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Disclaimer 

The opinions and conclusions expressed in this document are those of the authors and do not 
represent those of the State of Texas, the Texas Department of Transportation, or any 
subdivision of the state or federal governments.  
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Executive Summary 

Medical examiners and justices of the peace are required by statute to report certain data, 
namely blood alcohol concentration (BAC) toxicology results to the Texas Department of 
Transportation’s Crash Records Section (TxDOT – CRS). However, occasionally BAC toxicology 
reporting is not performed as required. Failing to report BAC toxicology results can adversely 
impact the amount of federal funding that is available to the State of Texas for alcohol and 
drug traffic safety programs. The missing data also lessens the ability of stakeholders to 
provide an accurate accounting of the high number of alcohol and/or drug related fatal 
crashes that are experienced in Texas annually.   
 
The purpose of this report is to detail the extent to which alcohol and/or drugs play a role in 
fatal crashes in Texas. By examining the crash reports from the Crash Records Information 
System (CRIS) and evaluating them to determine the level that BAC toxicology reporting is 
completed by counties and medical examiners offices, this report acts as a formative tool for 
TxDOT. The report also examines the BAC toxicology reporting practices that are being carried 
out by Medical Examiners and Justices of the Peace in this state. In addition, the report details 
the reporting practices of other states and different strategies that could be adopted by Texas 
to improve BAC toxicology reporting. 
 
During Fiscal Year 2018, the Texas A&M Transportation Institute (TTI) conducted surveys of 
medical examiners and justices of the peace to determine the process each office under takes 
when ordering and reporting BAC toxicology results.  In addition, TTI conducted a series of 
webinars and presentations to educate medical examiners and justices of the peace on their 
duty to report as well as BAC toxicology reporting process in order to improve the overall BAC 
reporting rate for fatal crashes in Texas.  Finally, TTI conducted a one-day Summit on Improving 
Blood Alcohol Concentration Reporting in Texas to educate medical examiners and justices of the 
peace on the importance of BAC toxicology reporting. 
 
Regrettably, missing BAC toxicology results still exist in the state, but that number continues 
to decrease each year. Building a bridge between medical examiners, justices of the peace and 
TxDOT can play a significant role in the increasing BAC toxicology reporting for this state.  
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Introduction 

Background 
Medical examiners and justices of the peace are required by statute to report certain data, 
namely blood alcohol concentration (BAC) toxicology results, to the Texas Department of 
Transportation’s Crash Records Section (TxDOT – CRS). Accurate and complete reporting of BAC 
toxicology results is critical for monitoring alcohol and drug impaired driving and crash rates, 
developing countermeasures, and resource allocation (NHTSA, 2012). Failing to report BAC 
toxicology results can adversely impact the amount of federal funding that is available to Texas 
for alcohol and drug traffic safety programs. The missing data also diminishes the ability of 
stakeholders to effectively address the problem of alcohol and drug impaired driving in Texas.  

Problem 
In Texas, medical examiners and justices of the peace acting in the capacity of the death 
investigator have a duty to submit a report to TxDOT if a death has occurred because of a traffic 
crash as outlined in Transportation Code Section 550.081. Unfortunately, while statute requires 
reporting toxicology results, the activity does not always occur. Reported results provide 
objective evidence of driver impairment at the time of a crash. Missing BAC toxicology results 
prevent the state from fully capturing and understanding the extent of the impact alcohol 
and/or drugs have on fatal crashes.  

Purpose 
This report details the extent to which alcohol and/or drugs contribute to crashes, evaluates 
county performance in reporting BAC toxicology results for those crashes, and identifies the 
process by which medical examiners and justices of the peace report BAC toxicology results to 
TxDOT – CRS. This report also explores current reporting policies and practices among other 
states with high BAC toxicology reporting rates to the Fatality Analysis Reporting System (FARS).  
In addition, this report details recommended policies and practices related to BAC toxicology 
reporting which could be adopted by Texas to increase reporting of missing BAC toxicology 
results to TxDOT – CRS and FARS. 

Scope 
Fatal crash reports were examined from January 2010 – December 2017 to identify alcohol 
and/or drug-related crashes in which toxicology results were missing. From the crash records, 
TTI identified records in which BAC toxicology testing was conducted but not reported to TxDOT 
– CRS. In addition, TTI surveyed the 12 medical examiner offices and evaluated their policies 
and practices of reporting BAC toxicology results to the TxDOT – CRS. TTI also surveyed the 
justices of the peace and evaluated their policies and practices of reporting BAC toxicology 
results to the TxDOT – CRS. Further, TTI staff conducted two webinars with the medical 
examiner offices, two webinars with justices of the peace, and five in person presentations with 
justices of the peace to educate them about the reporting process for BAC toxicology results to 
TxDOT – CRS. Ultimately, information received from the survey responses and webinar 
discussions as well as information from National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) 
was used to form the recommended policies and practices to increase the reporting of BAC 
toxicology results to TxDOT – CRS. 
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Impaired Driving and Blood Alcohol Concentration Reporting Rates in Texas 

Background 
Reporting toxicology results for fatal crashes to TxDOT-CRS is a statutory requirement under 
Transportation Code (TC) 550.081 (Report of Medical Examiner or Justice of the Peace). Medical 
examiners and justices of the peace acting in the capacity as a death investigator are 
responsible for reporting toxicology results to TXDOT-CRS. Appendix A provides the statutory 
wording for TC 550.081 that guides toxicology reporting at the state level. 
 
Accurate and complete reporting of BAC toxicology results is critical for monitoring alcohol and 
drug impaired driving and crash rates, developing countermeasures, and resource allocation 
(NHTSA, 2012). The purpose of this section is to summarize the results of a crash analysis of 
fatal driving while intoxicated (DWI)-related crashes in Texas. Descriptive statistics and findings 
are documented throughout this section.   

Methods 

Data Collection  
TxDOT-CRS is responsible for the Crash Records Information System (CRIS) which is a statewide 
database for motor vehicle crashes that occur in Texas. CRIS consists of data obtained from the 
CR-3 form (Texas Peace Officer's Crash Report), as well as supplemental reports (e.g., toxicology 
reports). TTI queried an extract of TxDOT’s CRIS data for crashes from January 1, 2010 to 
December 31, 2017 to identify crash records with fatally injured drivers that were under the 
influence of alcohol and/or drugs. Crash data was extracted from CRIS on June 19, 2018. The 
CRIS database is a “live” database as records continue to be added daily; however, TTI staff 
expect the majority of 2017 data was entered on the date the extracts were pulled.  

Project Definitions 
For the purposes of this report, the following definitions were utilized:  
 

• Blood alcohol concentration (BAC) refers to any measurable amount of alcohol found in a 
driver’s blood stream. 

• Driving While Intoxicated (DWI) of Alcohol or Drug Crash (DWI-All): A crash involving at least 
one driver with at least one of the following contributing factors:  

o  45-had been drinking, 
o 67-under the influence (alcohol), 
o 68-under the influence (drugs), and/or 
o 62-taking medication.  

• DWI-Alcohol: Instances where a driver operated a motor vehicle with at least one of the 
following contributing factors:  

o 45-had been drinking and/or 
o 67-under the influence (alcohol). 

• DWI-DRUG: Instances where a driver operated a motor vehicle with at least one of the 
following contributing factors:  

o 68-under the influence (drugs), and/or 
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o 62-taking medication.  

Data Analysis 
Data analysis was performed to identify the frequency of DWI fatal crashes, as well as BAC 
reporting statistics. Frequencies and rates were calculated for:  
 

• Fatal Crashes and Fatalities.  
• Fatality Rates per Fatal Crashes. 
• DWI Crashes with DWI-Driver Fatalities.  
• Demographic and Contributing Factors. 
• BAC Levels and Reporting Statistics.  
• Substance Test Results.   

In addition, basic descriptive count maps were produced at the county level to show spatial 
patterns of:  
 

• DWI Crashes with DWI Driver Fatalities. 
• Count of Fatal DWI Drivers with No Substance Test. 
• BAC Non-Reporting Percentages.  

Results 

Fatal Crashes and Fatalities  
From 2010 to 2017, there were a total of 24,835 TxDOT reportable fatal crashes, which resulted 
in 27,589 fatalities. Annually there was an average of 3,104 fatal crashes and 3,449 fatalities. 
Table 1 shows the number of fatal crashes and fatalities by year. From 2010 to 2017, the 
number of fatal crashes and fatalities remained relatively constant. There was an average 
percent increase of 2.73% from 2010 to 2017, with a range of -0.06 to 8.31% (data not shown).  
 

Table 1. Total Number of Fatal Crashes and Fatalities by Year, 2010-2017 

Crash Year Fatal 
Crashes 

Fatalities 

2010 2,781 3,060 
2011 2,804 3,068 
2012 3,037 3,417 
2013 3,064 3,407 
2014 3,192 3,538 
2015 3,190 3,582 
2016 3,424 3,794 
2017 3,343 3,723 
Total 24,835 27,589 

DWI-All Fatal Crashes and Fatalities  
From 2010 to 2017, there were a total of 9,603 TxDOT reportable DWI-All fatal crashes, which 
resulted in 10,871 fatalities. These accounted for 38.7% and 39.4% of fatal crashes and fatalities 
in Texas, respectively. Annually there was an average of 1,200 DWI-All fatal crashes and 1,359 
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DWI-All deaths. Table 2 shows the number of DWI-All fatal crashes and DWI fatalities by year. 
Over time, the number of DWI-All fatal crashes and fatalities have remained relatively constant. 
 

Table 2. Total Number of DWI-All Fatal Crashes and Fatalities by Year, 2010-2017 

Crash Year Fatal 
Crashes 

Fatalities 

2010 1,157 1,303 
2011 1,119 1,251 
2012 1,147 1,305 
2013 1,217 1,390 
2014 1,262 1,417 
2015 1,229 1,390 
2016 1,251 1,428 
2017 1,221 1,387 
Total 9,603 10,871 

 
Figure 1 illustrates the differences between the fatality rate of all crashes compared to the 
fatality rate of DWI crashes. Both fatality rates remained consistent in 2016 and 2017. Annually 
the fatality rate for DWI crashes is higher than the rate for all crashes. 
 

 
Figure 1. Fatality Rate per Fatal Crashes, 2010-2017 

DWI-All Fatal Crashes and Fatalities with DWI-Driver Fatality 
From 2010 to 2017, there were a total of 7,120 DWI-All fatal crashes with a DWI-driver fatality, 
which resulted in 7,189 deaths. These accounted for 29.7% and 26.1% of fatal crashes and 
fatalities in Texas, respectively. However, they accounted for a significantly higher percentage 
of DWI-All fatal crashes and DWI-All fatalities for the same period. DWI-All fatal crashes and 
fatalities with DWI-driver fatalities accounted for 74.1% and 66.1% of DWI-All fatal crashes and 
fatalities, respectively. Annually there was an average of 890 DWI-All fatal crashes and 899 
fatalities with a DWI-driver fatality. Table 3 shows the number of DWI-All fatal crashes and DWI 

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Fatality rate per all fatal crashes 1.10 1.09 1.13 1.11 1.11 1.12 1.11 1.11
Fatality rate per fatal DWI-all

crashes 1.13 1.12 1.14 1.14 1.12 1.13 1.14 1.14

1.08

1.09

1.10
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fatalities by year. Over time, the number of DWI-All fatal crashes and fatalities with a DWI-
driver fatality have remained relatively constant. 
 
Table 3. Number of DWI-All Fatal Crashes and Fatalities with a DWI-Driver Fatality by Year, 2010-2017 

Crash 
Year 

Fatal 
Crashes 

Fatalities 

2010 834 844 
2011 845 853 
2012 815 822 
2013 904 915 
2014 952 956 
2015 928 933 
2016 914 928 
2017 928 938 
Total 7,120 7,189 

 
Crashes resulting in the death of a DWI driver happens regularly throughout Texas. 
Approximately, 62% of Texas counties experienced at least one DWI-All crash with a DWI driver 
fatality in 2017. Of the 254 counties in the State of Texas, 158 had at least one fatal DWI driver 
crash in 2017. Figure 2 illustrates the count of DWI crashes with a DWI Driver fatality by county 
for 2010-2017. Figure 3 illustrates the count of DWI crashes with a DWI Driver fatality by county 
for 2017. Not surprisingly, the majority of the fatal DWI driver crashes within Texas happen in 
or around large metropolitan areas. These results were expected as metropolitan areas are the 
most populous areas in Texas and experience a higher opportunity for crashes to occur.   
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Figure 2. DWI-All Crashes with DWI Driver Fatalities by County, 2010-2017 
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Figure 3.DWI-All Crashes with DWI Driver Fatalities by County, 2017 

While, a crash count provides useful information on the magnitude of the problem. It is 
important to also calculate crash rates which are the number of crashes over a period divided 
by the population at risk for the event. Rates allow for comparison of crashes in regard to 
population at risk. Figure 4 and Figure 5 illustrates the crash rate per 100,000 driving –aged (16-
85+) population of DWI crashes with a DWI Driver fatality by county for 2010-2017 and 2017. 
Interestingly, many of our rural areas have the higher crash rates due to the population size. In 
addition, access to care (e.g., Emergency Medical Services) and roadway differences (e.g., 
lightning conditions, roadway conditions, speed) in rural areas may negatively impact injury 
outcomes.  
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Figure 4. DWI-All Crashes with DWI Driver Fatalities Crash Rate per 100,000 Driving-Aged Population 

by County, 2010-2017 
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Figure 5. DWI-All Crashes with DWI Driver Fatalities Crash Rate per 100,000 Driving-Aged Population 

by County, 2017 

 

Age  
From 2010 to 2017, the average age of a fatal DWI driver was 37 years old, with a range of 13 to 
96 years old. Figure 6 displays the frequencies of ages for fatal DWI drivers from 2010 to 2017.  
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Figure 6. Frequency of Fatal Driver’s Age, 2010-2017 

In 2017, the average age of DWI-Driver’s involved in a fatal crash slightly increased to 38 years 
old, with a range of 16 to 85 years old. Figure 7 displays the frequencies of age categories for 
fatal DWI drivers in 2017.  
 

 
Figure 7. Frequency of Fatal Driver’s Age, 2017 

Urbanization Status and DWI-All Fatal Crashes and Fatalities with a DWI-Driver Fatality 
Next, urbanization (e.g., rural, urban) status was explored for DWI-All fatal crashes and fatalities 
with a DWI-Driver fatality. Of the DWI-All fatal crashes, 45.5% occurred in urban areas and 
54.5% occurred in rural areas. Of the fatalities of DWI drivers, 45.6% occurred in urban areas 
and 54.4% occurred in rural areas. Table 4 displays the number of DWI fatal crashes and DWI 
fatalities by year and urbanization status.  
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Table 4.Number of DWI Fatal Crashes and Fatalities with DWI-Driver Fatality by Year and Urbanization 
Status, 2010-2017 

Year Crashes with Fatal DWI 
Driver 

Fatal DWI Drivers 

Urban Rural Urban Rural 
2010 391 443 396 448 
2011 369 476 373 480 
2012 375 440 378 444 
2013 422 482 425 490 
2014 422 530 425 531 
2015 412 516 413 520 
2016 432 482 436 492 
2017 421 507 423 515 
Total 3,244 3,876 3,269 3,920 

DWI-Driver Fatalities Substance Testing   

From 2010 to 2017, it was found that of fatal DWI-All drivers 63.4% were tested for both 
alcohol and drugs, 25.8% were tested for alcohol only, and 3.8% were tested for drugs only.  

The remaining 7.1% did not have a substance test. This finding is expected because toxicology 
testing is not performed on all fatally injured drivers suspected of DWI. One example in which 
toxicology testing would not be performed is when a single vehicle crash occurred where the 
driver was impaired, and the only person killed. Another example would be where a multiple 
vehicle collision occurs and all drivers and occupants in both units are killed. In these two 
instances, the medical examiner or justice of the peace may make the decision not to test due 
to not having anyone to charge criminally and to avoid the cost associated with toxicology 
testing.  

