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“WHAT’D I MISS?” 

An Update on the Texas Pattern Jury Charges1 
 

By Hon. Daniel E. Hinde 
Chair, State Bar of Texas Pattern Jury Charges—Oversight Committee 

Former Judge, 269th District Court 
 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Decades ago, the State Bar established a committee to draft a collection of 

standardized proposed jury questions and instructions for lawyers and courts to use in 

preparing jury charges.  This resulted in the Texas Pattern Jury Charges, commonly 

referred to as the “Texas PJCs.”  There are now seven State Bar PJC committees that revise 

and publish nine separate volumes of the Texas PJCs.  The PJC Criminal Committee edits 

and publishes four volumes focused on criminal jury charges.  As for the civil PJCs, there 

are five committees who each edit and publish the remaining five PJC volumes.  Those 

five volumes are: 

(1) PJC—General Negligence, Intentional Personal Torts & Workers’ 
Compensation (“PJC—Negligence”); 

(2) PJC—Malpractice, Premises & Products (“PJC—Malpractice”); 

(3) PJC—Business, Consumer, Insurance & Employment (“PJC—Business”); 

(4) PJC—Family & Probate (“PJC—Family”); and 

(5) PJC—Oil & Gas. 

The seventh committee is the PJC Oversight Committee.  The Oversight Committee’s 

 
1  This paper contains excerpts and screenshots from the 2020 editions of the TEXAS PATTERN 
JURY CHARGES.  The State Bar of Texas holds the copyrights to all nine volumes of the TEXAS 
PATTERN JURY CHARGES, and the excerpts and screenshots in this paper are being used with the 
permission of the State Bar of Texas. 



Page | 2  
 

responsibility is to review all proposed revisions to the PJC volumes for consistency across 

all of the volumes and accuracy of the proposed charges, questions, instructions, and 

comments.   

Generally, the civil PJC committees follow a two-year publication schedule.  Within 

the past six months, four of those committees (PJC Negligence, PJC Malpractice, PJC 

Business, and PJC Oil & Gas) published their 2020 editions.  The PJC Family Committee 

published its 2020 edition earlier in 2020.  This paper will summarize several of the notable 

changes in the five civil volumes. 

II. CHANGES COMMON TO MULTIPLE VOLUMES 

While a great bulk of each PJC volume focuses on issues and subjects specific to 

that volume’s subject matter, they also contain some charges, questions, instructions, and 

comments common to some or all of the other volumes.  In the 2020 editions, several 

changes were made to matters common to all civil volumes, as well as others that affected 

a more limited subset of the volumes.  A good place to start the discussion is the changes 

common to all of the civil volumes. 

A. Changes Common to All Civil PJC Volumes 

1. Discussion of broad-form submissions 

First, because the Supreme Court amended Tex. R. Civ. P. 277, the civil volumes 

revised the comments on broad-form submissions. 

2. Preservation of error 

Second, the committees revised the discussion on preservations of error.  See PJC—

Negligence 32.1; PJC—Malpractice 86.1; PJC—Business 116.1; PJC—Family 251.1; 
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PJC—Oil & Gas 314.1. 

3. Attorneys’ fees 

Third, after the Supreme Court handed down its decision in Rohrmoos Venture v. 

UTSW DVA Healthcare, LLP, 578 S.W.3d 469 (Tex. 2019), the Oversight Committee 

formed a cross-volume subcommittee to review the question and instruction on attorneys’ 

fees and propose any changes if necessary.  The subcommittee and the civil volumes 

ultimately revised the question, instruction, and comments on attorneys’ fees in each of the 

civil volume. See PJC—Negligence 7.8; PJC—Business 115.60; PJC—Family 250.1; 

PJC—Oil & Gas 313.33.  Here is the revised question and instruction on attorneys’ fees, 

taken from PJC—Business 115.60: 
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PJC—Business 115.60. 

