws to a close, I’ve been reflecting on the importance of the words “any
member” of the bar being privileged to “stand for election.” In 2017, I was privileged to run
as an “outsider” petition candidate seeking “to reform the way the State Bar currently

conducts its business.”2

       The result was that, in the 80-year history of the State Bar, I’ve been the only “petition”
candidate privileged to both stand for, and also win the election. 
       So did my reform agenda make any difference? Consider the following:

• In the 2017 election, I made protection of bar members’ voting rights the centerpiece for preservation of our system of self-governance.
• For the first time in State Bar history, a record turnout of over 30,000 votes occurred.
• My campaign thoroughly aired the unfortunate facts surrounding the nine-year embezzlement by the bar’s former membership director,
who pleaded guilty in 2013 to the theft of more than $500,000 in state bar dues. 

•  I appointed the first-ever Financial Responsibility Task Force, which investigated the embez-
zlement and verified the preventive measures put in place to avoid future thefts. The task
force also recommended many useful cost-saving devices such as annual mini-sunset
reviews for all State Bar departments, programs, and committees.

• I appointed the first-ever Transparency Task Force, which was the first to recommend all
future board meetings be videotaped and posted on the State Bar website for member
viewing. In April 2018, we began the first-ever videotaping of board meetings. 

•   I initiated a specific goal of reducing State Bar expenditures, which, through my work with
key budget staff members, resulted in reducing State Bar spending from more than $45.4 million
in 2017-2018 to less than $44 million for each of the next two budget years, 2018-2019 and
2019-2020.

•  For State Bar elections, we eliminated all unreasonable restrictions on campaign activities
in favor of allowing free speech and discussion of the issues—with no restrictions on candidate
contacts with bar members. 

• For the first time since 2010, we recognized and elected a general counsel thereby making
legal advice directly available to the board of directors—independent of bar staff attorneys.

• In 2019, we raised the issue of voting rights of Texas Young Lawyers Association members and non-TYLA members related to non-TYLA
members “aging out” of TYLA membership. This never-before-examined voting dynamic has resulted in over 75,000 non-TYLA active members
not voting each year in the TYLA president-elect election, one of the two statewide elections conducted by the State Bar.

3

• Confronted with the U.S. Supreme Court’s decision in Janus and its remand in Fleck, we have just begun the process of addressing issues
raised regarding heightened scrutiny directed toward mandatory bar membership and compulsory payment of bar dues.4 This includes
defending the State Bar of Texas against a federal lawsuit filed in March 2019 that, similar to Fleck, challenges the mandatory bar structure.5

• In January, I requested the Texas attorney general to clarify the bar’s duties and responsibilities under the last two items.6

       My focus for the past two years has been to protect our equal right to vote as a means to preserve the self-governance that has been critical
to the success of our State Bar.7

       So with that, I close out my term by saying that serving as your president has truly been a privilege—and you have my thanks for bestowing
that privilege upon me. Together, over the past two years, we have made a positive difference over how our State Bar conducts its business. I’m
proud of that … and I’m proud of you.
       Yo estuve aquí—not as a bar hater … nor as a bar lover … but as a bar member. So long and adiós.

JOE K. LONGLEY

President, State Bar of Texas

2018-2019   

NOTES

1. See State Bar Board Policy Manual Sec. 2.01.05 providing for the “petition” method of candidate nomination for president-elect requiring signatures of at least 5 percent of the bar’s
103,342 active members (5,167 signatures) for nomination.

2. See The Issues, 80 TBJ 218 (April 2017): “Q: Why do you want to serve as president of the State Bar of Texas? A: Longley: Through my candidacy, I seek to reform the way the
State Bar currently conducts its business. The State Bar of 2017 seemingly exists only for itself with little thought given to the voting rights of its members. The bar is perceived by many
to be an exclusive club of insiders perpetuating absentee leadership through low-turnout elections resulting in leaders totally relying on staff-prepared talking points to run the show.” 

3. See One Member-One Vote? Not Quite, 81 TBJ 10 (Jan. 2019). 
4. Janus v. Amer. Fed. State, Cty., and Mun. Emps., 585 U.S. --- (2018), available at https://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/17pdf/16-1466_2b3j.pdf.
5. McDonald et al v. Longley et al (2019), available at texasbar.com/mcdonaldvlongley.
6. See Opinion request from Joe K. Longley, State Bar of Texas President, to Ken Paxton, Tex. Att’y Gen., RQ-0265-KP (Jan. 22, 2019), available at https://www2.texasattorneygeneral.gov/opinions/
opinions/51paxton/rq/2019/pdf/RQ0265KP.pdf.

7. The 1939 State Bar Act provided for an equal vote for all active bar members. See Fresh Perspective, 77 TBJ 320 (April 2014).

PRESIDENT’S PAGE

316 Texas Bar Journal • May 2019 texasbar.com

A

Joe K. Longley, accompanied by his wife, Maggie, is sworn in
as State Bar president by Texas Supreme Court Justice Eva
Guzman June 22, 2018. 
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