Figure 8 and Figure 9 display the counties with counts of DWI-All drivers with no substance test 
in 2010-2017 and 2017.  
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Figure 8. Fatal DWI-All Crashes with DWI Drivers with No Substance Test by County, 2010-2017 
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Figure 9.Fatal DWI-All Crashes with DWI Drivers with No Substance Test by County, 2017 

 
DWI-Driver Fatalities with Reported BAC Levels 
From 2010 to 2017, there were 4,964 fatally injured drivers with a reported BAC greater than 0. 
The average reported BAC for those drivers killed was 0.174 g/dL, with a range of 0.002 to 0.6 
g/dL. Figure 10 illustrates the BAC levels found in fatally injured drivers from 2010 to 2017.   
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Figure 10.BAC Levels of Fatal Drivers, 2010-2017 

Next, the average BAC of fatal DWI drivers by year was calculated which has found an average 
percent decrease of 1.45%, with a percent change range of -5.78 to 1.72. Figure 11 displays the 
average BAC of fatal DWI drivers from 2010 to 2017.  
 

 
Figure 11. Average BAC of Fatal Drivers, 2010-2017 

Next, BAC levels for fatally injured drivers in 2017 were explored. There 623 fatally injured 
drivers with a reported BAC greater than 0. The average BAC for those drivers killed was 0.163 
g/dL, with a range of 0.003 to 0.437 g/dL. Figure 12 illustrates the grouping of BAC levels found 
in fatally injured drivers in 2017.   
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Figure 12. BAC Levels of Fatal Drivers, 2017 

When the drivers were classified by their BAC level, a majority of fatally injured drivers (84 
percent) were above the legal limit of 0.08 g/dL. Additionally, 64 percent (398 drivers) of those 
at or above the legal limit reported BAC levels of 0.15 or greater. Figure 13 provides an 
illustration of the BAC levels of fatal drivers in 2017.  
 

 
Figure 13. Percentage of BAC Levels Reported by Range, 2017 

DWI-Driver Fatalities without Reported BAC Levels or Drug Test  
From 2010 to 2017, there were 508 fatally injured DWI-All drivers without a BAC or drug test 
result which accounts for 7.1% of all fatally injured DWI-All drivers. Table 5 provides a list of 
counties with a count of the number of DWI-All drivers without a reported BAC result in 2017 
and 2010-2017, as well as unreported BAC percentage. When comparing counties based on 
their percentage of unreported BACs, it was evident that counties with larger numbers of fatal 
DWI driver crashes report a majority of the driver’s BAC. From 2010 to 2017, the average 
number of DWI crashes for counties with less than 10% unreported BAC values was 37.16; 
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whereas, the average number of DWI crashes for counties with more than 50% unreported BAC 
values was 3.08. Interestingly, many of the counties with very few crashes resulting in a DWI 
driver’s death have higher percentages of unreported BACs.  
 

Table 5. Fatal DWI BAC Non-Reporting Percentage by County, 2010-2017 
 

2017 2010 to 2017 
County DWI 

Drivers 
DWI Drivers 
No BAC 

 Percent 
Unreported 
BAC 

DWI 
Drivers 

DWI Drivers 
No BAC 

Percent 
Unreported 
BAC 

Anderson 4 1 25 29 3 10.34 
Andrews 4 0 0 29 0 0 
Angelina 5 0 0 37 0 0 
Aransas 3 1 33.33 7 1 14.29 
Archer 0 0 0 6 0 0 
Armstrong 0 0 0 4 1 25 
Atascosa 1 0 0 14 3 21.43 
Austin 1 1 100 10 1 10 
Bailey 1 0 0 3 0 0 
Bandera 2 1 50 17 1 5.88 
Bastrop 8 1 12.5 39 4 10.26 
Baylor 0 0 0 6 1 16.67 
Bee 0 0 0 6 0 0 
Bell 18 0 0 87 5 5.75 
Bexar 47 0 0 417 9 2.16 
Blanco 1 0 0 16 1 6.25 
Bosque 0 0 0 7 0 0 
Bowie 4 0 0 42 1 2.38 
Brazoria 22 2 9.09 101 6 5.94 
Brazos 4 0 0 22 7 31.82 
Brewster 0 0 0 3 1 33.33 
Briscoe 0 0 0 1 0 0 
Brooks 0 0 0 1 0 0 
Brown 1 0 0 9 1 11.11 
Burleson 2 0 0 15 2 13.33 
Burnet 7 0 0 36 0 0 
Caldwell 2 0 0 19 1 5.26 
Calhoun 0 0 0 6 0 0 
Callahan 0 0 0 11 0 0 
Cameron 4 0 0 41 5 12.20 
Camp 1 1 100 5 3 60 
Carson 0 0 0 4 0 0 
Cass 6 0 0 27 3 11.11 
Castro 0 0 0 3 0 0 
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2017 2010 to 2017 

County DWI 
Drivers 

DWI Drivers 
No BAC 

 Percent 
Unreported 
BAC 

DWI 
Drivers 

DWI Drivers 
No BAC 

Percent 
Unreported 
BAC 

Chambers 0 0 0 25 1 4 
Cherokee 4 0 0 34 1 2.94 
Childress 1 0 0 2 0 0 
Clay 3 0 0 7 0 0 
Cochran 0 0 0 1 0 0 
Coke 0 0 0 3 1 33.33 
Coleman 0 0 0 6 0 0 
Collin 18 0 0 126 2 1.59 
Collingsworth 0 0 0 3 0 0 
Colorado 1 0 0 17 6 35.29 
Comal 5 0 0 45 2 4.44 
Comanche 0 0 0 4 0 0 
Concho 2 0 0 3 0 0 
Cooke 1 0 0 23 0 0 
Coryell 0 0 0 22 1 4.55 
Cottle 0 0 0 1 1 100 
Crane 0 0 0 3 1 33.33 
Crockett 1 0 0 4 0 0 
Crosby 0 0 0 5 0 0 
Culberson 0 0 0 5 2 40 
Dallam 0 0 0 2 0 0 
Dallas 95 0 0 617 18 2.92 
Dawson 0 0 0 3 0 0 
Deaf Smith 0 0 0 6 0 0 
Delta 0 0 0 7 1 14.29 
Denton 9 4 44.44 80 12 15 
Dewitt 0 0 0 11 0 0 
Dickens 1 0 0 2 0 0 
Dimmit 1 0 0 9 1 11.11 
Donley 0 0 0 2 0 0 
Duval 1 1 100 6 1 16.67 
Eastland 2 0 0 17 4 23.53 
Ector 12 0 0 97 2 2.06 
Edwards 0 0 0 1 0 0 
El Paso 9 0 0 130 11 8.46 
Ellis 13 0 0 67 0 0 
Erath 1 0 0 19 3 15.79 
Falls 0 0 0 13 0 0 
Fannin 4 1 25 24 2 8.33 
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2017 2010 to 2017 

County DWI 
Drivers 

DWI Drivers 
No BAC 

 Percent 
Unreported 
BAC 

DWI 
Drivers 

DWI Drivers 
No BAC 

Percent 
Unreported 
BAC 

Fayette 2 0 0 24 4 16.67 
Fisher 1 0 0 4 0 0 
Foard 0 0 0 1 1 100 
Fort Bend 7 0 0 86 3 3.49 
Franklin 0 0 0 9 1 11.11 
Freestone 2 1 50 7 1 14.29 
Frio 0 0 0 10 1 10 
Gaines 0 0 0 11 2 18.18 
Galveston 16 1 6.25 83 8 9.64 
Garza 1 0 0 5 0 0 
Gillespie 3 0 0 9 0 0 
Glasscock 2 0 0 3 0 0 
Goliad 0 0 0 4 1 25 
Gonzales 2 0 0 24 0 0 
Gray 2 0 0 12 1 8.33 
Grayson 5 0 0 65 9 13.85 
Gregg 7 0 0 57 5 8.77 
Grimes 2 0 0 20 1 5 
Guadalupe 2 1 50 26 5 19.23 
Hale 2 1 50 11 3 27.27 
Hall 0 0 0 1 1 100 
Hamilton 1 0 0 7 0 0 
Hansford 0 0 0 2 0 0 
Hardeman 1 0 0 1 0 0 
Hardin 4 1 25 27 7 25.93 
Harris 127 0 0 989 16 1.62 
Harrison 4 0 0 39 3 7.69 
Hartley 1 0 0 3 0 0 
Haskell 2 1 50 4 1 25 
Hays 9 3 33.33 46 8 17.39 
Hemphill 0 0 0 2 0 0 
Henderson 5 0 0 45 2 4.44 
Hidalgo 15 5 33.33 98 17 17.35 
Hill 3 0 0 19 3 15.79 
Hockley 2 0 0 13 0 0 
Hood 0 0 0 9 4 44.44 
Hopkins 1 0 0 16 0 0 
Houston 2 0 0 11 1 9.09 
Howard 2 0 0 12 0 0 
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2017 2010 to 2017 

County DWI 
Drivers 

DWI Drivers 
No BAC 

 Percent 
Unreported 
BAC 

DWI 
Drivers 

DWI Drivers 
No BAC 

Percent 
Unreported 
BAC 

Hudspeth 3 1 33.33 12 3 25 
Hunt 12 0 0 56 1 1.79 
Hutchinson 0 0 0 12 1 8.33 
Irion 0 0 0 3 1 33.33 
Jack 1 0 0 4 1 25 
Jackson 3 1 33.33 14 6 42.86 
Jasper 0 0 0 16 0 0 
Jeff Davis 1 0 0 1 0 0 
Jefferson 6 0 0 45 6 13.33 
Jim Hogg 0 0 0 2 0 0 
Jim Wells 0 0 0 8 1 12.5 
Johnson 6 2 33.33 39 10 25.64 
Jones 3 1 33.33 16 2 12.5 
Karnes 1 0 0 8 1 12.5 
Kaufman 13 0 0 71 1 1.41 
Kendall 1 0 0 14 0 0 
Kent 1 0 0 1 0 0 
Kerr 2 0 0 21 1 4.76 
Kimble 0 0 0 3 2 66.67 
Kinney 0 0 0 3 0 0 
Kleberg 0 0 0 6 3 50 
Knox 0 0 0 5 0 0 
Lamar 0 0 0 12 0 0 
Lamb 0 0 0 8 1 12.5 
Lampasas 0 0 0 2 0 0 
Lasalle 1 0 0 6 3 50 
Lavaca 2 0 0 13 0 0 
Lee 2 0 0 15 0 0 
Leon 2 0 0 14 1 7.14 
Liberty 7 1 14.29 24 4 16.67 
Limestone 1 0 0 13 2 15.38 
Lipscomb 0 0 0 3 0 0 
Live Oak 2 2 100 10 5 50 
Llano 2 0 0 18 0 0 
Loving 0 0 0 1 1 100 
Lubbock 11 0 0 85 1 1.18 
Lynn 1 0 0 7 0 0 
Madison 2 1 50 13 3 23.08 
Marion 2 1 50 9 1 11.11 
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2017 2010 to 2017 

County DWI 
Drivers 

DWI Drivers 
No BAC 

 Percent 
Unreported 
BAC 

DWI 
Drivers 

DWI Drivers 
No BAC 

Percent 
Unreported 
BAC 

Martin 0 0 0 6 0 0 
Matagorda 5 0 0 24 1 4.17 
Maverick 2 0 0 7 1 14.29 
McLennan 11 0 0 80 3 3.75 
McMullen 0 0 0 1 1 100 
Medina 4 1 25 17 2 11.76 
Menard 0 0 0 1 0 0 
Midland 11 0 0 90 7 7.78 
Milam 9 0 0 22 0 0 
Mills 2 0 0 6 0 0 
Mitchell 2 0 0 7 0 0 
Montague 1 0 0 8 0 0 
Montgomery 24 0 0 167 5 2.99 
Moore 0 0 0 6 0 0 
Morris 1 0 0 12 1 8.33 
Motley 0 0 0 2 0 0 
Nacogdoches 3 1 33.33 27 3 11.11 
Navarro 3 1 33.33 13 1 7.69 
Newton 0 0 0 8 0 0 
Nolan 2 0 0 14 1 7.14 
Nueces 8 0 0 59 12 20.34 
Ochiltree 0 0 0 3 0 0 
Oldham 0 0 0 5 0 0 
Orange 8 0 0 40 1 2.5 
Palo Pinto 2 1 50 16 3 18.75 
Panola 1 0 0 23 0 0 
Parker 2 2 100 20 7 35 
Parmer 0 0 0 3 0 0 
Pecos 6 0 0 15 1 6.67 
Polk 2 0 0 28 4 14.29 
Potter 7 1 14.29 57 4 7.02 
Presidio 1 0 0 2 1 50 
Rains 0 0 0 5 0 0 
Randall 2 0 0 23 0 0 
Reagan 1 0 0 4 0 0 
Real 0 0 0 3 0 0 
Red River 0 0 0 9 1 11.11 
Reeves 4 0 0 26 2 7.69 
Refugio 2 0 0 6 0 0 
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2017 2010 to 2017 

County DWI 
Drivers 

DWI Drivers 
No BAC 

 Percent 
Unreported 
BAC 

DWI 
Drivers 

DWI Drivers 
No BAC 

Percent 
Unreported 
BAC 

Roberts 1 1 100 2 2 100 
Robertson 1 1 100 18 3 16.67 
Rockwall 5 1 20 20 1 5 
Runnels 0 0 0 8 3 37.5 
Rusk 3 2 66.67 32 5 15.63 
Sabine 0 0 0 8 1 12.5 
San Augustine 1 0 0 12 2 16.67 
San Jacinto 2 1 50 33 1 3.03 
San Patricio 3 1 33.33 16 7 43.75 
San Saba 0 0 0 5 0 0 
Schleicher 0 0 0 1 0 0 
Scurry 0 0 0 8 0 0 
Shackelford 0 0 0 3 0 0 
Shelby 1 0 0 16 2 12.5 
Sherman 0 0 0 5 2 40 
Smith 8 2 25 59 5 8.47 
Somervell 2 0 0 7 1 14.29 
Starr 1 0 0 8 3 37.5 
Stephens 1 0 0 2 0 0 
Stonewall 0 0 0 2 0 0 
Sutton 1 0 0 2 0 0 
Swisher 0 0 0 3 0 0 
Tarrant 23 4 17.39 279 23 8.24 
Taylor 2 0 0 39 2 5.13 
Terrell 0 0 0 2 0 0 
Terry 0 0 0 6 0 0 
Throckmorton 0 0 0 1 1 100 
Titus 2 0 0 17 1 5.88 
Tom Green 4 0 0 22 3 13.64 
Travis 36 5 13.89 256 15 5.86 
Trinity 1 0 0 14 3 21.43 
Tyler 0 0 0 12 3 25 
Upshur 0 0 0 15 2 13.33 
Upton 0 0 0 5 0 0 
Uvalde 0 0 0 6 1 16.67 
Val Verde 0 0 0 4 0 0 
Van Zandt 3 1 33.33 34 4 11.76 
Victoria 3 0 0 24 4 16.67 
Walker 5 1 20 31 3 9.68 
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2017 2010 to 2017 

County DWI 
Drivers 

DWI Drivers 
No BAC 

 Percent 
Unreported 
BAC 

DWI 
Drivers 

DWI Drivers 
No BAC 

Percent 
Unreported 
BAC 

Waller 3 1 33.33 14 4 28.57 
Ward 0 0 0 15 5 33.33 
Washington 2 0 0 22 2 9.09 
Webb 6 0 0 32 3 9.38 
Wharton 0 0 0 16 1 6.25 
Wheeler 2 0 0 10 2 20 
Wichita 3 1 33.33 27 4 14.81 
Wilbarger 2 1 50 7 3 42.86 
Willacy 2 0 0 9 0 0 
Williamson 15 1 6.67 86 8 9.30 
Wilson 0 0 0 11 3 27.27 
Winkler 2 0 0 9 0 0 
Wise 7 0 0 37 2 5.41 
Wood 3 1 33.33 18 3 16.67 
Yoakum 0 0 0 3 0 0 
Young 0 0 0 6 0 0 
Zapata 0 0 0 1 0 0 
Zavala 1 0 0 4 0 0 

 
Next, spatial patterns of percent unreported BAC were explored for Texas counties. Figure 14 
and Figure 15 display the distribution of percent unreported BAC values for fatal DWI drivers by 
County for 2010-2017 and 2017. Spatially, it appears for 2010-2017 the counties with the 
highest percent unreported BAC values were in rural areas, as well as along the U.S. Mexico 
border. Whereas in 2017, counties with the highest percent unreported BAC values appeared 
largely in rural counties near metropolitan areas, with a few counties in extremely rural areas.  
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Figure 14. Percent Unreported BACs for Fatal DWI Drivers, 2010-2017 
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Figure 15. Percent Unreported BACs for Fatal DWI Drivers, 2017 

Contributing Factors 
Texas peace officers use the TxDOT CR-3 crash report form to record contributing factors for 
motor vehicle crashes. There are four contributing factors listed on the CR-3 crash report form 
specific to suspected alcohol and/or drug influence by the driver:  
 

• 45-had been drinking, 
• 67-under the influence (alcohol), 
• 68-under the influence (drugs), and/or 
• 62-taking medication.  