The revisions to the attorneys’ fee charge and the discussion of broad-form 

submission and error preservation reflect the hard work of all of the committees in updating 

provisions common to all of the volumes.  But this collaborative approach was not limited 

to issues that addressed all volumes.  Some issues are addressed in some, but not all, of the 

volumes, such as contracts (PJC—Business and PJC—Oil & Gas) and pre-existing 
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conditions (PJC—Negligence and PJC—Malpractice).  And on those issues, the affected 

volumes worked together to publish revisions in their respective editions. 

B. Contracts 

Turning first to contracts, the Business and Oil & Gas Committees published 

revisions on the issues of material breach and anticipatory repudiation. 

1. Material breach 

As an initial matter, the volumes revised the comments for plaintiff’s material 

breach found in PJC—Business 101.22 and PJC—Oil & Gas 312.2 to reflect the elements 

as listed in Mustang Pipeline Co. v. Driver Pipeline Co., 134 S.W.3d 195 (Tex. 2004).  

Here is the PJC—Business version: 
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PJC—Business 101.22; accord PJC—Oil & Gas 312.2. 

2. Anticipatory repudiation 

Additionally, the two volumes updated the instruction and comments for 

anticipatory repudiation in PJC—Business 101.23 and PJC—Oil & Gas 312.3: 
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PJC—Business 101.23; accord PJC—Oil & Gas 312.3. 

C. Pre-Existing Conditions 

Cross-volume collaboration did not end with contracts. The PJC Negligence and 

PJC Malpractice Committees also worked together on the issue of pre-existing conditions. 

1. Other conditions and preexisting conditions that are aggravated 

First, the Negligence and Malpractice Committees revised the exclusionary 

instructions and comments for other conditions and for a preexisting condition that is 

aggravated.  In the PJC—Negligence volume, these previously were found in PJC—

Negligence 28.8 and 28.9 but were renumbered to 28.8A and 28.8B:   
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PJC—Negligence 28.8A, 28.8B; accord PJC—Malpractice 80.7A-.B. 

2. Asymptomatic preexisting conditions 

More significantly, the two volumes drafted a new instruction for asymptomatic 

preexisting injury or condition (often referred to as the “eggshell plaintiff”).  The PJC 

Negligence Committee added this new instruction as PJC—Negligence 28.8C: 
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PJC—Negligence 28.8C; accord PJC—Malpractice 80.7C.  The volumes revised the 

comments on preexisting conditions to reflect the changes, including a new comment on 

the use of the instruction for asymptomatic preexisting injury or condition.  Lawyers and 

judges should review these comments carefully when considering whether and how to 

charge the jury on preexisting conditions. 

But while the PJC committees worked collaboratively on several cross-volume 

issues, they also made changes to several provisions unique to their own volumes.   

III. PJC—GENERAL NEGLIGENCE, INTENTIONAL PERSONAL TORTS, AND 
WORKERS COMPENSATION 

The 2020 edition of the PJC—Negligence volume updated provisions on 

negligence, negligent entrustment, private nuisance, and damages.  But in addition to 

tackling those issues, the 2020 edition took a new approach to claims governed by pre-

2003 law. 
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A. Pre-2003 Law 

Since 2003, when the Legislature passed a package of major tort-reform laws, the 

Negligence volume has included several alternative questions and instructions for cases 

governed by pre-tort-reform law.  Because the statute of limitations for claims by minors 

is tolled until they reach 18, it was possible even recently that a party injured before 2003 

might still be able to assert claims governed by pre-2003 law.  But 18 years have now 

passed, so the need for including questions and instructions on pre-2003 law has 

diminished to such a negligible level that the Negligence Committee decided to remove 

most of the questions and instructions on pre-2003 law throughout the volume. 

B. Basic Negligence and the Uninsured/Underinsured Motorist 

But the Committee also revised certain questions, instructions, and comments on 

specific issues.  First, the Committee revised the comment for the Basic Negligence 

question found in PJC—Negligence 4.1 and the Proportionate Responsibility question 

found in PJC—Negligence 4.4 to include a discussion of uninsured/underinsured motorist 

cases (also known as “UM/UIM cases”). 

