IN THE SUPREME COURT OF TEXAS

444444444444
No. 01-0557
444444444444

MIDLAND JuDICIAL DISTRICT COMMUNITY SUPERVISION AND CORRECTIONS
DEPARTMENT, PETITIONER

V.
RUTHIE ANN JONES, RESPONDENT

QA48 4844404404444 4 4884844484444 4444444444444444444
ON PETITION FOR REVIEW FROM THE
COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE EIGHTH DISTRICT OF TEXAS
QA44084848484484404444448484444484444444444444444444444

Per Curiam

Theissuein this case is whether the respondent’ s employment with the petitioner was for afixed

term or at-will. Because we conclude that there was no fixed term of employment, we reverse the court

of appeals judgment, SW.3d __ and render judgment that the employee take nothing by her daims

againg the employer.

On duly 30, 1993, the Midland Judicid Didrict Community Supervison and Corrections

Depatment (CSCD) informed Ruthie Ann Jones that she had been hired as a Pretrid Services

Adminidrative Technicianlll. At that time, she was given amemorandum that stated that she would start

work on August 9, 1993. The memorandum aso discussed her sdary:

Your sdary adjustments as aresult of this new postion are asfollows:
9/1/93 $1,558.00 Monthly Gross Sdary
1/1/94 $1,572.00 Monthly Gross Sdary



4/1/94 $1,585.00 Monthly Gross Sdary

9/1/94 $1,599.00 Monthly Gross Sdary
These sdlary figures are contingent upon your future performance evauaions and available
county funding.

In December 1993, Jones' positionwas eiminated due to budget condraints. Jonesfiled suit againgt the
CSCD, dlegingwrongful terminationand breach of employment contract. Thetria court granted CSCD’s
motionfor summary judgment onthe ground that Joneswas an at-will employee. The court of appedsheld
that Jones' employment was for afixed term, reversed the trid court’ ssummary judgment, and remanded
the case for tridl.

In Montgomery County Hospital Didtrict v. Brown, 965 SW.2d 501, 502 (Tex. 1998), we
reiterated that employment is presumed to be at-will in Texas:

For well over a century, the genera rule inthis State, asinmost jurisdictions, has beenthat

absent a ecific agreement to the contrary, employment may be terminated by the

employer or the employee for good cause, bad cause, or no cause at al.
In Montgomery County, the employee tetified that she had been told that she would keep her job “as
long as [she] was doing [her] job and that [ she] would not be fired unlesstherewas a good reason or good
cause....” Montgomery County, 965 SW.2d at 502. We concluded that these statementsweretoo
vague to overcome the presumption of employment a-will. We dated that the employer must
“unequivocaly indicatea definiteintent . . . to be bound not to terminate the employee except under clearly
specified circumstances.” |Id.

The generd statements here that Jones salary increases were contingent on “future performance

evauaions and available county funding” do not indicate CSCD’ sintent to be bound not to terminate her



employment except under clearly specified circumstances. The court of gppeds erred in concluding that
the memo condtituted a contract of employment for one year.

Jones attempts to distinguish her case from Montgomery County because the statements in
Montgomery County were ora while the statements here were written. However, the principle of
Montgomery County is that the employer must unequivocdly indicate its intent to be bound not to
terminate the employment except under dearly specified circumstances. The written form of CSCD’s
generd statements does not change the fact that they do not unequivocdly indicate the required intent.

Because we conclude that the employment here was at-will, CSCD is entitled to summary
judgment. Wethereforereversethe court of gppeals decision and render judgment that Jonestake nothing

by her dams against CSCD.
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