Figure 16 illustrates the number of drivers where one or more of the four contributing crash 
factors associated with alcohol and drug-related fatal crashes was selected and no toxicology 
test reported in CRIS from 2010 to 2017. There were 542 DWI-related contributing factors 
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identified on the CR-3 form for the 508 fatally injured drivers who did not have a BAC reported 
or positive substance test result.  
 

 
Figure 16. Occurrence of Reported DWI Contributing Factors for Fatally Injured Drivers without a BAC 

or Positive Substance Test Result, 2010-2017 

Summary 
In 2017, 37 percent of all fatal crashes involved a DWI. These crashes were responsible for 
1,387 fatalities on Texas roadways. Driving while intoxicated with alcohol and/or drugs 
continues to be a major traffic safety issue within Texas.  
 
As a significant traffic safety issue, complete and accurate crash records are needed to 
determine the true picture of the role of DWI crashes on traffic safety in Texas. In addition, CRIS 
data, of which toxicology results are a part of, are needed to assess the effectiveness of 
countermeasures, as well as for resource allocation. This project identified that 7.1 percent of 
fatal DWI drivers did not have reported BAC levels or a substance test from 2010 to 2017. In 
addition, the analysis identified that urbanization status may be associated with a higher 
percentage of unreported BAC values. Counties with a higher percentage of unreported BAC 
toxicology results often had very few fatal DWI driver crashes which may indicate that 
experience and knowledge of procedures plays a role in the correct reporting of BAC values. 
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HAD BEEN DRINKING 47 32 23 47 38 37 38 41
UNDER INFLUENCE - ALCOHOL 23 22 8 18 19 26 27 19
UNDER INFLUENCE - DRUG 9 11 5 3 12 6 9 10
TAKING MEDICATION 1 1 0 4 0 0 2 4

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

50



32 
 

Process Related to the Testing and Reporting of Blood Alcohol Concentration 
Toxicology Results for Fatal Crashes in Texas and Selected States 

Background 
Accurate and complete data for BAC toxicology results cannot be underestimated. Reported 
BAC toxicology results are used to implement alcohol and drug impaired driving programs, 
evaluate their effectiveness, and monitor impaired driving rates in Texas and across the 
country. State Departments of Transportation (DOTS) are responsible for collecting and 
reporting BAC data to the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration’s (NHTSA) FARS 
database. 
 
To this end, justices of the peace and medical examiners acting in the capacity of the death 
investigator must submit a report to TxDOT if a death has occurred because of a traffic crash as 
outlined in Transportation Code Section 550.081. The full citation of Transportation Code 
Section 550.081 can be found in Appendix A. The report must include results of any 
toxicological testing that was conducted. In Texas, the decision whether to order toxicology 
testing on a fatally injured driver is left to the discretion of the justice of the peace or medical 
examiner serving as the death investigator for that fatal crash. Yet in practice, toxicology testing 
is not always performed on all fatally injured drivers, including some individuals who are 
suspected of DWI.  
 
Currently, 12 of the 254 counties in Texas have a medical examiner’s office located within its 
boundaries or are a part of a medical examiner district. These counties serve as their home 
county’s medical examiner’s office while also serving multiple counties that have no designated 
medical examiner’s office within the borders. Interestingly, the medical examiner system covers 
60% of the state’s total population. In contrast, the justice of the peace system is utilized in 239 
counties and accounts for 40% of the state’s total population. 
 
The purpose of this section is to provide information regarding the process of testing and 
reporting BAC results by the medical examiner and justice of the peace systems for fatal 
crashes in Texas.  In addition, this section explores the differences in process between Texas 
and five states, which were selected for their high BAC toxicology reporting rate to FARS. 
Awareness of the process by which reporting systems in other states operate provide a better 
understanding of promising practices and how BAC reporting can be improved in the state of 
Texas.  

Types of Death Investigation Systems: USA 
Death investigation systems in the United States are determined by state statute. These 
statutes specify whether a state will consist of a medical examiner system, coroner system, or a 
combination of both.  
 
Medical examiner offices may be located centrally, in counties, districts, or sporadically placed. 
Nineteen states have a centralized medical examiner system with no coroners (Hanzlick). Two 
states have a medical examiner in every county (Hanzlick). Florida is the only state with a 
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district medical examiner system with a medical examiner located in each of its twenty-four 
districts (Hanzlick). Fourteen states have medical examiner offices that are located sporadically 
within the state (Hanzlick). The remaining fourteen states do not utilize the medical examiner 
system as a death investigation system within their state (Hanzlick). 
 
Medical Examiner systems serve 960 of 3,137 counties in the United States which accounts for 
approximately 31% of all counties (Hanzlick). Regarding population, medical examiner systems 
handle death investigations for roughly 50% of the United States population while the 
remaining 50% is covered by a coroner system (Hanzlick). 
 
Coroner systems are found in twenty-eight states. Coroner requirements are defined by state 
statute. Coroners are usually elected, non-physicians, and generally require the assistance of a 
pathologist to perform autopsies on the deceased. Requirements to become a coroner are 
typically minimal. Of the twenty-eight states that have a coroner system fourteen of those 
states have laws that mandate initial and continuing training for coroners. State law in the 
remaining states do not identify specific training requirements for coroners. 
 
Death investigations are consistent in the United States with autopsies performed in certain 
types of deaths such as: 
  

• sudden, unexpected, and unexplained, 
• unusual or suspicious, 
• known or suspected as having been caused by injury or poisoning, 
• in-custody deaths, 
• and when no physician is present to certify the death. 

While commonalities exist within the systems, not all systems are the same due to variations 
such as autopsies performed for anesthetic deaths and/or public health threats. Regardless, 
death investigations are performed in accordance with state law by medical examiner systems, 
coroner systems, or a mixture of both systems. 

Death Investigation Systems: Texas 
The death investigation systems in Texas are the medical examiner and justice of the peace 
systems. Texas has twelve medical examiner offices that are dispersed throughout the state.  

Medical Examiner System 
The medical examiner system refers to the system in which an authorized physician investigates 
deaths for a specified geographic jurisdiction. A medical examiner is a licensed physician 
authorized and charged by law to investigate and examine persons who have died suddenly, 
unexpectedly, violently, suspiciously, or unnaturally. It is the responsibility of the medical 
examiner to determine the cause and manner of death, and to document and preserve 
evidence as it relates to the decedent.  
 
According to the Texas Code of Criminal Procedure, Article 49.25 section 1, counties with 
populations of more than one million and without a reputable medical school are required to 
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establish and maintain the office of the examiner. Population previsions are based upon the 
preceding US Census. However, the Article also extends the commissioner’s court of any county 
(regardless of population size) the right to establish and maintain the office of the medical 
examiner. Relevant complete selected citations from Chapter 49 of the Texas Code of Criminal 
Procedure can be found in Appendix B. 
 
Currently, there are twelve counties in Texas operating with a medical examiner’s office – 
Bexar, Collin, Dallas, Ector, El Paso, Galveston, Harris, Lubbock, Nueces, Tarrant, Travis, and 
Webb Counties. Of these, Tarrant, Denton, Parker, and Johnson County Commissioners Courts 
have established a medical district, which jointly operate and maintain the office of the medical 
examiner.  
 
For fatal crashes occurring in counties with a medical examiner’s office, the office is notified of 
the crash through law enforcement. Based on the circumstances surrounding death, if a formal 
investigation is conducted, the medical examiner will arrange to have the decedent transported 
to the medical examiner’s office.   
 
The medical examiner has the duty and responsibility of determining the cause and manner of 
death. The cause of an individual’s demise is often determined with an autopsy. During an 
autopsy, the body is examined multiple times – after intake, after unclothed, and after being 
cleaned. At each step, unusual features or injuries are identified and documented. The body is 
then opened, and each organ is examined for the presence of injuries or a pre-existing disease. 
When alcohol and/or drugs are suspected to have contributed to a fatal crash, samples of 
various organs, tissues, and body fluids are retained for toxicological testing.  
 
Toxicology in the medical examiner setting is distinct from drug testing that is performed in a 
hospital setting. Hospitals often perform screening tests for categories and types of drugs. But, 
the primary difference is that clinicians benefit from working with a living patient with 
symptoms to evaluate. To put a decedent’s death into perspective, the medical examiner must 
know the quantity of drugs within the decedent. The medical examiner must ask questions 
about whether the level of alcohol/drugs consumed was toxic; whether its consumption was 
accidental or suicidal. Furthermore, biological tests must be performed multiple times to 
validate results. The validation process may be complicated by the involvement of multiple or 
unusual drugs, or if the body has decomposed. This, along with the volume of cases processed, 
can increase the timeline in which toxicological results are returned to medical examiner 
offices.    
 
Once autopsy results are received by the medical examiner’s office, an autopsy report is 
finalized to include the toxicological results. The medical examiner’s office either reports the 
BAC data to the TxDOT-CRS, or the toxicological results may be forwarded to the investigating 
law enforcement agency or requesting justice of the peace office for dispatch to TxDOT. Figure 
17 is a visual summary of the process of reporting BAC results in counties with medical 
examiner’s offices.  
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Figure 17.  Process of Reporting BAC Results by Medical Examiner Systems 
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Justice of the Peace System 
The 239 counties in Texas without a medical examiner’s office utilize the justice of the peace 
system as a death investigator. The role of a justice of the peace in this system is to pronounce 
death and order a formal investigation into the cause and manner of death. According to the 
Texas Justice Court Training Center, there are 829 justices of the peace scattered throughout 
counties across the State of Texas. In these counties, when a fatal crash occurs, law 
enforcement agencies are notified and respond to investigate the scene. The role of law 
enforcement is to investigate the crash and pursue criminal charges if necessary. At the scene 
of the crash, law enforcement officials will request a justice of the peace to respond and 
declare the driver deceased. If the driver is deceased upon law enforcement arrival, a funeral 
home is typically contacted after the justice of the peace pronounces death. The funeral home 
then takes possession of the decedent and their representative transports the body to and 
from the medical examiner’s office.  
 
Some medical examiner offices provide autopsies and toxicological testing for surrounding 
counties. In some cases, the surrounding counties may enter into an inter-local agreement to 
provide these services. In others, a justice of the peace simply requests autopsy services. 
However, medical examiner offices may decline to provide services to a justice of the peace, 
and in these cases, it is the responsibility of the justice of the peace to find another medical 
examiner office willing to perform the autopsy.  
 
When the autopsy is complete, the medical examiner’s office will release the decedent back 
into the funeral home’s care. The decedent is transported by the funeral home or their 
representative and prepared according to arrangements made by the decedent’s family.  
Once toxicology testing results are available, the autopsy report is completed by the medical 
examiner’s office. The medical examiner’s office then forwards a copy of the autopsy report to 
the justice of the peace who requested the services. The investigating law enforcement agency 
may either obtain a copy of the autopsy results directly from the examiner’s office or through 
the justice of the peace’s office. Ultimately, it is the responsibility of the justice of the peace to 
complete and submit the death/toxicology report to the TxDOT Crash Records Section. The 
investigating law enforcement agency has the responsibility of completing a supplemental 
crash report and submitting that report to the TxDOT Crash Records Section.  
 
Figure 18 provides a visual representation of the process for testing and reporting BAC results 
by counties that operate under the Justice of the Peace system to the TxDOT Crash Records 
Section. 
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Figure 18. Process of Reporting BAC Results for Justice of the Peace System 



38 
 

Comparison States BAC Toxicology Reporting Processes 

Selection of Comparison States 
To determine the states with the best reporting rates, TTI performed a preliminary analysis of 
the 2016 FARS data to identify the five states with the best BAC toxicology reporting rates. TTI 
used several relevant criteria to determine and select the five states with highest reporting 
percentages to FARS. The criteria included person type (example: driver or passenger), test 
rates and BAC test result rates. Table 6 shows the results of this analysis. 
 
Table 6. FARS 2016 Blood Alcohol Concentration Reporting, by State 

Category Type   State %  
All Person Type in 
Fatal Crashes  

by Alcohol Test Type: 
Test Given  

1 New Hampshire 63% 
2 Montana 59% 
3 Nebraska 57% 
4 Missouri 55% 
5 Alaska 55% 

by Alcohol Test Result: 
Actual BAC value (0.00 to 
0.94) 

1 New Hampshire 63% 
2 South Dakota 59% 
3 Montana 58% 
4 Nebraska 57% 
5 Missouri 55% 

Driver (including 
motorcyclist) 

by Alcohol Test Type: 
Test Given  

1 Montana 80% 
2 Nebraska 78% 
3 New Hampshire 77% 
4 South Dakota 77% 
5 Maine 76% 

by Alcohol Test Result: 
Actual BAC value (0.00 to 
0.94) 

1 South Dakota 87% 
2 Montana 79% 
3 Nebraska 78% 
4 New Hampshire 76% 
5 Alaska 75% 

 
TTI chose to compare the BAC reporting process of the states with the highest BAC reporting 
rates of deceased drivers. Thus, the states selected for comparison are: 
 

• South Dakota 
• Montana 
• Nebraska 
• New Hampshire 
• Alaska 

The subsequent sections will review the process and statutes relating to BAC toxicology testing 
and reporting of alcohol involved fatalities in each of these states. 
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South Dakota 
According to the 2016 FARS data, South Dakota had the highest reporting rate of drivers who 
were given an alcohol test. This reporting rates is achieved with mandatory testing statues as 
well as a hybrid death investigator system. South Dakota statutes require that blood samples be 
taken and tested in all cases reported as “violent or accidental death.” Section 34 – 25 – 22.1, 
South Dakota Statutes, states as follows: 
 

“Blood samples taken in violent or accidental death cases--Transmission to 
laboratory. The county coroner of each county shall take or cause to be taken blood 
samples of any person who has died from apparent violence, fire, suicide, or motor 
vehicle, agricultural, or industrial accident. The samples shall be taken as soon as 
practicable after the death has been discovered and forthwith transmitted to a 
laboratory certified to examine the sample for toxicology levels”. 
 

In addition, the South Dakota statutes do not provide for the establishment of a state medical 
examiner’s office. The South Dakota medical death investigation system is county based as set 
forth in S.D. Codified Laws § 7-7-1.1. County-based corners are established in each county, and 
in the larger counties the coroner’s office is overseen by medical doctor and his/her 
professional staff. The coroner may appoint one or more deputies and each deputy shall 
receive fees and expenses as determined at the discretion of the board of the county 
commissioners. The deputy coroner may not receive a salary. S.D. Codified Laws § 7-14-9. 
 
However, in the smaller counties, lay coroners are appointed and authorized to conduct death 
investigations and draw, or cause to be drawn, blood samples pursuant to Section 34 – 25 – 
22.1. In the larger counties, the drawing and testing of blood samples are conducted within the 
coroners’ office. In the smaller counties, the samples are collected and sent to the State 
Department of Health. The State Department of Health charges a $35 fee for conducting 
toxicology testing, and the results are returned to the coroner for reporting purposes. 

Montana 
Even though Montana does not have a statute that mandates the taking of blood samples for 
all fatally injured drivers involved in crashes, it still maintains a higher than average rate of 
reporting BAC toxicology results to FARS. 
 