C. Negligent Entrustment 

Next, the Negligence Committee revised the question, instruction, and comment on 

Negligent Entrustment found in PJC—Negligence 10.12.  Revised 10.12 updates the 

question and instructions to reflect the injury-versus-occurrence language that the 

Negligence Committee added to other negligence questions after the Supreme Court 

handed down its decision in Nabors Well Services, Ltd. v. Romero, 456 S.W.3d 553 (Tex. 

2015).  As for the comments, the Negligence Committee updated case citations, expanded 
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the discussions of unlicensed drivers and proximate cause, and added a discussion of an 

employer’s duty to investigate the qualifications and competence of its employees and 

independent contractors. 

D. Private Nuisance-Intentional 

Also, the Committee revised the instruction for Private Nuisance—Intentional 

found in PJC—Negligence 12.2A to better differentiate the elements required to prove 

intentional nuisance: 

 

PJC—Negligence 12.2A. 

E. Property Damages 

Finally, the Negligence Committee revised the comment to the question on Property 
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Damages—Total Destruction of Property (found in PJC—Negligence 31.3) to add a short 

discussion about salvage value. 

IV. PJC—MALPRACTICE, PREMISES, AND PRODUCTS 

Like the PJC Negligence Committee, the PJC Malpractice Committee took on 

several volume-specific issues, including emergency care, joint-and-several liability, 

damages for future medical care, and some of the predicates for avoiding the statutory caps 

on exemplary damages. 

A. Emergency Care 

First, the Malpractice Committee revised PJC—Malpractice 51.18, which addresses 

emergency care, to reflect new legislation clarifying when the willful-and-wanton standard 

applies.  The PJC Malpractice Committee also renamed 51.18 as “Emergency Care and 

Emergency Medical Care” and  split it into two subparts:  51.18A for “Emergency Care 

(Good Samaritan” and 51.18B for “Emergency Medical Care.”  Here are the changes to 

the questions and instructions for PJC—Malpractice 51.18A: 
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PJC—Malpractice 51.18A.  And here are the changes to the questions and instructions in 

PJC—Malpractice 51.18B: 
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PJC—Malpractice 51.18B. 

B. Joint-and-Several Liability 

Turning to joint-and-several liability, the Malpractice Committee revised the charge 

for capital murder as a ground for joint-and-several liability found in PJC—Malpractice 

72.3 to include an additional category of capital murder added to TEX. PENAL CODE 

§ 19.03—murdering an individual ten years of age or older but younger than fifteen years 

of age. 

C. Future Medical Care 

Next, the Malpractice Committee updated the comments for personal injury 

damages in PJC—Malpractice 80.3 to clarify evidentiary requirements for future medical 
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care. 

 

PJC—Malpractice 80.3 cmt. 

D. Exemplary Damages 

Finally, the Malpractice Committee revised the instructions in several of the 

questions for avoiding the statutory cap on exemplary damages to clarify the required state 

of mind.    See PJC—Malpractice 85.5-.8, 85.11A-C. 

For example, in PJC—Malpractice 85.5 and 85.6—which provide charges for 

murder and capital murder as grounds to disregard the exemplary-damages cap—the 

revised comments add: 
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Culpable mental state. Capital murder and murder are result-of-
conduct offenses, which means the culpable mental state relates to the result 
of the conduct, i.e., the causing of the death. Roberts v. State, 273 S.W.3d 
322, 328–29 (Tex. Crim. App. 2008); Schroeder v. State, 123 S.W.3d 398, 
400 (Tex. Crim. App. 2003) (citing Cook v. State, 884 S.W.2d 485, 491 (Tex. 
Crim. App. 1994)). 

