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SUMMARY

The Thirteenth Court of Appeals of Texas considered Antonio G. Cantu’s pro se petitions for writ of
mandamus challenging the trial court’s failure to disqualify the Texas Attorney General and an
Assistant Attorney General as counsel. The court held that Cantu did not meet his burden to obtain
mandamus relief and denied both petitions.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Original proceeding on a pro se petition and supplemental petition for
writ of mandamus challenging the trial court's refusal to disqualify the
Texas Attorney General and an Assistant Attorney General as counsel
in the underlying litigation.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Mandamus relief requires the relator to establish that the trial court
clearly abused its discretion and that the relator lacks an adequate
remedy by appeal. The relator bears the burden of proving both
requirements.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Memorandum opinion; no reporter citation appears in the opinion text.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the trial court clearly abused its discretion by failing to disqualify the Texas Attorney General
and an Assistant Attorney General as counsel.

2. Whether Cantu lacked an adequate remedy by appeal so as to qualify for mandamus relief.

HOLDINGS

1. Mandamus relief is available only when the trial court clearly abused its discretion and the relator lacks
an adequate remedy by appeal.

2. Cantu was not entitled to mandamus relief because he failed to meet his burden to establish the
requirements for the extraordinary remedy.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A writ of mandamus is an extraordinary remedy available only when the trial court clearly abused its
discretion and the party seeking relief lacks an adequate remedy on appeal.” (at 1)

“The relator bears the burden of proving these two requirements.” (at 1)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Antonio G. Cantu filed a pro se petition and supplemental petition for writ of mandamus. He asserted that the
trial court abused its discretion by failing to disqualify Ken Paxton, the Attorney General of Texas, and Scot M.
Graydon, an Assistant Attorney General, as counsel in the underlying litigation. The appellate court concluded
that Cantu had not satisfied the requirements for mandamus relief.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The proceeding arose from trial court cause number 2025CI22843 in the 37th District Court of Bexar County,
Texas. The Texas Supreme Court transferred the original proceeding to the Thirteenth Court of Appeals. After
considering the petition, supplemental petition, and applicable law, the court denied mandamus relief.
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