Perhaps one reason for Montana’s high reporting rate is a centralized Office of the Medical 
Examiner. The Montana statutes create the office of the State Medical Examiner as set forth in 
Mont. Code Ann. § 44-3-201. The state has one chief medical examiner and two assistant 
medical examiners in the State Medical Examiner’s Office. However, the death investigation 
system in Montana is county coroner based as set forth in Mont. Code Ann. § 7-4-2901. 
According to statute, the State Medical Examiner’s Office is tasked with: 
 

(1) providing assistance and consultation to associate medical examiners, coroners, and law 
enforcement officers; 

(2) providing court testimony when necessary to accomplish the purposes of this chapter; 
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(3) stimulating and directing research in the field of forensic pathology; 
(4) maintaining an ongoing educational and training program for associate medical examiners, 

coroners, and law enforcement officers; 
(5) appointing associate medical examiners; and 
(6) performing autopsies as requested (Mont. Code Ann. § 44-3-211). 

As a matter of practice, almost all the coroners in Montana are also sheriff’s deputies or are law 
enforcement officers. The State Medical Examiner’s Office has a close working relationship with 
the county coroners and encourages them to get toxicology results for all fatally injured drivers. 
As a result, a very high percentage of the coroners voluntarily have blood drawn and sent to the 
state crime lab for testing. The tests are paid for by the testing county out of county resources. 
The results of the tests are then sent back to the submitting coroner and are included by the 
law enforcement officer in the crash report which is sent to the Montana Department of 
Transportation, who ultimately reports the results to FARS. 
 
Therefore, the high success rate Montana has demonstrated in reporting BAC toxicology 
reporting for deceased drivers is not the result of any statutory regulation but is a result of 
good public policy and good working relationships between the State Medical Examiner’s 
Office, the county coroners, and law enforcement. 

Nebraska 
In Nebraska, the death investigation system is county based. However, Nebraska has a unique 
death investigation system in that the county attorney in each county is the one authorized to 
perform all duties of the county coroner and the county attorney acts as the ex officio county 
coroner. The county attorney may, with the approval and consent of the county board appoint 
one or more deputies to assist the discharge of these duties. The statutes also create the office 
of the coroner’s physician, appointed by the coroner in each county. 
 

“County attorney is elected and the county attorney shall perform all of the duties 
enjoined by law upon the county coroner and the county attorney shall be the ex officio 
county coroner (Neb. Rev. Stat. § 23-1820; Neb. Rev. Stat. § 23-1201.01; Neb. Rev. Stat. 
§ 23-1210)”. 
 
“The county attorney may, with the approval and consent of the county board, appoint 
one or more deputies . . . to assist him in the discharge of his duties (Neb. Rev. Stat. § 23-
1204)”. 
 
“In each county there is hereby created the office of coroner's physician, who shall be 
appointed by the coroner of the county . . . (Neb. Rev. Stat. § 23-1820)”. 
 
“Such [coroner’s] physician shall certify the cause of death in every case of death in such 
county not certified by an attending physician and shall perform or cause to be 
performed an autopsy when requested by the coroner or as provided in section 23-1824 
(Neb. Rev. Stat. § 23-1820)”. 
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Further, the Nebraska statues mandate that the coroner make a written report of any accident 
involving the death of any person within their jurisdiction to the Department of Transportation 
within 10 days after such death. In addition to the written report, corner must order any tests 
necessary to determine the amount of alcohol or drugs in the body of the deceased driver and 
include those results in the written report. The samples taken are submitted to persons who 
possess a valid permit issued by the Department of Health and Human Services and the report 
results are returned to the official submitting the sample, and then reported to the Department 
of Transportation. 

New Hampshire 

According to the New Hampshire statutes, the death investigation system is centralized. 
Further, the New Hampshire statutes create the office of the State Medical Examiner which is 
housed in the Department of Justice (N.H. Rev. Stat. Ann. § 611-B:2). In New Hampshire, the 
chief medical examiner has authority to appoint and train all medical examiners within the 
state and supervise their activities (N.H. Rev. Stat. Ann. § 611-B:7). 
 
The New Hampshire statues require blood testing for all drivers in crashes that involve death or 
serious bodily injury. The 2006 New Hampshire Statutes - Section 265:93 Blood Testing of 
Certain Motor Vehicle Fatalities state the following: 
 

“When a collision results in death or serious bodily injury to any person, all drivers involved, 
whether living or deceased, and all deceased vehicle occupants and pedestrians involved shall 
be tested for evidence of alcohol or controlled drugs. A law enforcement officer shall request a 
licensed physician, registered nurse, certified physician's assistant, or qualified medical 
technician or medical technologist to withdraw blood from each driver involved if living and 
from the body of each deceased driver, deceased occupant or deceased pedestrian, in 
accordance with RSA 611:6, II, for the purpose of testing for evidence of alcohol content or 
controlled drugs; provided that in the case of a living driver the officer has probable cause to 
believe that the driver caused the collision. All tests made under this section shall be 
conducted by the forensic science laboratory established in RSA 106-B:2-a or in any other 
laboratory capable of conducting such tests which is licensed under the laws of this or any 
other state and which has also been licensed by the U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services under the Clinical Laboratory Improvement Act of 1988, as amended. A copy of the 
report of any such test shall be kept on file by the medical examiner. The filed report is not a 
public record under RSA 91-A. However, the report shall be made available to the following:  
 

I. Any highway safety agency for use in compiling statistics to evaluate the effectiveness of its 
program; and  

II. Any person, including his legal representative, who is or may be involved in a civil, criminal, 
or administrative action or proceeding arising out of an accident in connection with which 
the test was performed”. 
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Since this is a state controlled, centralized death investigation system, all blood samples are 
submitted to the forensics lab established by the state medical examiner and the results are 
made available to the state highway safety office for reporting to FARS. 

Alaska 

In Alaska, the death investigation system is centralized. Alaska statutes create office of the 
State Medical Examiner in the office is housed in the state Health and Social Services 
Department (Alaska Stat. Ann. § 12.65.015). The commissioner of the state Health and Social 
Services Department “shall also appoint a deputy medical examiner, and may appoint assistant 
medical examiners” (Alaska Stat. Ann. § 12.65.015). 
 
When a death is reported to the state medical examiner under Alaska Stat. Ann. § 12.65.005, 
the state medical examiner or the deputy medical examiner shall perform a medical death 
investigation (Alaska Stat. Ann. § 12.65.020). When a person dies under circumstances that, in 
the opinion of the state medical examiner, warrant an investigation, the state medical examiner 
or the deputy medical examiner may perform a medical death investigation. In performing the 
investigation, the state medical examiner or the deputy medical examiner may: 
 

(1) order that the body of the person who has died not be moved or otherwise disturbed without 
the permission of the medical examiner; 

(2) request a peace officer to secure the scene and perform an on-scene investigation; 
(3) view the remains of the deceased person; 
(4) order the remains of the deceased to be transported to another location; 
(5) perform a postmortem examination; 
(6) perform an autopsy; 
(7) take possession of property considered necessary for the investigation; 
(8) subpoena and examine a person or record necessary in the opinion of the medical examiner to 

determine the material facts relating to the death; and 
(9) take other actions appropriate under the circumstances to determine the cause and manner of 

death. 

When the state medical examiner or deputy medical examiner has completed an investigation 
or made the inquiry considered appropriate by the examiner, the examiner shall prepare a 
report of the examiner’s findings and conclusions. If the findings and conclusions indicate that 
the death may have been caused by criminal means, the state medical examiner or the deputy 
medical examiner shall submit a copy of the report to the district attorney responsible for 
prosecutions in the location where the death occurred. 
 
Therefore, although Alaska statutes do not mandate that blood testing occur in all traffic 
related fatalities, policies and procedures established through the State Medical Examiner’s 
office have accomplished a very high rate of BAC testing. 
 
When a driver dies at the crash scene, the medical examiner’s office is notified of the death and 
a medical examiner responds to the crash scene if the crash occurs in Anchorage. Outside of 
Anchorage, a funeral director or private contractor responds and transports the body to the 
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State Medical Office in Anchorage where the medical examiner obtains a blood sample. The 
blood samples are sent to the Alaska Scientific Crime Detection Laboratory for alcohol 
toxicology screening. 
 
All blood samples obtained by law enforcement are sent to the Washington State Toxicology 
Laboratory because the Alaska Scientific Crime Detection Laboratory currently does not 
perform toxicology testing. Similarly, the Alaska State Medical Examiner’s Office sends samples 
to other states for testing. Law enforcement generally obtains BAC toxicology reports from all 
these sources and enters the results onto the crash reports. The crash reports, in turn, are sent 
to FARS. In addition, the FARS analyst sends a monthly request to the Alaska Scientific Crime 
Detection Laboratory for the reports related to all people involved in fatal crashes. The State 
Crime Detection Laboratory sends the reports directly to the FARS analyst. 
  
In 2010, the Alaska FARS analyst created a Supplemental Fatal Crash Report form to accompany 
the current and outdated Alaska crash report form 12-200, which was last revised in 2001. The 
12-200 form is standard for all Alaska law enforcement agencies. The supplemental report form 
collects more detailed information missing from the 12-200 such as the BAC test status, test 
type, and the method of alcohol determination by police.   
 
The FARS analyst will also request and receive driver and vehicle data from DMV records, 
roadway inventory data from the Alaska Highway Analysis System (HAS), on-scene details from 
EMS providers, commercial vehicle data from Commercial Vehicle Enforcement, and death 
certificate data from the Bureau of Vital Statistics. The Bureau of Vital Statistics sends a list of 
fatalities to FARS upon request, or when the Bureau’s information is updated.   
 
The FARS analyst is responsible for entering all fatal crash information into both the FARS 
database and the Alaska crash records system, HAS, to prevent discrepancies between FARS 
and HAS.  

Discussion 

The success in reporting BAC toxicology results for deceased drivers that South Dakota, 
Montana, Nebraska, New Hampshire, and Alaska have demonstrated is the result of a 
combination of clear and concise statutory mandates, strong public policy considerations, and 
good working relationships between state agencies. 
 
In the two states that do not have a mandatory reporting statute, Montana and Alaska, the 
medical examiner’s office makes a concerted effort to work with local officials to obtain 
samples and record results. It should also be noted that these two states have a very small 
annual number of traffic fatalities compared to Texas and the other larger states. According to 
FARS data from 2016, Texas reported 2,274 deceased drivers; Montana reported 131 deceased 
drivers; and Alaska reported 50 deceased drivers.  
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The remaining states, South Dakota, Nebraska, and New Hampshire all have clearly defined 
mandatory duties imposed upon those conducting the death investigation to have a blood 
sample drawn, tested, and reported to the state highway transportation department. 
 
By contrast, although the Texas statutes mandate that a death report be timely filed, they do 
not require BAC toxicology testing be performed. Instead, Texas statutes only require that any 
testing that is done be reported. Of the 254 counties in Texas, most do not have the benefit of a 
medical examiner’s office. Instead, they rely on the justices of the peace to conduct death 
investigations and determine whether to order autopsies and/or toxicology testing on deceased 
drivers. Further, the Commissioners Court in each county determines the budget for each of 
these justices of the peace including their salary, and the justices of the peace often receive 
significant pushback from the Commissioners Court if they order, and the county must pay for, 
too many autopsies or toxicology testing.  

Summary 

In Texas, the process to toxicological testing and the reporting of BAC toxicology results begins 
with the notification to law enforcement that a crash event has occurred and an accompanying 
death investigation by a medical examiner or justice of the peace. Under the current death 
investigation system, Texas is dependent on medical examiners and their staff to complete and 
submit the necessary documents to report BAC toxicology results as required by statute.  
 
By comparison, Texas could look to other states who are reporting at higher rates for strategies 
to improve the rate of BAC toxicology results among fatally injured drivers. Based on the five 
comparison states in this analysis, Texas could: 
 

• create clear and concise statutory mandates for BAC toxicology testing  
• create strong public policy and promote buy-in to performing BAC toxicology testing on 

all fatally injured drivers 
• develop strong working relationships among agencies responsible for BAC toxicology 

testing and reporting. 

Most importantly, Texas is not alone in the challenges it faces in reporting BAC toxicology 
results of fatally injured drivers. However, consistency in the death investigation process must 
occur with all agencies involved to make strides in increasing BAC reporting. There is no perfect 
system of reporting; however, the more that is understood about the process of toxicology 
testing and reporting of results by medical examiner and justices of the peace provides a 
greater opportunity for identifying and correcting problems.  
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Survey of the Medical Examiner Offices in Texas  

Background 
Medical examiners are authorized to investigate motor vehicle crash fatalities to determine the 
extent to that alcohol and/or drugs contributed to the crash. In Texas, the medical examiner’s 
office is notified by a law enforcement agency of fatal crashes that occur in one of the twelve 
counties with a medical examiner’s office. Based on the circumstances surrounding the crash 
death, a formal investigation may be conducted which includes an autopsy and toxicological 
testing.   
 
Currently, there are 12 counties in Texas operating with a medical examiner’s office, including 
Bexar, Collin, Dallas, Ector, El Paso, Galveston, Harris, Lubbock, Nueces, Tarrant, Travis, and 
Webb. Of special note, Tarrant, Denton, Parker, and Johnson Counties have been established as 
a medical examiner district. These counties serve as their home county’s medical examiner’s 
office while also serving multiple counties that have no designated medical examiner office 
within the borders of their county. These medical examiner districts are authorized under Code 
of Criminal Procedure 49.25 section 1-a.  
 
In 2018, TTI was charged with identifying issues that adversely affect medical examiners and 
justices of the peace who report BAC toxicology results for fatally injured drivers. One way TTI 
has worked to identify issues is to survey medical examiners and justices of the peace to better 
understand their experiences reporting BAC toxicology results of fatally injured drivers to 
TxDOT - CRS. The purpose of this section is to provide information gathered from surveying the 
medical examiner offices. This survey focused on current BAC testing and reporting practices 
for fatal crashes as well as evaluation of current TTI medical examiner educational activities. An 
understanding of each medical examiner’s procedures provides insight into potential gaps in 
BAC reporting in Texas, as well as information on how these gaps may be addressed. In 
addition, evaluation of current medical examiner educational activities will provide TTI and 
TxDOT with information to improve future educational opportunities.  

Survey Methods 
To report the most accurate and up to date information about the current practices of the 
medical examiner’s offices, TTI surveyed the medical examiner’s offices via an online survey 
using Qualtrics. Prior to distribution of the survey, TTI identified contacts within each medical 
examiner’s office to ask about current BAC testing and reporting practices for fatal crashes, as 
well as about current educational activities coordinated by TTI. Each medical examiner’s office 
was emailed information regarding the survey, survey link, and contact information for 
questions. In addition, medical examiners who did not complete the survey were reminded via 
email and given a reminder phone call. A complete listing of the questions on the survey as well 
as responses can be found in Appendix C. 

Survey Response 
The team received a 100 percent response rate with all 12 medical examiner’s offices 
completing the online survey.  
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Survey Results  

Current BAC Testing and Reporting Practices 
After reviewing the completed surveys, it was found that 9 out of the 12 counties (75 percent) 
reported that the medical examiner was one of the individuals to request a toxicology test for 
fatal crashes. Over half (58 percent) of the counties listed the medical examiner’s office as the 
only agency to request a toxicology test for fatal crashes. There were also circumstances in 
which a justice of the peace, law enforcement officer, or pathologists would request toxicology 
testing. Figure 19 provides a summary of who requests toxicology testing for fatally injured 
drivers by profession.  
 