PJC—Malpractice 85.5-.6.  The 2020 PJC Malpractice volume added similar comments 

tailored to aggravated kidnapping,2 aggravated assault,3 injury to a child,4 injury to an 

elderly individual,5 and injury to a disabled individual.6 

V. PJC—BUSINESS, CONSUMER, INSURANCE, AND EMPLOYMENT 

The PJC Business Committee was also busy.  The revisions in the 2020 edition of 

the PJC—Business volume addressed areas as diverse as fraud, employment claims, the 

doctrine of piercing the corporate veil, defamation, and damages. 

A. Fraud 

The Business Committee made two changes related to claims for fraud.   

1. Common-law fraud 

First, the Business Committee revised the reliance element in the instruction for 

common-law fraud found in PJC—Business 105.2 to address the potential for instructing 

the jury that the plaintiff’s reliance on a misrepresentation must be justifiable.  At first 

glance, the revised instruction looks simple: 

 
2 PJC—Malpractice 85.7. 
3 PJC—Malpractice 85.8. 
4 PJC—Malpractice 85.11A. 
5 PJC—Malpractice 85.11B. 
6 PJC—Malpractice 85.11C. 
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PJC—Business 105.2.  But the members of the PJC Business Committee devoted a great 

deal of work and engaged in much debate in the process that led to this revision.  To explain 

it, the Business Committee also extensively revised the comments to PJC—Business 105.2 

to discuss whether case law requires that a plaintiff’s reliance be justifiable.  When drafting 

jury charges for common-law fraud, attorneys and judges should review the revised 

comments concerning whether reliance must be justified. 

2. Control-person liability under the Texas Securities Act 

Next, the PJC Business Committee revised PJC—Business 105.16.  Previously, 

PJC—Business 105.16 only provided a comment on control-person liability under the 

Texas Securities Act.  The 2020 edition adds a question: 
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PJC—Business 105.16.  It also updates the comments.  See id. cmt. 

B. Employment 

Turning to employment claims, the Business Committee updated questions, 

instructions, and comments for several employment-law issues.   

1. The “cat’s paw” theory 

First, the Committee added discussions of the so-called “cat’s paw” theory of 

liability to the comments in PJC—Business 107.4-.6, 107.9, 107.11A.  The comments vary 

in depth depending on the particular charge, but one of the more extensive discussions is 

found in PJC—Business 107.6 (“Question and Instruction on Unlawful Employment 

Practices”): 

Imputing bias of someone other than final decisionmaker to 
employer (“cat’s paw theory”).  Discriminatory animus by a person other 
than the decisionmaker may be imputed to an employer if evidence indicates 
that the person in question possessed leverage or exerted influence over the 
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decisionmaker.  AutoZone, Inc. v. Reyes, 272 S.W.3d 588, 593 (Tex. 2008) 
(citing Russell v. McKinney Hospital Venture, 235 F.3d 219, 226 (5th Cir. 
2000)).  See, e.g., Williams-Pyro, Inc. v. Barbour, 408 S.W.3d 467, 480 (Tex. 
App.—El Paso 2013, pet. denied) (proper to impute ageist bias of production 
manager to employer based on evidence he influenced ultimate decision); 
Gonzalez v. Champion Technologies, Inc., 384 S.W.3d 462, 474 (Tex. 
App.—Houston [14th Dist.] 2012, re’hrng overruled) (“[I]t is not outside the 
realm of possibility that Tarver, as head of the maintenance department, 
could have had as much influence over the firing of a member of that 
department as he claimed to have.” (citations omitted)).  Cf. Staub v. Proctor, 
562 U.S. 411, 419–20, 131 S. Ct. 1186, 1192–93 (2011) (rejecting suggestion 
that discriminatory bias must be shown for ultimate decisionmaker and 
allowing for possibility that bias by other supervisors who influenced the 
decision could be a proximate cause of an adverse employment action) 
(USERRA case); Tawil v. Cook Children’s Healthcare System, 582 S.W.3d 
669, 689 (Tex. App.—Fort Worth 2019, no pet.) (workers’ compensation 
retaliatory discharge case). 

