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SUMMARY

The Thirteenth Court of Appeals of Texas denied Reginald Callis’s pro se petition for a writ of
mandamus. The court held that Callis did not establish entitlement to mandamus relief and noted that
Texas habeas corpus proceedings under Code of Criminal Procedure article 11.07 are the exclusive
remedy for felony post-conviction relief in state court.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Callis established entitlement to mandamus relief by showing that the act he sought to compel
was ministerial and that he lacked an adequate remedy at law.

2. Whether mandamus was an available vehicle for Callis's felony post-conviction claims concerning the
validity of his conviction and judgment.

HOLDINGS

1. A criminal-case relator is entitled to mandamus relief only upon showing that the requested act is
ministerial and nondiscretionary and that no adequate remedy at law exists; Callis failed to satisfy this
burden.

2. Article 11.07 of the Texas Code of Criminal Procedure provides the exclusive remedy in Texas state
courts for felony post-conviction relief; mandamus therefore was not an available substitute for that
procedure.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We further note that the habeas corpus procedure set out in Article 11.07 of the Texas Code of Criminal
Procedure is the exclusive remedy for felony post-conviction relief in state courts.” (at 2)

“Even a pro se applicant for a writ of mandamus must show himself entitled to the extraordinary relief he
seeks.” (at 2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Reginald Callis challenged proceedings in a felony criminal case, asserting that the trial court could not convict
him without a plea and that the resulting judgment was void. The claims arose from cause number 08-3-7806 in
the 24th District Court of Jackson County. Callis had previously pursued a direct appeal and other proceedings
involving the same cause number.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Callis sought mandamus relief, asserting that the trial court lacked authority to convict him without a plea and
that mandamus could issue to challenge a void judgment. The claims arose from trial court cause number 08-3-
7806 in the 24th District Court of Jackson County, Texas, from which Callis had previously pursued a direct
appeal and other proceedings. The court denied the petition because Callis failed to establish entitlement to
mandamus relief and because Article 11.07 habeas corpus is the exclusive state-court remedy for felony post-
conviction relief.
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