 
Figure 19. Medical Examiner’s Offices: Toxicology Requests of Fatally Injured Drivers 

 
Largely, the survey found the decision of whether an autopsy and/or toxicology testing is 
conducted in a fatal crash falls to the discretion of the medical examiner. When alcohol and/or 
drugs are suspected of contributing to a crash, toxicological testing is typically ordered. 
Interestingly, approximately half (58 percent) of the medical examiner’s offices reported that 
there were circumstances which they would not test for BAC or drugs in a fatal crash. The 
medical examiners listed a total of thirteen circumstances in which they would not test for BAC 
or drugs in a fatal crash, including hospitalization, fatality was not driver, no criminal charges 
were filed on driver involved in crash, single motor vehicle crash, and with discretion of the 
medical examiner. The most common reason that someone who was fatally injured in a crash 
would not be tested is hospitalization. Of those who mentioned hospitalizations, three medical 
examiners noted prolonged hospitalizations prior to death often result in admission blood not 
being available. In addition, it should be noted that any lifesaving treatments the decedent 
received at the crash site or hospital could impact the toxicology results. Figure 20 provides a 
summary of the different factors cited by medical examiner’s offices as reasons toxicology 
testing would not be performed. 
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Figure 20. Medical Examiner’s Offices: Circumstances for No Toxicology Testing 

Oddly, less than half (42 percent) of the counties with a medical examiner office were found to 
be able to perform toxicological testing in-house, using laboratories within their offices. The 
other medical examiner offices (58 percent) were found to send collected specimens to 
external laboratories for analysis. All medical examiners that sent lab specimens to another lab 
reported using NMS Labs. In addition, one lab reported using both NMS Labs and AXIS Labs. The 
approximate cost of toxicology tests ranged from being included with the autopsy cost to $401-
$500. It was also noted many of the cost estimates were for screening and if additional drug 
confirmations were required the cost would increase. A majority (83 percent) of the medical 
examiners reported the medical examiner’s office was responsible for bearing the cost of 
toxicology tests in their primary county. The remaining two medical examiners (17 percent) 
reported the county was responsible for bearing the cost. For inter-local agencies for 
surrounding counties, the cost is either part of an arranged autopsy fee or covered by the 
justice of the peace for each respective county.  
 
The window for receiving toxicology results back from the laboratory varied from office to 
office due to multiple factors, including workload demands and type of toxicology testing 
requested. Most medical examiners reported receiving results in less than 1 month (58 
percent), with a range of 1 week to 2-3 months reported. In addition, one medical examiner 
reported that the time depends on what is in the decedent’s system and if confirmations need 
to be made. Figure 21 provides a summary of the reported time to receive toxicology test 
results.  
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Figure 21. Medical Examiner’s Offices: Reported Time to Receive a Result from a Toxicology Test 

While the medical examiners similarly carried out alcohol and/or drug testing, the process of 
forwarding toxicology results varied greatly. A majority (67 percent) of the medical examiners 
reported making toxicology tests available upon request. These agencies reported sending 
results when requested to interested parties (50 percent), TxDOT (25 percent), law 
enforcement agencies (17 percent), TxDOT (25 percent), District Attorney (17 percent), 
pathologists (8 percent), and/or Justice of the Peace (8 percent). These agencies reporting 
primarily emailing, faxing, and mailing results. The remaining four out of twelve medical 
examiners (33 percent) reported automatically forwarding toxicology results to law 
enforcement agencies (25 percent), TxDOT (25 percent), and/or the District Attorney (8 
percent). These agencies reported automatically forwarding results weekly, monthly, every 3 
months, as well as upon completion of the report. These agencies primarily reporting emailing 
or mailing results.  
 
Next, the survey found that reporting BAC results to the TxDOT-CRS varied greatly. As shown in 
Figure 22, a majority (83 percent) of medical examiners report toxicology results directly to 
TxDOT. Whereas, 17 percent do not report results directly to TxDOT which is alarming because 
direct reporting is required by statute.  
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Figure 22. Medical Examiners Offices: Report Toxicology Results Directly to TxDOT 

Medical examiner’s offices also vary in their method of reporting as well as reporting 
frequency. Figure 23 provides a summary of the different methods of reporting toxicology 
results to TxDOT. Of the ten medical examiners who report directly to TxDOT, nine report out-
of-jurisdiction cases are reported directly to TxDOT. The remaining medical examiner’s office 
stated out-of-jurisdiction cases are not applicable. In addition, of the medical examiners who 
report directly to TxDOT, nine have a specific person or position that is responsible for 
submitting BAC results to TxDOT. 
 

 
Figure 23. Medical Examiner’s Offices: Method of Reporting Toxicology Results to TxDOT 

Approximately 42 percent of the medical examiner offices reported using the TXDOT CR-1001 - 
Death/Toxicology Report Form (Medical Examiner/Justice of the Peace). On average medical 
examiner offices that use the form ranked the usefulness of the form as 4.6 stars with 5 stars 
being the most useful. Medical examiners who reported using the CR-1001 stated they prefer 
to continue using the CR-1001 report. Of the seven medical examiners that do not use the CR-
1001, three reported submitting toxicology results to TxDOT, two reported not sending results 
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directly to TxDOT, one reports sending full autopsy report to TxDOT, and one stated it created 
too much work for administrative staff. All medical examiners reported the current system is 
efficient and they are not aware of methods to make the process of reporting toxicology 
reports to TxDOT more efficient. One medical examiner reported being contacted 2 to 5 times 
via email by TxDOT in the last 12 months regarding toxicology tests. 
 
Interestingly, all agencies reported not having anything to change to improve or enhance BAC 
reporting in general. However, half of the medical examiners (50 percent) would be willing to 
work with a third-party agency, such as TTI, that would assist with collecting and reporting BAC 
toxicology results to TxDOT. One agency added that despite being willing to work with a third-
party agency they would simply want to directly the monthly PDF to the third party instead of 
TxDOT.   
 
The medical examiner’s offices noted there are 133 counties with inter-agency agreements that 
do not have a medical examiner’s office. Figure 24 below shows Texas counties by their current 
medical examiner status, including if they have a medical examiner office or if the county has 
an inter-agency agreement. However, it should be noted that Nueces County did not report the 
counties with an inter-agency agreement with its office, so those counties are not included in 
Figure 24. 
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Figure 24. Medical Examiner Texas Counties Served, 2018  

 

Table 7 provides a summary of toxicological testing and reporting through medical examiner 
offices in Texas.
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Table 7. Summary of Toxicology Testing and Reporting by Medical Examiner Offices 

County Agency 
Responsible for 

Conducting 
Autopsies 

Other Counties Served Site of 
Toxicology 

Testing 

Approximate 
Toxicology 
Test Cost 

MEO Receives 
Toxicology 
Results in: 

Individual/Agency 
Responsible for 

Reporting BAC data 
to TxDOT 

Frequency of 
BAC Reporting 

to TxDOT: 

BAC Reports 
Submitted to 

TxDOT via: 

Policy for 
Reporting BAC 
Results to Law 
Enforcement: 

Are out of 
jurisdiction cases 

reported to 
TxDOT? 

Bexar Bexar Co. MEO Atascosa, Bandera, 
Crockett, Dimmitt, Edwards, 

Frio, Gillespie, Karnes, 
Kendall, Kerr, Kimble, 
Kinney, La Salle, Llano, 

Mason, Maverick, 
McMullen, Medina, 

Menard, Real, Schleicher, 
Sutton, Uvalde, Val Verde, 

Wilson, Zavala 

In-house Included with 
cost of 

autopsy  

2-3 months Medical Examiner Every 3 
months 

Submit the 
toxicology results 

to TxDOT 
 

Automatically 
Forwarded 

No  

Collin Collin Co. MEO Grayson, Fannin Sent to 
another lab 

$401-$500 Less than 2 
weeks 

Medical Examiner Monthly  Submit the 
toxicology results 

to TxDOT 

Available 
Upon Request  

Yes 

Dallas Dallas County 
Southwestern 

Institute of 
Forensic 

Sciences – 
Office of the 

Medical 
Examiner 

Archer ,Bell, Bowie, 
Brewster, Burleson, Camp, 

Cass, Clay, Coleman,
 Cooke, Coryell, 
Dallas, Delta, Ellis, Fannin, 
Franklin, Freestone, Gray, 
Grayson, Gregg, Grimes, 

Hamilton, Haskell, Hopkins, 
Houston, Hunt, Jack, 

Kaufman, Knox, Lampasas, 
Leon,  Limestone, Madison, 
Martin, McLennan, Mitchell, 

Montague, Montgomery, 
Morris, Palo Pinto, Panola, 
Robertson, Rockwall, Rusk, 
Smith, Titus, Upshur, Van 
Zandt, Walker, Wichita, 

Wise, Wood 

In-house Included with 
cost of 

autopsy 

3-4 weeks Medical Examiner  Not Reported Submit full 
autopsy report to 

TxDOT 

Available 
Upon Request  

Yes 

Ector Ector Co. MEO N/A Sent to 
another lab 

Not Reported 3-4 weeks Medical Examiner Weekly Complete TxDOT 
CR-1001-

Death/Toxicology 
Report 

Automatically 
Forwarded 

Yes 

El Paso El Paso MEO N/A Sent to 
another lab 

$201-$300 3-4 weeks Medical Examiner Not Reported Complete TxDOT 
CR-1001-

Death/Toxicology 
Report  

Available 
Upon Request  

N/A 
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Legend 
- MEO:  Medical Examiner’s Office. 
- N/A: Not Applicable  
- Not Reported: Question Left Blank on Survey  

County Agency 
Responsible for 

Conducting 
Autopsies 

Other Counties Served Site of 
Toxicology 

Testing 

 MEO Receives 
Toxicology 
Results in: 

Individual/Agency 
Responsible for 

Reporting BAC data 
to TxDOT 

Frequency of 
BAC 

Reporting to 
TxDOT: 

BAC Reports 
Submitted to 

TxDOT via: 

Policy for 
Reporting 

BAC Results 
to Law 

Enforcement: 

Are out of 
jurisdiction 

cases reported 
to TxDOT? 

Galveston Galveston Co. 
MEO 

Fort Bend, Brazoria, 
Matagorda 

Sent to 
another lab 

$201-$300 Less than 2 
weeks 

Medical Examiner Upon 
Completion of 

the Report 

Complete TxDOT 
CR-1001-

Death/Toxicology 
Report 

Automatically 
Forwarded 

Yes 

Harris Harris Co. 
Institute of 

Forensic 
Sciences 

Austin, Calhoun, Freestone, 
Polk, San Jacinto, Waller 

In-house Not Reported 2-3 months Medical Examiner Not Reported Submit full 
autopsy report to 

TxDOT 

Available 
Upon Request  

Yes 

Lubbock Lubbock Co. 
MEO 

Borden, Dawson, Hale, 
Hockley, Hutchinson, Irion, 

Jeff Davis, Jones, King, 
Motley, Pecos, Presidio, 
Reeves, Ward, Winkler, 

Yoakum 

Sent to 
another lab 

Included with 
cost of 

autopsy $150-
$212 

Depends on 
testing 

Unknown  N/A Do not directly 
report to TxDOT 

Available 
Upon Request 

Not Reported 

Nueces Nueces Co. 
MEO 

17 surrounding counties not 
stated 

Sent to 
another lab 

Not Reported 7-8 weeks Medical Examiner Not Reported Submit the 
toxicology results 

to TxDOT 

Available 
Upon Request  

Yes 

Tarrant Tarrant Co. 
MEO 

Denton, Johnson, Parker In-house $301 - $400 2-3 weeks Unknown  N/A Do not Directly 
report to TxDOT 

Available 
Upon Request 

Not Reported 

Travis Travis Co. MEO Austin, Bandera, Bastrop, 
Blanco, Burleson, Brown, 

Burnet, Caldwell, Calhoun, 
Colorado, Comal, DeWitt, 
Ector, Edwards, Fayette, 

Gillespie, Goliad, Gonzales, 
Grimes, Guadalupe, Hays, 
Hamilton, Jackson, Kerr, 

Kimble, Lavaca, Lee, Llano, 
McCulloch, McLennan, 
Menard, Milam, Mills, 

Refugio, Robertson, San 
Saba, Victoria, Ward, 

Washington, Wharton, 
Williamson 

In-house Included with 
cost of 

autopsy 

2-3 months Medical Examiner Not Reported Submit the 
toxicology results 

to TxDOT 

Available 
Upon Request 

Yes 

Webb Webb Co. MEO Brooks, Dimmitt, Duval, Jim 
Brooks, La Salle, Maverick, 
Val Verde, Zapata, Zavala  

Sent to 
another lab 

$101-$200 Less than 2 
weeks 

Medical Examiner Not Reported Complete TxDOT 
CR-1001-

Death/Toxicology 
Report 

Available 
Upon Request 

Yes 
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Reported Process for Obtaining a Specimen by Medical Examiner Office  
The survey found many medical examiner’s offices had a similar overall protocol for obtaining a 
specimen for a toxicology test; however, there were a few key differences. The following 
section summarizes the reported process for each of the medical examiner offices.  
 
Bexar County  
An investigator will visit the fatal crash scene, where the body will be transported to the 
medical examiner’s office. After arriving at the medical examiner’s office, an autopsy is 
performed, and specimens are drawn for toxicological testing. The specimens are then sent to a 
lab. The results are then included in the autopsy report.  
 
Collin County  
When a fatal crash occurs in Collin County, an investigator will first visit the scene and 
determine if an autopsy should be performed. The body will then be transported to the medical 
examiner’s office. If an autopsy is performed, blood will be drawn and sent to lab for 
toxicological testing. However, if a person goes to emergency room or hospital, the blood 
collected will be used if available and is given priority over autopsy blood. If the death occurs in 
the hospital and the body is not transported for examination, the hospital blood is obtained and 
tested. The toxicology report generated is sent to TxDOT.  
 
Dallas County  
In Dallas County, the body will be transported to the medical examiner’s office from the death 
scene. An autopsy will be performed, and specimens are collected. It is preferable to collect 
femoral blood, but if unavailable specimens from the subclavian and heart will be collected. 
Specimens are submitted to evidence registration before being transferred a lab for testing. The 
test results are then reported with the autopsy report. Once a month, a report is generated 
with a copy of all tests completed during the prior month involving a vehicle fatality which is 
emailed to TxDOT.  
 
Ector County 
When a fatal crash occurs in Ector County, an investigator will first visit the scene. At the scene, 
the investigator will determine if law enforcement is going to order an autopsy. Next, the body 
is transported to the morgue. If an autopsy will be conducted, the body will be transferred to 
Dallas or Forth Worth. However, if only toxicology testing will be performed, the investigator 
will draw and prepare packaging and ship the sample out the next day to the lab. Once the final 
toxicology results are in, the appropriate form is faxed to TxDOT.  
 
El Paso County  
The medical examiner will determine if an autopsy will be performed and if toxicology testing is 
required. If required, an autopsy is performed, and blood is drawn for toxicology testing. 
However, for deaths associated with a hospitalization, admission blood is requested when 
available. Next, samples are sent to the lab for testing. The results are then included in the 
autopsy report which are available to any requesting party and are submitted monthly.   
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Galveston County  
In Galveston County, the decedent is received at the medical examiner's office. The medical 
examiner reviews death investigation report, and then decides how to proceed. Specimen will 
be drawn at the time of autopsy and then shipped to a lab for testing. Toxicology testing results 
will be provided in the autopsy report which is reported to TxDOT.  
  
Harris County  
For fatal crashes in Harris County, a forensic investigator will respond to the death scene, where 
the body is recovered and transported to the medical examiner’s office. An autopsy will then be 
performed where blood is drawn for toxicological testing. The specimen is dropped off at 
evidence receiving and then transported to the laboratory for testing. The results of the 
toxicological testing are placed in the case file with the autopsy report. The report is then made 
available to TxDOT.  
 
Lubbock County  
In Lubbock County, an investigator will respond to the scene of a fatal crash, where the 
pathologist and investigator will determine if an autopsy should be performed. If an autopsy 
will be performed, a Senior Forensic Technician will attempt to draw blood from first the 
femoral, second the subclavian, and third cardiac blood. If the decedent was in the hospital the 
medical examiner will always request and obtain hospital admit blood for toxicology testing. 
The specimens are then packaged and sent to an outside lab for testing. The results are then 
sent back to the medical examiner’s office and then included with the autopsy report which is 
made available upon request.  

Nueces County  
No information for the process of obtaining a specimen was reported for Nueces County.   
 
Tarrant County  
When a fatal crash occurs in Tarrant County, an investigator will first visit the scene and 
determine if an autopsy should be performed. The body will then be transported to the medical 
examiner’s office. If an autopsy if performed, blood will be drawn and sent to the lab for 
toxicological testing. The results of the toxicology tests are included in the autopsy report which 
is not directly provided to TxDOT.  
 