If the “cat’s paw theory” of liability is properly invoked, the following 
instruction may be given as part of the definition of “motivating factor”: 

You may find that [race, color, disability, religion, sex, 
national origin, or age] was a motivating factor in Don Davis’s 
decision to [fail or refuse to hire, discharge, or (describe other 
adverse employment action)] Paul Payne even if there is no evidence 
of discriminatory bias on the part of Don Davis if Paul Payne proves 
that another individual exhibited such discriminatory bias and had 
leverage or exerted influence over Don Davis’s decision to [fail or 
refuse to hire, discharge, or (describe other adverse employment 
action)] Paul Payne.  Paul Payne is not required to prove that Don 
Davis knew or should have known of the other individual’s 
discriminatory bias. 

PJC—Business 107.6 cmt.; see also PJC—Business 107.4-.5, 107.9, 107.11A cmts. 

2. Discrimination on the basis of sex 

Second, the Committee updated the discussion of sex discrimination in PJC—

Business 107.6 to include transgender status or sexual orientation to align with the recent 

U.S. Supreme Court decision in Bostock v. Clayton County, ___ U.S. ___, 140 S. Ct. 1731, 

1747 (2020). 
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3. Disability discrimination 

Third, the Business Committee updated the question, instruction, and comment on 

disability in PJC—Business 107.11, splitting 107.11 into a provision focused on actual 

disability (PJC—Business 107.11A) and one focused on “regarded as” disability (PJC—

Business 107.11B).   

C. Chapter 108:  Piercing the Corporate Veil 

Fourth, the Business Committee substantially revised Chapter 108, which addresses 

piercing the corporate veil.  The Committee reorganized the chapter to better differentiate 

between situations in which piercing is governed by statute and situations in which it is 

governed by the common law.  In alignment with this framework, Chapter 108 now 

includes instructions for either statutory or common-law piercing under each charge.  

Revised Chapter 108 also updates the commentary throughout. 

D. Chapter 110:  Defamation, Business Disparagement, and Invasion of 
Privacy 

As with Chapter 108, the Business Committee also revised Chapter 110, which 

addresses defamation, business, disparagement, and invasion of privacy.  The Committee 

revised the chapter to improve consistency and clarity across comments and to reflect new 

case law, particularly the Texas Supreme Court’s decision in Dallas Morning News v. 

Tatum, 554 S.W.3d 614 (Tex. 2018).  The revisions also led to the deletion of former PJC—

Business 110.9-.14. 

1. “Publish” 

More particularly, the Committee revised the definition of “publish” in PJC—

Business 110.2: 
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PJC—Business 110.2. 

2. “Defamatory” and “falsity” 

The Committee also revised the instructions and substantially updated the 

comments for “defamatory” found in PJC—Business 110.3 and “falsity” in PJC—Business 

110.4.  Here are the changes to the instructions for “defamatory” in PJC—Business 110.3: 
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PJC—Business 110.3.  And here are the changes to the instructions for “falsity” in PJC—

Business 110.4: 

 

PJC—Business 110.4. 
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3. Satire or parody 

Moreover, the Committee added a comment (as well as an alternate question and 

instruction) for satire or parody in PJC—Business 110.5-.6. 

 Satire or parody. By nature of a satire or parody, the defendant 
generally knows that the statements in the satire or parody are false. New 
Times, Inc. v. Isaacks, 146 S.W.3d 144, 162 (Tex. 2004).  But satire and 
parody are nonetheless protected and may not be the basis of a defamation 
claim when the statements in the satire or parody, taken as a whole, would 
not be reasonably understood as describing actual facts.  See PJC 110.3 
Comment.  When a satire or parody is reasonably understood as describing 
actual facts, the fault inquiry is altered to ask not whether the defendant had 
the requisite degree of fault with respect to the falsity and defamatory nature 
of the publication, but whether the defendant had the requisite degree of fault 
with respect to the publication’s being taken as describing actual facts. See 
Isaacks, 146 S.W.3d at 163 (in context of actual malice fault standard).  

When the allegedly defamatory publication is a satire or parody, 
substitute the following question: 

QUESTION ______ 

Did Don Davis know or should he have known, in the exercise 
of ordinary care, that the [article/broadcast/other context] contained 
in Question ______ [110.2 or 110.3] would be reasonably understood 
by a person of ordinary intelligence as stating actual fact?  

“Ordinary care” means that degree of care that would be used 
by a person of ordinary prudence under the same or similar 
circumstances.  

Answer “Yes” or “No.”  

Answer: _________________ 

PJC—Business 110.5 cmt.  (The Comment for PJC—Business 110.6—which covers actual 

malice—has a slightly different alternate question based on the higher burden of 

persuasion—clear and convincing evidence.) 
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4. Truth 

Finally, the Business Committee revised the question, instruction, and comment on 

the issue of truth in PJC—Business 110.8: 

     

PJC—Business 110.8. 

E. Damages 

In addition to revising the liability matters described above, the PJC Business 

Committee also made some changes to certain damages charges.   

1. Damages for the breach of the duty of good faith and fair dealing 

First, in PJC—Business 115.14—which addresses actual damages for breach of the 

duty of good faith and fair dealing in insurance cases—the Committee revised the 

discussion in the comments on unpaid benefits: 
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PJC—Business 115.14 cmt. 

2. Damages for misappropriation of trade secrets 

Second, in PJC—Business 115.55—which provides a charge for actual damages for 

misappropriation of trade secrets—the Committee updated the comment in a variety of 

ways, including a short, new discussion of multiple damage remedies: 
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Multiple damage remedies. The availability of multiple damage 
remedies in Tex. Civ. Prac. & Rem. Code § 134A.004 does not allow for a 
trial court to “cumulate them all in violation of the one-satisfaction rule.” 
TMRJ, 540 S.W.3d at 209.   

PJC—Business 115.55 cmt. 

VI. PJC—OIL AND GAS 

Like the other civil committees, the PJC Oil & Gas Committee made several 

revisions to the 2020 edition of PJC—Oil & Gas.  The changes focused on the use of the 

surface estate, the accommodation doctrine, statutory waste, the duty of the executive, and 

certain items of damages. 

A. Chapter 302:  Improper Use of Real Property 

In the chapter on improper use of real property, the PJC Oil & Gas Committee 

revised two existing charges and added two charges related to statutory waste.   

1. Negligent use of the surface estate 

First, in PJC—Oil & Gas 302.2, which addresses claims of unreasonable use of the 

surface estate, the Committee added a discussion of negligent use of the surface estate to 

the comments: 

 Negligent use of surface estate. A claim may be based on negligent 
use of the surface, rather than unreasonable use of the surface.  Brown, 344 
S.W.2d at 865, 866 (“[I]f the lessee negligently and unnecessarily damages 
the lessor’s land, either surface or subsurface, his liability to the lessor is no 
different from what it would be under the same circumstances to an adjoining 
landowner.”); see also Crosstex North Texas Pipeline, L.P. v. Gardiner, 505 
S.W.3d 580, 614 (Tex. 2016) (duty owed is “duty to do what a person of 
ordinary prudence in the same or similar circumstances would have done”); 
Humble Oil & Refining Co. v. Williams, 420 S.W.2d 133, 134 (Tex. 1967) 
(“A person who seeks to recover from the lessee for damages to the surface 
has the burden of alleging and proving either specific acts of negligence or 
that more of the land was used by the lessee than was reasonably 
necessary.”).  For basic negligence questions, see the current edition of State 
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Bar of Texas, Texas Pattern Jury Charges—General Negligence, Intentional 
Personal Torts & Workers’ Compensation, ch. 4. 

PJC—Oil & Gas 302.2 cmt. 

2. The accommodation doctrine 

Second, the Committee revised the question and comment on the accommodation 

doctrine in PJC—Oil & Gas 302.3: 

 

PJC—Oil & Gas 302.3. 