Travis County  
When a death occurs in Travis County, the body is transported to the medical examiner’s office. 
An autopsy is then performed, and specimens are drawn for toxicological testing. Specimens 
are sent to internal lab for testing where a toxicology report is issued as part of the autopsy 
report which is available upon request.  
 
Webb County  
In Webb County, a specimen would be drawn during the autopsy. If available blood and urine 
are packed, the physician will complete a toxicology order and send specimens to the lab. The 
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toxicology results will be included with the autopsy report. In addition, cases are reported to 
TxDOT using a form.  

TTI Educational Activity Feedback  
Over the past three years, TTI’s project team has been conducting free educational activities 
that focus on BAC and toxicology reporting for medical examiners. The educational activities, 
which consist of webinars for medical examiners that have focused on related laws, duty to 
report, TxDOT acceptance, where to send, and experiences with current system. The survey 
asked briefly about the current educational activities and potential topics for future activities. 
 
Two of the medical examiner’s offices reported participating in the educational webinar hosted 
by TTI. Of which one stated the educational webinar was beneficial. It is important to note that 
TTI had 6 people participated between the 2017 and 2018 educational webinars, with 5 people 
participating in 2017 and 1 person participating in 2018.   
 
Nine of the medical examiners stated they were either extremely or somewhat likely to attend 
an educational webinar conducted by TTI in the future. Two medical examiners stated that they 
were somewhat unlikely to participate in the future. One of these medical examiners stated 
that a physician category 1 CME was required to make it worthwhile to attend. Other medical 
examiners offices recommended a webinar that focused on BAC reporting requirements, as 
well as general information on BAC reporting requirements to help each office determine if 
they are in compliance.  

Summary 
Texas statute requires that medical examiners are required to submit toxicology test results to 
TxDOT-CRS by the 11th day of each month. If the results are not available, a supplement must 
be completed and sent to TxDOT-CRS when the results become available. Surveys indicate that 
a majority (83 percent) of medical examiner’s offices report toxicology results directly to 
TxDOT; whereas, 17 percent of medical examiner offices do not send directly. Table 7 illustrates 
the inconsistencies in reporting BAC results to the TxDOT-CRS by each office. To achieve 
consistent BAC reporting by medical examiner’s there needs to be consistence across offices, 
which the survey found has room for improvement.  
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Survey of the Justices of the Peace in Texas  

Background 
Currently, there are 12 counties in Texas with a medical examiner’s office, which are 
responsible for investigating crash fatalities. However, the overwhelming majority of Texas 
counties utilize a justice of the peace as a death investigator to determine cause and manner of 
death. When a fatal crash occurs, law enforcement agencies are notified and respond to 
investigate the scene. Typically, law enforcement officials will then request a justice of the 
peace to respond to determine if an autopsy will be ordered. It is important to note that each 
case is evaluated independently. It should be noted that there are several counties that have an 
inter-agency agreement with one of the twelve medical examiner’s offices. For example, a 2018 
survey of medical examiners conducted by TTI found that at least 133 counties currently have 
an inter-agency agreement with one of the twelve medical examiner’s offices.  
 
In 2018, TTI was charged with identifying issues that adversely affect medical examiners and 
justices of the peace who report BAC toxicology results for fatally injured drivers. One way TTI 
has worked to identify issues is to survey of medical examiners and justices of the peace to 
better understand their experiences reporting BAC toxicology results of fatally injured drivers to 
TxDOT-CRS. The purpose of this section is to provide the information gathered from surveying 
the justices of the peace. This survey focused on current BAC testing and reporting practice for 
fatal crashes as well as evaluation of current TTI educational and outreach activities for justices 
of the peace. An understanding of the procedures justices of the peace follow will provide 
insight into where there are gaps in BAC reporting in Texas and how the state may improve 
those gaps. 

Survey Methods 
To report the most accurate and up to date information about the current practices of the 
justice of the peace system, TTI surveyed justices of the peace offices across Texas via an online 
survey using Qualtrics. The survey was distributed to all current justices of the peace offices via 
email with the assistance of the Texas Justice Court Training Center. A complete listing of the 
questions on the survey as well as responses can be found in Appendix D. 

Survey Response 
TTI received 148 completed surveys representing 103 counties. Table 8 shows all counties that 
participated, as well as the number of respondents for each county. It is important to note only 
surveys that were complete were included in the analysis. There were an additional 86 surveys 
that were not completed with a majority of these only completing the first question.  
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Table 8. Texas Justice of the Peace Survey Respondents by County 

County  Number of 
Completed 
Surveys 

County  Number of 
Completed 
Surveys 

County  Number of 
Completed 
Surveys 

County  Number of 
Completed 
Surveys 

Anderson 1 El Paso 1 Jim Wells 1 Rusk 1 

Aransas 1 Ellis 1 Karnes 2 Sabine 1 

Archer 2 Erath 3 Kendall 4 San Jacinto 2 

Armstrong 1 Fannin 1 Kenedy 1 San Patricio 3 

Austin 1 Fayette 1 King 1 Smith 2 

Bailey 1 Fisher 1 Knox 2 Stephens 1 

Bell 1 Freestone 2 Lavaca 1 Stonewall 1 

Bexar 2 Frio 1 Lee 1 Sutton 2 

Brewster 1 Glasscock 1 Leon 1 Tarrant 1 

Burnet 3 Goliad 1 Liberty 1 Travis 1 

Caldwell 1 Gonzales 3 Live Oak 2 Tyler 1 

Carson 1 Grayson 1 Llano 2 Upshur 1 

Cass 2 Grimes 1 Marion 1 Upton 1 

Cherokee 2 Hardin 2 Medina 1 Victoria 2 

Clay 1 Harris 1 Midland 1 Walker 1 

Colorado 3 Hartley 1 Montague 3 Waller 1 

Comal 1 Hays 2 Nacogdoches 1 Wharton 1 

Cooke 1 Henderson 2 Navarro 1 Wichita 1 

Crane 2 Hidalgo 1 Oldham 1 Willacy 1 

Crockett 1 Hill 1 Panola 2 Wilson 2 

Dallas 1 Hockley 1 Pecos 1 Wood 1 

Dawson 2 Hood 2 Polk 2 Yoakum 1 

Deaf Smith 1 Hunt 1 Presidio 1   

Dewitt 1 Jack 1 Reagan 1   

Dimmit 1 Jackson 2 Red River 1   

Donley 1 Jeff Davis 1 Refugio 1   

Edwards 2 Jefferson 5 Rockwall 3   

Survey Results 

Current BAC Testing and Reporting Practices 
When a fatal crash occurs, 75 percent of the counties reported they are always notified of a 
fatal crash in their jurisdiction. Justices of the peace indicated reasons they may not be notified 
include: the incident takes place when they are not on call, the presence of a medical examiner 
or coroner in their county, or they are only notified if the judge is notified.   
 
Interestingly, there were six counties with multiple respondents who provided inconsistent 
responses for if they were always notified for a fatal crash, which included, Erath, Jefferson, 
Llano, Montague, Rockwall, and Victoria. However, these counties reported if they were not 
notified it was because there are other justices of the peace on call for the county.  
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The survey indicated approximately 94 percent of the time the justices of the peace report 
visiting the scene of a fatal crash. There was only one county with multiple respondents that 
had a discrepancy in this response with one of the five respondents in Jefferson county stating 
they do not visit the scene of a fatal crash.  
 
The survey found that approximately 88 percent of the time, the justice of the peace is one of 
the officials who requests toxicology testing be completed for fatal crashes. Approximately 43 
percent of the justices of the peace offices report being the only official who requests a 
toxicology test be completed on the decedent. However, there were circumstances reported in 
which a District Attorney, Law Enforcement Officer, and coroner would order toxicology testing 
be completed. Figure 25 provides a summary of who requests toxicology testing for fatally 
injured drivers by profession. 
 

 
Figure 25. Toxicology Requests of Fatally Injured Drivers by Requester  

After reviewing the completed surveys, it was discovered that most of offices adhere to similar 
protocol in determining whether a toxicology test is needed after visiting the scene of a fatal 
crash. Generally, most justices of the peace follow a similar process. Figure 26 displays the steps 
of the most commonly used process.   
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Figure 26. Process Used by Justices of the Peace 

 
While this is the procedure for most justice of the peace offices, other respondents indicated 
that autopsies and toxicology testing is not ordered for all crash victims. Interestingly, 51 
percent of the justices of the peace offices reported there were circumstances, which would 
preclude their office from performing toxicology testing on a fatally injured driver when 
impaired driving was suspected. Figure 27 provides a summary of the percentages of the 
different factors cited by justice of the peace offices as reasons toxicology testing would not be 
performed. The most common reason reported was the fatality did not occur in a driver, 
followed by hospitalization and length of time between death and discovery of body. Both of 
hospitalization and length of death before discovery of the body result in deaths occurring 
several hours or days following the crash, which would impact toxicology testing. In addition, 

Toxicology results are made available to TxDOT.

Results of the autopsy and toxicology testing are sent to the justice of the peace’s office.

Decedent’s body is transported to the medical examiner’s office for autopsy and toxicology testing.

Justice of the peace orders an autopsy and/or toxicology testing be conducted on the driver. 

It is important to note several justices of the peace stated law enforcement would order the test or determine if alcohol was a potential 
factor in the crash before the justice of the peace orders an autopsy and/or toxicology test. 

Justice of the peace visits the crash scene to determine cause and manner of death

Justice of the peace is notified of the crash by law enforcement

Fatal crash occurs in precinct or county, if after hours and the justice of the peace is “on call”
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any lifesaving treatments the decedent received at the crash site or hospital could skew the 
toxicology results. The other reasons stated were that ordering toxicology testing is not the 
justices of the peace responsibility, such as in counties with medical examiners and clear cause 
of crash other than drug/alcohol use (e.g., struck animal, deceased driver not at fault).  
 

 
Figure 27. Justice of the Peace Offices: Circumstances for No Toxicology Testing 

 
Approximately 77 percent of justices of the peace indicated their office has an active 
agreement with a medical examiner or private laboratory to conduct toxicology testing. Of 
those with an active agreement, approximately 52 percent reported utilizing a medical 
examiner’s office and 46 percent reported utilizing a private lab to conduct toxicology testing. 
Other justices of the peace offices reported using hospitals (1 percent) or DPS (4 percent) for 
conducting toxicology testing.  
 
In addition, the costs of toxicology tests ranged from $201 to $2,700 for those whose toxicology 
testing was not included with an autopsy. For toxicology tests included with an autopsy the 
range for the autopsy was $600 to $4,500 with an average cost of $2,382.24. Approximately 31 
percent of justices of the peace did not know or were unsure of the cost associated with 
toxicology testing. In addition, a majority (84 percent) of the justices of the peace offices 
reported the county was responsible for the cost of toxicology testing. Other responses for 
agencies responsible for bearing the cost of toxicology testing in fatal crashes included law 
enforcement (8 percent); don’t know (7 percent); justices of the peace (3 percent), and medical 
examiners (1 percent).  
 
The window for receiving toxicology results back from the medical examiner’s office or 
laboratory varies greatly from office to office – from as quickly as less than two weeks to as long 
as six months. The most commonly reported window for results was 5-6 weeks (24 percent), 
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followed by 2-3 months (19 percent), 3-6 months (17 percent), and 7 -8 weeks (15 percent). 
This window of time typically fluctuates as laboratory workload demands rise and fall. 
Additionally, time to reporting can be impacted by the type of toxicology testing requested 
(screening vs. confirmatory). 
 
Once the justice of the peace office receives the toxicology results from the medical examiner’s 
office or laboratory, 74 percent send the results on to law enforcement. Though required by 
statute, not all justice of the peace offices report BAC results directly to the TxDOT’s Crash 
Records Section. As indicated by survey responses, 55 percent of medical examiner’s offices 
report toxicology results directly to TxDOT.   
 
Interestingly, the results between multiple justices of the peace in the same county for prior 
responses were almost identical, while the responses for reporting BAC results to TxDOT-CRS 
varied greatly. The following statistics are reported for all 148 respondents. Approximately 71 
percent of the justice of the peace offices report sending toxicology results directly to TxDOT, 
with 18 percent reporting they do not directly report to TxDOT. Figure 28 provides a summary 
of the different methods of reporting toxicology results directly to TxDOT.   
 

 
Figure 28. Justice of the Peace Offices: Method of Reporting Toxicology Results to TxDOT 

For those that do not directly report BAC toxicology results to TxDOT, almost half (51 percent) 
report that law enforcement is responsible for submitting toxicology results to TxDOT, whereas 
the other 49 percent were not sure who reported results to TxDOT.  
 
A majority (89 percent) of justices of the peace offices that directly report BAC toxicology 
results to TxDOT report they do upon receipt of results, whereas 9 percent are unsure of when 
results are submitted and 1 percent report toxicology results monthly to TxDOT. The most 
common methods for submitting reports to TxDOT include fax (42 percent), email (35 percent), 
and mail (28 percent). In addition, 73 percent of justices of the peace offices that report directly 
to TxDOT have a dedicated individual responsible for reporting all BAC results.  
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Overall, 74 percent of the justices of the peace offices use the TxDOT’s CR-1001-
Death/Toxicology Form. Of those offices using the CR-1001 as their method of reporting 
toxicology results, 84 percent prefer to continue using the form and 16 percent prefer to send 
lab results directly to TxDOT (with no additional form). Of those offices not using the CR-1001, 
44% indicated they do not send results directly to TxDOT and 39% indicated other with the 
most common response being they were unaware of the form.   
 
Overall, the justices of the peace offices using the CR-1001 form found the current toxicology 
reporting system to be efficient with the average usefulness of the form (5-extremely useful) to 
be 3.96 out of 5 with a range of 1 to 5. Approximately 80 percent of the offices agreed the 
current reporting system is efficient (see Figure 29). Potential recommendations from the 
respondents that found that the system could be more efficient recommended an easy online 
form or streamlining the form, a need to address potential loopholes, and better education for 
judges.  
 

 
Figure 29. Justice of the Peace Offices: Current Toxicology Results Reporting System is Efficient 

 
Two of the respondents reported being contacted by TxDOT regarding missing toxicology 
results in the last 12 months. Each reported being contacted 1 time via email.  
Regarding the current BAC reporting system, 15 percent of respondents reported there was 
something they would like to see changed that could improve or enhance BAC reporting in 
general. The most common suggestion was to remove justices of the peace offices from the 
process and have law enforcement handle reporting. Other suggestions included better follow-
up, instructions, and trainings for justices of the peace offices in the required reporting 
procedures.  
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Also, of note, the majority (62 percent) of justices of the peace offices would be willing to work 
with a third-party organization, such as TTI, to increase reporting of BAC results to TxDOT-CRS.     

TTI Educational Activity Feedback  
Over the past three years, TTI’s project team has been conducting free educational activities 
that focus on BAC and toxicology reporting for justices of the peace. The educational activities, 
which include webinars and presentations at educational events for justices of the peace have 
focused on related laws, duty to report, TxDOT acceptance, where to send, and experiences 
with current system. The survey asked briefly about the current educational activities and 
potential topics for future activities.  
 
Eleven of the justices of the peace offices who responded reported participating in the 
educational webinar hosted by TTI. Approximately 91 percent of those who participated stated 
the educational webinar was beneficial.   
 
Approximately 65 percent of the justices of the peace stated they were either extremely or 
somewhat likely to attend an educational webinar conducted by TTI in the future. Whereas, 14 
percent of the justices of the peace stated that they were somewhat unlikely to participate in 
the future. Recommendations for future educational activities included Chapter 49 Code of 
Criminal Procedures, on scene blood draws of decedent, methods for requesting toxicology 
testing without full autopsy, crash reporting and when BAC is required, and levels of 
intoxication. In general, many justices of the peace wanted to better understand BAC reporting 
and toxicology testing to determine the required procedures, as well as the importance of 
correct statistics.  