3. Statutory waste claims 

Turning to new charges, the PJC Oil & Gas Committee added a question and 

instruction for claims for statutory waste in new PJC—Oil & Gas 302.8.  The jury question 

and instruction are: 
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PJC—Oil & Gas 302.8.  The Oil & Gas Committee also added an extensive comment to 

this new charge, which readers should review before using the new question and 

instruction. 

4. The reasonably-prudent-operator defense 

Relatedly, the Committee also added a new charge for the reasonably-prudent-

operator defense to statutory waste claims in PJC—Oil & Gas 302.9: 
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PJC—Oil & Gas 302.9 

B. Executive Rights 

Chapter 304 of the PJC—Oil & Gas volume addresses claims for breach of the duty 

of the executive.  In the 2020 edition, the Oil & Gas Committee revised the discussion of 

the executive’s duty in PJC—Oil & Gas 304.1 and revised the question and comment for 

breach of the executive’s duty in PJC—Oil & Gas 304.2.  Readers should review the 

revised discussion in PJC 304.1.  The revised question and comment in PJC—Oil & Gas 

304.2 is: 
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PJC—Oil & Gs 304.2. 

C. Damages 

Finally, the PJC Oil & Gas Committee updated two charges related to damages.  

1. Physical injury to real property. 

First, the Committee updated the discussion of recoverable damages for claims 

involving physical injury to real property in the comments to PJC—Oil & Gas 313.5. 

2. The intrinsic value of trees. 

Second, in the charge for diminution of market value found in PJC—Oil & Gas 

313.8, the Committee revised the comments to suggest a potential question and instruction 

on the intrinsic value of trees. 

VII. PJC—FAMILY AND PROBATE 

Finally, unlike the other civil PJC committees, the PJC Family & Probate 
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Committee published the hardcopy of its 2020 edition before last year’s Conference on 

State and Federal Appeals.  But because of some amendments to the Family Code and 

Rule 277, the Committee published online a limited set of revisions to the electronic 

version of the PJC—Family & Probate volume. 

A.  “Decreed” Changed to “Granted” 

As an initial matter, to clarify jury instructions throughout the PJC—Family volume, 

the PJC Family Committee revised the volume to replace “decreed” with “granted.” 

B. Rights of Parents Appointed Conservators 

Turning to more specific changes, the Family Committee revised several 

instructions on rights of parents appointed conservators for suits affecting the parent-child 

relationship to reflect revisions to the Texas Family Code.  See PJC—Family 215.6, 

215.11-.12.  In PJC—Family 215.6, the Committee revised the description of the right to 

attend school activities to expressly include school lunches, performances, and field trips.  

As for PJC—Family 215.11-.12, which provide instructions for sole managing 

conservators and nonparent managing conservators, the Committee added an additional 

right to the list of managing conservators’ rights and duties:  “The right to apply for a 

passport for the child, renew the child’s passport, and maintain possession of the child’s 

passport.”  PJC—Family 215.11-.12. 

C. Updates to Conform to Amended Rule 277 

Finally, to align with recent amendments to Tex. R. Civ. P. 277, the Family 

Committee revised PJC—Family 218.1A-B, 218.2B, 218.3B, 218.3C to provide for 

separate jury questions for each parent and each child on each individual statutory ground 
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for termination of the parent-child relationship, as well as whether termination is in the best 

interests of the child. 

VIII. CONCLUSION. 

As this discussion shows, the various PJC committees made numerous substantial 

changes to the civil PJC volumes over the last year.  The members of these committees 

invested substantial time and energy working to stay abreast of the law and improve the 

Texas Pattern Jury Charges.  And they continue to do so.  While the 2020 editions 

incorporate several updates to a variety of charges, the various PJC committees have other 

ongoing projects that have not reached completion.  The committees continue to work on 

these other projects with the goal of having them ready for the 2022 editions.  Stay tuned! 

 