Summary 
Texas statute requires that justices of the peace are required to submit toxicology test results 
to TxDOT’s Crash Records Section by the 11th day of each month. If the results are not available, 
a supplement must be completed and sent to TxDOT-CRS when the results become available. 
However, surveys indicate that only 71 percent of justice of the peace offices report toxicology 
results directly to TxDOT.   
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Current and Promising Blood Alcohol Concentration Reporting Practices in Texas 

Background 
In Texas, medical examiners and justices of the peace acting in the capacity of the death 
investigator have a duty to submit a report to TxDOT if a death has occurred because of a traffic 
crash as outlined in Transportation Code Section 550.081. The full citation of Transportation 
Code Section 550.081 can be found in Appendix A. However, based on Texas law, the decision 
whether to order toxicology testing on a fatally injured driver is left to the discretion of the 
medical examiner or justice of the peace serving as the death investigator for that fatal crash. In 
practice, toxicology testing is not performed on all fatally injured drivers, including some 
individuals who are suspected of DWI.  
 
For medical examiners and justices of the peace in Texas the reporting of BAC toxicology results 
is done in accordance with state legislation as well as internal policy and procedure. The 
purpose of this sectiom is to explore the limitations of current Texas statutes, which dictate 
BAC reporting, discuss current efforts to improve reporting rates among medical examiners and 
justices of the peace and make a recommendation to improve BAC toxicology reporting by 
modifying Texas’ statutes.  

Limitations of Current Texas Statutes 
Current Texas law does not mandate by statute that all persons fatally injured in crashes be 
tested for the presence of alcohol or other substances, and that the toxicology results of such 
samples be submitted to TxDOT. Texas Transportation Code Section 550.081 does provide that 
the medical examiner or justice of the peace acting as coroner shall submit a report to TxDOT 
before the 11th day of each month with information relating to all deaths which occurred during 
the preceding month “that was a result of a traffic accident or bridge collapse.” These reports 
are to contain information relating to the deceased and are to include “(3) the name of any 
laboratory, medical examiner's office, or other facility that conducted toxicological testing 
relative to the deceased; and (4) the results of any toxicological testing that was conducted.” 
However, there is no mandate that testing be ordered or conducted, only that it be reported if 
it is conducted. In addition, there are no provisions relating to who is responsible for the 
financial obligations related to the taking of the samples and the performance of toxicology 
tests on those samples. 
 
Further, Texas statutes do not require the justice of the peace to order a full autopsy in cases 
where it is suspected that the deceased driver was intoxicated, which would result in a 
substantial financial burden to the county. Therefore, if the justice of the peace has probable 
cause to believe that the deceased driver not only consumed alcohol, but was intoxicated, the 
justice of the peace may order a blood specimen for testing. Chapter 49 of the Texas Code of 
Criminal Procedure, subsection (j) provides that:  “A justice of the peace may order a physician, 
qualified technician, paramedic, chemist, registered professional nurse, or licensed vocational 
nurse to take a specimen of blood from the body of a person who died as the result of a motor 
vehicle accident if the justice determines that circumstances indicate that the person may have 
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been driving while intoxicated”. However, given that no mandatory duty is imposed on the 
justice of the peace, and that the authority to order such a test is limited to situations in which 
the driver is suspected of having consumed enough alcohol to reach the level of intoxication. 
Consequently, even if all justices of the peace ordered blood tests in all cases in which the 
deceased driver was suspected of having been intoxicated, it would still not result in obtaining 
blood-alcohol levels for all deceased drivers. Relevant complete selected citations from Chapter 
49 of the Code of Criminal Procedure can be found in Appendix B. 

Efforts to Improve Reporting Rates Among Medical Examiners and Justices of the 
Peace 
Over the past three years as a part of this effort, TTI has worked to improve the reporting of 
BAC toxicology results among medical examiners and justices of the peace through education 
and outreach. As a part of this education, each year, TTI conducts a series of webinars for 
medical examiners and justices of the peace which explore their duty to report, ways to report 
as well as where to report results to the Texas Department of TxDOT – CRS. In addition, these 
webinars explore the impact of impaired driving crashes on traffic safety to stress the 
importance of BAC toxicology testing on all fatally injured drivers. In addition to the webinars, 
TTI staff have attended and presented this information at educational events for justices of the 
peace. Through this outreach, TTI believes more medical examiners and justices of the peace 
understand their duty to report BAC toxicology results. 
 
In addition, TTI hosted the first annual Summit on Improving Blood Alcohol Concentration 
Reporting in Texas in August 2018. This summit was designed to bring medical examiners and 
justices of the peace together to discuss the current reporting system as well as ways this 
system can be improved.  TTI provided information on the following topics: 
 

• Impaired Driving Crashes and Blood Alcohol Concentration Reporting in Texas 
• Duty to Report Blood Alcohol Concentration Reporting in Fatal Crashes 
• Blood Alcohol Concentration Reporting in Other States 
• Opportunity to Provide Input on Ways to Improve the Blood Alcohol 

Concentration Reporting System in Texas. 

Recommended Changes to Texas Statutes to Improve BAC Reporting 
Currently, Texas mandates the reporting of BAC toxicology results for drivers involved in fatal 
crashes. However, not all drivers involved in fatal crashes in Texas undergo BAC toxicology 
testing as there is no state mandate requiring a medical examiner or justice of the peace to 
complete or order such testing. Texas law only requires BAC toxicology results – if BAC 
toxicology testing was conducted – be reported to TxDOT – CRS. The authority to test a 
decedent for alcohol and other drugs is at the discretion of the medical examiner or justice of 
the peace presiding over the death investigation. Instituting legislation that requires BAC 
toxicology testing of all drivers would decrease the number of missing BAC toxicology results 
that has been attributed to not testing the driver in previous years. Further, to make this a 
reality, TxDOT should appoint a select committee to champion this potential legislation as well 
as educate legislators on the importance of this legislation.  
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However, mandating medical examiners and justices of the peace to test all drivers for alcohol 
and drugs does not come without challenges. The lack of resources, namely funding, is 
prohibitive especially in rural counties. If medical examiners and justices of the peace must 
adopt the practice of conducting BAC toxicology testing on all fatal crashes per legislation, they 
must be financially supported. Texas can financially support medical examiners and justices of 
the peace in this endeavor by paying for the alcohol and drug testing for all fatally injured 
drivers. Although, this endeavor may be unlikely, the Texas could offer an incentive to agencies 
that establish BAC toxicology testing and reporting as a high priority for their organization. 

Summary 
Over the past several years, the state of Texas has improved its overall BAC toxicology reporting 
rate but room for improvement still exists. While no process can be perfect, the continued 
education of medical examiners and justices of the peace as well as recommended 
improvement to current Texas laws have the potential to further increase the BAC toxicology 
reporting rates for drivers involved in fatal crashes. Each year, potential improvements to the 
BAC toxicology reporting process are identified for possible adoption. Opportunity for 
identification of best practices in BAC toxicology reporting will continue to exist as 
improvements to the BAC reporting process are discovered over time. 

Limitations 
Over the course of the project, TTI experienced several factors, which limited the success of the 
project. Each of those factors will be discussed in this section to provide TxDOT context for 
some of the findings of this report. 

TTI staff have completed this report in previous years utilizing CRIS data and extracts, this is the 
fourth year TTI staff had access to the CRIS database and were not limited to data requested 
and then pulled by TxDOT staff. In addition, CRIS is a “live” database, meaning that records are 
added daily. As such, data that was pulled for this report and the statistics derived from that 
data may no longer be accurate if pulled today. To account for this, TTI staff specifically 
referenced the dates the data was retrieved from CRIS in the report. 

As previously noted, CRIS does not identify the justice of the peace or the precinct that 
requested a death investigation into a fatal crash; therefore, the correct justice of the peace 
office to contact for the missing BAC toxicology result is unknown. As a result, TTI contacted a 
justice of the peace in each of the counties that had a missing toxicology result, in which it was 
determined that an autopsy had been ordered. Sometimes this was the correct justice of the 
peace that had jurisdiction over the case, and in other cases it was not, but TTI was usually 
directed to the correct JP. In some cases, TTI was not redirected, ending the search for the 
missing BAC toxicology results. Further complicating retrieval of missing BAC toxicology results 
is the turnover in the justice of the peace offices.   
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Conclusion 

Alcohol and/or drug usage by drivers continues to be a major barrier to traffic safety. Drivers 
that operate a motor vehicle under the influence of alcohol and/or other drugs represent 37 
percent of all fatal crashes. CRIS provides data that defines the span of traffic safety issues. 
These crash characteristics and trends provide information needed for the development of 
effective safety countermeasures. BAC toxicology results are important in explaining 
meaningful findings regarding alcohol and drug use by drivers of motor vehicles. BAC toxicology 
data that are received by TxDOT from medical examiners and justices of the peace acting as a 
death investigator play a significant role in determining federal funding that states receive to 
address impaired driving issues. Improving BAC toxicology reporting requires the identification 
of barriers to testing of drivers and to assess current systems of reporting by medical examiners 
and justices of the peace.   
 
Each agency in the reporting process plays in important role in the overall goal—to increase 
BAC toxicology reporting. The inclusion of BAC toxicology results is dependent on the 
knowledge of the Medical Examiner and Justice of the Peace Systems. Issues such as employee 
turnover, election of a new officials, and unidentified roles within both Medical Examiner and 
Justices of the Peace systems can adversely affect the county BAC toxicology reporting rate.  
 
To increase BAC toxicology reporting rates, the agencies involved must be made aware of their 
role regarding BAC toxicology reporting. TxDOT - CRS depends on Medical Examiner and Justice 
of the Peace Systems reporting the BAC data as required by statute. Although Texas has an 
overall reporting rate of 93 percent for 2017, there is still room for improvement.  To this end, 
TTI has conducted educational webinars and presentations with members of both the Medical 
Examiner and Justice of the Peace Systems. Members of each system expressed they were 
unaware it was their duty to report BAC toxicology results directly to TxDOT. These educational 
webinars and presentations proved successful and it is recommended this practice be carried 
forward in future years.  
 
To further increase BAC toxicology reporting in Texas, TTI has identified a list of policy 
recommendations which are utilized in other states. By implementing these recommendations 
in Texas, TxDOT can expect an increase in the overall BAC toxicology reporting across the state.  
 
The goal that has been established by NHTSA is to have all drivers involved in fatal crashes to be 
tested for alcohol and/or drugs. While the law in Texas does not fully embrace that goal as BAC 
toxicology testing is only required in fatal crashes with a surviving driver, strides can be made to 
increase BAC toxicology testing among all fatally injured DUI drivers.  
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Appendix A: Texas Transportation Code § 550.081. Report of Medical Examiner 

or Justice of the Peace 

Texas Transportation Code § 550.081. Report of Medical Examiner or Justice of the Peace  

(a) In this section: 
(1) “Department” means the Texas Department of Transportation. 
(2) “Bridge collapse” means the abrupt failure of the basic structure of a bridge that 
impairs the ability of the bridge to serve its intended purpose and that damages a 
highway located on or under the structure. 

(b) A medical examiner or justice of the peace acting as coroner in a county that does not have 
a medical examiner's office or that is not part of a medical examiner's district shall submit a 
report in writing to the department of the death of a person that was the result of a traffic 
accident or bridge collapse: 

(1) to which this chapter applies;  and 
(2) that occurred within the jurisdiction of the medical examiner or justice of the peace 
in the preceding calendar quarter. 

(c) The report must be submitted before the 11th day of each calendar month and include: 
(1) the name of the deceased and a statement as to whether the deceased was: 

(A) the operator of or a passenger in a vehicle involved in the accident;  or 
(B) a pedestrian or other nonoccupant of a vehicle; 

(2) the date of the accident and the name of the county in which the accident occurred, 
and, if a bridge collapse, the location of the bridge in that county; 
(3) the name of any laboratory, medical examiner's office, or other facility that 
conducted toxicological testing relative to the deceased;  and 
(4) the results of any toxicological testing that was conducted. 

(d) A report required by this section shall be sent to: 
(1) the crash records bureau of the department at its headquarters in Austin;  or 
(2) any other office or bureau of the department that the department designates. 

(e) If toxicological test results are not available to the medical examiner or justice of the peace 
on the date a report must be submitted, the medical examiner or justice shall: 

(1) submit a report that includes the statement “toxicological test results unavailable”;  
 and 

(2) submit a supplement to the report that contains the information required by 
Subsections (c)(3) and (4) as soon as practicable after the toxicological test results 
become available. 

(f) The department shall prepare and when requested supply to medical examiners' offices and 
justices of the peace the forms necessary to make the reports required by this section. 
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Appendix B: Texas Code of Criminal Procedure Selected Articles from Chapter 49 

Art. 49.10. AUTOPSIES AND TESTS.   
(a)  At his discretion, a justice of the peace may obtain the opinion of a county health 

officer or a physician concerning the necessity of obtaining an autopsy in order to determine or 
confirm the nature and cause of a death. 

(b) The commissioners court of the county shall pay a reasonable fee for a consultation 
obtained by a justice of the peace under Subsection (a) of this article. 

(c) Except as required by Section 264.514, Family Code, for each body that is the 
subject of an inquest by a justice of the peace, the justice, in the justice's discretion, shall: 

(1) direct a physician to perform an autopsy; or 
(2) certify that no autopsy is necessary. 
(d) A justice of the peace may not order a person to perform an autopsy on the body of 

a deceased person whose death was caused by Asiatic cholera, bubonic plague, typhus fever, or 
smallpox.  A justice of the peace may not order a person to perform an autopsy on the body of 
a deceased person whose death was caused by a communicable disease during a public health 
disaster. 

(e) A justice of the peace shall order an autopsy performed on a body if: 
(1) the justice determines that an autopsy is necessary to determine or confirm the 

nature and cause of death; 
(2) the deceased was a child younger than six years of age and the death is determined 

under Section 264.514, Family Code, to be unexpected or the result of abuse or neglect;  or 
(3) directed to do so by the district attorney, criminal district attorney, or, if there is no 

district or criminal district attorney, the county attorney. 
(f) A justice of the peace shall request a physician to perform the autopsy. 
(g) The commissioners court shall pay a reasonable fee to a physician performing an 

autopsy on the order of a justice of the peace, if a fee is assessed. 
(h) The commissioners court shall pay a reasonable fee for the transportation of a body 

to a place where an autopsy can be performed under this article if a justice of the peace orders 
the body to be transported to the place. 

(i) If a justice of the peace determines that a complete autopsy is unnecessary to 
confirm or determine the cause of death, the justice may order a physician to take or remove 
from a body a sample of body fluids, tissues, or organs in order to determine the nature and 
cause of death.  Except as provided by Subsection (j) of this article, a justice may not order any 
person other than a physician to take samples from the body of a deceased person. 

http://www.statutes.legis.state.tx.us/GetStatute.aspx?Code=FA&Value=264.514
http://www.statutes.legis.state.tx.us/GetStatute.aspx?Code=FA&Value=264.514


72  

(j) A justice of the peace may order a physician, qualified technician, paramedic, 
chemist, registered professional nurse, or licensed vocational nurse to take a specimen of blood 
from the body of a person who died as the result of a motor vehicle accident if the justice 
determines that circumstances indicate that the person may have been driving while 
intoxicated. 

(k) A justice of the peace may order an investigative or laboratory test to determine 
the identity of a deceased person.  After proper removal of a sample from a body, a justice may 
order any person specially trained in identification work to complete any tests necessary to 
determine the identity of the deceased person. 

(l) A medical examination on an unidentified person shall include the following 
information to enable a timely and accurate identification of the person: 

(1) all available fingerprints and palm prints; 
(2) dental charts and radiographs (X-rays) of the person's teeth; 
(3) frontal and lateral facial photographs with scale indicated; 
(4) notation and photographs, with scale indicated, of a significant scar, mark, tattoo, 

or item of clothing or other personal effect found with or near the body; 
(5) notation of antemortem medical conditions; 
(6) notation of observations pertinent to the estimation of time of death; and 
(7) precise documentation of the location of burial of the remains. 
(m) A medical examination on an unidentified person may include the following 

information to enable a timely and accurate identification of the person: 
(1) full body radiographs (X-rays); and 
(2) hair specimens with roots. 
(n) On discovering the body or body part of a deceased person in the circumstances 

described by Article 49.04(a)(3)(B), the justice of the peace may request the aid of a forensic 
anthropologist in the examination of the body or body part.  The forensic anthropologist must 
hold a doctoral degree in anthropology with an emphasis in physical anthropology.  The 
forensic anthropologist shall attempt to establish whether the body or body part is of a human 
or animal, whether evidence of childbirth, injury, or disease exists, and the sex, race, age, 
stature, and physical anomalies of the body or body part.  The forensic anthropologist may also 
attempt to establish the cause, manner, and time of death. 

(o) If a person is injured in one county and dies as a result of those injuries, with the 
death occurring in another county, the attorney representing the state in the prosecution of 
felonies in the county in which the injury occurred may request a justice of the peace in the 
county in which the death occurred to order an autopsy be performed on the body of the 

http://www.statutes.legis.state.tx.us/GetStatute.aspx?Code=CR&Value=49.04
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deceased person.  If the justice of the peace orders that the autopsy be performed, the county 
in which the injury occurred shall reimburse the county in which the death occurred. 
 

Art. 49.11. CHEMICAL ANALYSIS.   
(a)  A justice of the peace may obtain a chemical analysis of a sample taken from a body in 
order to determine whether death was caused, in whole or in part, by the ingestion, injection, 
or introduction into the body of a poison or other chemical substance.  A justice may obtain a 
chemical analysis under this article from a chemist, toxicologist, pathologist, or other medical 
expert. 

(b) A justice of the peace shall obtain a chemical analysis under Subsection (a) of this 
article if requested to do so by the physician who performed an autopsy on the body. 

(c) The commissioners court shall pay a reasonable fee to a person who conducts a 
chemical analysis at the request of a justice of the peace. 
 

Art. 49.23. OFFICE OF DEATH INVESTIGATOR.   
(a)  The commissioners court of a county may establish an office of death investigator and 
employ one or more death investigators to provide assistance to those persons in the county 
who conduct inquests.  A death investigator employed under this article is entitled to receive 
compensation from the county in an amount set by the commissioners court.  A death 
investigator serves at the will of the commissioners court and on terms and conditions set by 
the commissioners court. 

(b) To be eligible for employment as a death investigator, a person must have 
experience or training in investigative procedures concerning the circumstances, manner, and 
cause of the death of a deceased person. 

(c) At the request of and under the supervision of a justice of the peace or other 
person conducting an inquest, a death investigator may assist the person conducting the 
inquest to investigate the time, place, and manner of death and lock and seal the premises of 
the deceased.  A death investigator who assists in an inquest under this subsection shall make a 
complete report of the death investigator's activities, findings, and conclusions to the justice of 
the peace or other person conducting the inquest not later than eight hours after the death 
investigator completes the investigation. 
 

Art. 49.25. MEDICAL EXAMINERS 
Sec. 1. OFFICE AUTHORIZED.  Subject to the provisions of this Act, the Commissioners Court of 
any county having a population of more than one million and not having a reputable medical 
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school as defined in Articles 4501 and 4503, Revised Civil Statutes of Texas, shall establish and 
maintain the office of medical examiner, and the Commissioners Court of any county may 
establish and provide for the maintenance of the office of medical examiner.  Population shall 
be according to the last preceding federal census. 

Sec. 1-a. MULTI-COUNTY DISTRICT;  JOINT OFFICE.    (a)  The commissioners courts of 
two or more counties may enter into an agreement to create a medical examiners district and 
to jointly operate and maintain the office of medical examiner of the district.  The district must 
include the entire area of all counties involved.  The counties within the district must, when 
taken together, form a continuous area. 

(b) There may be only one medical examiner in a medical examiners district, although 
he may employ, within the district, necessary staff personnel.  When a county becomes a part 
of a medical examiners district, the effect is the same within the county as if the office of 
medical examiner had been established in that county alone.  The district medical examiner has 
all the powers and duties within the district that a medical examiner who serves in a single 
county has within that county. 

(c) The commissioners court of any county which has become a part of a medical 
examiners district may withdraw the county from the district, but twelve months' notice of 
withdrawal must be given to the commissioners courts of all other counties in the district. 

Sec. 2.  APPOINTMENTS AND QUALIFICATIONS.  (a)  The commissioners court shall 
appoint the medical examiner, who serves at the pleasure of the commissioners court.  A 
person appointed as the medical examiner must be: 

(1)  a physician licensed by the Texas Medical Board; or 
(2)  a person who: 

(A)  is licensed and in good standing as a physician in another state; 
(B)  has applied to the Texas Medical Board for a license to practice 

medicine in this state; and 
(C)  has been granted a provisional license under Section 155.101, 

Occupations Code. 
(b)  To the greatest extent possible, the medical examiner shall be appointed from 

persons having training and experience in pathology, toxicology, histology and other medico-
legal sciences. 

(c)  The medical examiner shall devote the time and energy necessary to perform the 
duties conferred by this Article. 

Sec. 3. ASSISTANTS.  The medical examiner may, subject to the approval of the 
commissioners court, employ such deputy examiners, scientific experts, trained technicians, 

http://www.statutes.legis.state.tx.us/GetStatute.aspx?Code=OC&Value=155.101
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officers and employees as may be necessary to the proper performance of the duties imposed 
by this Article upon the medical examiner. 

Sec. 4. SALARIES.  The commissioners court shall establish and pay the salaries and 
compensations of the medical examiner and his staff. 

Sec. 5. OFFICES.  The commissioners court shall provide the medical examiner and his 
staff with adequate office space and shall provide laboratory facilities or make arrangements 
for the use of existing laboratory facilities in the county, if so requested by the medical 
examiner. 

Sec. 6. DEATH INVESTIGATIONS.    (a)  Any medical examiner, or his duly authorized 
deputy, shall be authorized, and it shall be his duty, to hold inquests with or without a jury 
within his county, in the following cases: 

1. When a person shall die within twenty-four hours after admission to a hospital or 
institution or in prison or in jail; 

2. When any person is killed; or from any cause dies an unnatural death, except under 
sentence of the law; or dies in the absence of one or more good witnesses; 

3. When the body or a body part of a person is found, the cause or circumstances of 
death are unknown, and: 

(A) the person is identified; or 
(B) the person is unidentified; 
4. When the circumstances of the death of any person are such as to lead to suspicion 

that he came to his death by unlawful means; 
5. When any person commits suicide, or the circumstances of his death are such as to 

lead to suspicion that he committed suicide; 
6. When a person dies without having been attended by a duly licensed and practicing 

physician, and the local health officer or registrar required to report the cause of death under 
Section 193.005, Health and Safety Code, does not know the cause of death.  When the local 
health officer or registrar of vital statistics whose duty it is to certify the cause of death does 
not know the cause of death, he shall so notify the medical examiner of the county in which the 
death occurred and request an inquest; 

7. When the person is a child who is younger than six years of age and the death is 
reported under Chapter 264, Family Code;  and 

8. When a person dies who has been attended immediately preceding his death by a 
duly licensed and practicing physician or physicians, and such physician or physicians are not 
certain as to the cause of death and are unable to certify with certainty the cause of death as 
required by Section 193.004, Health and Safety Code.  In case of such uncertainty the attending 
physician or physicians, or the superintendent or general manager of the hospital or institution 

http://www.statutes.legis.state.tx.us/GetStatute.aspx?Code=HS&Value=193.005
http://www.statutes.legis.state.tx.us/GetStatute.aspx?Code=FA&Value=264
http://www.statutes.legis.state.tx.us/GetStatute.aspx?Code=HS&Value=193.004
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in which the deceased shall have died, shall so report to the medical examiner of the county in 
which the death occurred, and request an inquest. 

(b) The inquests authorized and required by this Article shall be held by the medical 
examiner of the county in which the death occurred. 

(c) In making such investigations and holding such inquests, the medical examiner or 
an authorized deputy may administer oaths and take affidavits.  In the absence of next of kin or 
legal representatives of the deceased, the medical examiner or authorized deputy shall take 
charge of the body and all property found with it. 

Sec. 6a. ORGAN TRANSPLANT DONORS; NOTICE; INQUESTS.    (a)  When death occurs 
to an individual designated a prospective organ donor for transplantation by a licensed 
physician under circumstances requiring the medical examiner of the county in which death 
occurred, or the medical examiner's authorized deputy, to hold an inquest, the medical 
examiner, or a member of his staff will be so notified by the administrative head of the facility 
in which the transplantation is to be performed. 

(b) When notified pursuant to Subsection (a) of this Section, the medical examiner or 
the medical examiner's deputy shall perform an inquest on the deceased prospective organ 
donor. 

Sec. 7. REPORTS OF DEATH.    (a)  Any police officer, superintendent or general 
manager of an institution, physician, or private citizen who shall become aware of a death 
under any of the circumstances set out in Section 6(a) of this Article, shall immediately report 
such death to the office of the medical examiner or to the city or county police departments;  
any such report to a city or county police department shall be immediately transmitted to the 
office of the medical examiner. 

(b) A person investigating a death described by Subdivision 3(B) of Section 6(a) shall 
report the death to the missing children and missing persons information clearinghouse of the 
Department of Public Safety and the national crime information center not later than the 10th 
working day after the date the investigation began. 

(c) A superintendent or general manager of an institution who reports a death under 
Subsection (a) must comply with the notice and reporting requirements of Article 49.24.  The 
office of the attorney general has the same powers and duties provided the office under that 
article regarding the dissemination and investigation of the report. 

Sec. 8. REMOVAL OF BODIES.  When any death under circumstances set out in Section 
6 shall have occurred, the body shall not be disturbed or removed from the position in which it 
is found by any person without authorization from the medical examiner or authorized deputy, 
except for the purpose of preserving such body from loss or destruction or maintaining the flow 
of traffic on a highway, railroad or airport. 

http://www.statutes.legis.state.tx.us/GetStatute.aspx?Code=CR&Value=49.24
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Sec. 9. AUTOPSY.    (a)  If the cause of death shall be determined beyond a reasonable 
doubt as a result of the investigation, the medical examiner shall file a report thereof setting 
forth specifically the cause of death with the district attorney or criminal district attorney, or in 
a county in which there is no district attorney or criminal district attorney with the county 
attorney, of the county in which the death occurred.  If in the opinion of the medical examiner 
an autopsy is necessary, or if such is requested by the district attorney or criminal district 
attorney, or county attorney where there is no district attorney or criminal district attorney, the 
autopsy shall be immediately performed by the medical examiner or a duly authorized deputy.  
In those cases where a complete autopsy is deemed unnecessary by the medical examiner to 
ascertain the cause of death, the medical examiner may perform a limited autopsy involving the 
taking of blood samples or any other samples of body fluids, tissues or organs, in order to 
ascertain the cause of death or whether a crime has been committed.  In the case of a body of a 
human being whose identity is unknown, the medical examiner may authorize such 
investigative and laboratory tests and processes as are required to determine its identity as well 
as the cause of death.  In performing an autopsy the medical examiner or authorized deputy 
may use the facilities of any city or county hospital within the county or such other facilities as 
are made available.  Upon completion of the autopsy, the medical examiner shall file a report 
setting forth the findings in detail with the office of the district attorney or criminal district 
attorney of the county, or if there is no district attorney or criminal district attorney, with the 
county attorney of the county. 

(b) A medical examination on an unidentified person shall include the following 
information to enable a timely and accurate identification of the person: 

(1) all available fingerprints and palm prints; 
(2) dental charts and radiographs (X-rays) of the person's teeth; 
(3) frontal and lateral facial photographs with scale indicated; 
(4) notation and photographs, with scale indicated, of a significant scar, mark, tattoo, 

or item of clothing or other personal effect found with or near the body; 
(5) notation of antemortem medical conditions; 
(6) notation of observations pertinent to the estimation of time of death; and 
(7) precise documentation of the location of burial of the remains. 
(c) A medical examination on an unidentified person may include the following 

information to enable a timely and accurate identification of the person: 
(1) full body radiographs (X-rays); and 
(2) hair specimens with roots. 
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Sec. 10. DISINTERMENTS AND CREMATIONS.  When a body upon which an inquest 
ought to have been held has been interred, the medical examiner may cause it to be disinterred 
for the purpose of holding such inquest. 

Before any body, upon which an inquest is authorized by the provisions of this Article, 
can be lawfully cremated, an autopsy shall be performed thereon as provided in this Article, or 
a certificate that no autopsy was necessary shall be furnished by the medical examiner.  Before 
any dead body can be lawfully cremated, the owner or operator of the crematory shall demand 
and be furnished with a certificate, signed by the medical examiner of the county in which the 
death occurred showing that an autopsy was performed on said body or that no autopsy 
thereon was necessary.  It shall be the duty of the medical examiner to determine whether or 
not, from all the circumstances surrounding the death, an autopsy is necessary prior to issuing a 
certificate under the provisions of this section.  No autopsy shall be required by the medical 
examiner as a prerequisite to cremation in case death is caused by the pestilential diseases of 
Asiatic cholera, bubonic plague, typhus fever, or smallpox.  All certificates furnished to the 
owner or operator of a crematory by any medical examiner, under the terms of this Article, 
shall be preserved by such owner or operator of such crematory for a period of two years from 
the date of the cremation of said body.  A medical examiner is not required to perform an 
autopsy on the body of a deceased person whose death was caused by a communicable disease 
during a public health disaster. 

Sec. 10a. WAITING PERIOD BETWEEN DEATH AND CREMATION.  The body of a 
deceased person shall not be cremated within 48 hours after the time of death as indicated on 
the regular death certificate, unless the death certificate indicates death was caused by the 
pestilential diseases of Asiatic cholera, bubonic plague, typhus fever, or smallpox, or unless the 
time requirement is waived in writing by the county medical examiner or, in counties not 
having a county medical examiner, a justice of the peace.  In a public health disaster, the 
commissioner of public health may designate other communicable diseases for which 
cremation within 48 hours of the time of death is authorized. 

Sec. 10b. DISPOSAL OF UNIDENTIFIED BODY.  If the body of a deceased person is 
unidentified, a person may not cremate or direct the cremation of the body under this article.  
If the body is buried, the investigating agency responsible for the burial shall record and 
maintain for not less than 10 years all information pertaining to the body and the location of 
burial. 

Sec. 11.  RECORDS.  (a)  The medical examiner shall keep full and complete records 
properly indexed, giving the name if known of every person whose death is investigated, the 
place where the body was found, the date, the cause and manner of death, and shall issue a 
death certificate.  The full report and detailed findings of the autopsy, if any, shall be a part of 



79  

the record.  Copies of all records shall promptly be delivered to the proper district, county, or 
criminal district attorney in any case where further investigation is advisable.  The records may 
not be withheld, subject to a discretionary exception under Chapter 552, Government Code, 
except that a photograph or x-ray of a body taken during an autopsy is excepted from required 
public disclosure in accordance with Chapter 552, Government Code, but is subject to 
disclosure: 

(1)  under a subpoena or authority of other law; or 
(2)  if the photograph or x-ray is of the body of a person who died while in the 

custody of law enforcement. 
(b)  Under the exception to public disclosure provided by Subsection (a), a 

governmental body as defined by Section 552.003, Government Code, may withhold a 
photograph or x-ray described by Subsection (a) without requesting a decision from the 
attorney general under Subchapter G, Chapter 552, Government Code.  This subsection does 
not affect the required disclosure of a photograph or x-ray under Subsection (a)(1) or (2). 

Sec. 12. TRANSFER OF DUTIES OF JUSTICE OF PEACE.  When the commissioners court of 
any county shall establish the office of medical examiner, all powers and duties of justices of 
the peace in such county relating to the investigation of deaths and inquests shall vest in the 
office of the medical examiner.  Any subsequent General Law pertaining to the duties of justices 
of the peace in death investigations and inquests shall apply to the medical examiner in such 
counties as to the extent not inconsistent with this Article, and all laws or parts of laws 
otherwise in conflict herewith are hereby declared to be inapplicable to this Article. 

Sec. 13. USE OF FORENSIC ANTHROPOLOGIST.  On discovering the body or body part of 
a deceased person in the circumstances described by Subdivision 3(B) of Section 6(a), the 
medical examiner may request the aid of a forensic anthropologist in the examination of the 
body or body part.  The forensic anthropologist must hold a doctoral degree in anthropology 
with an emphasis in physical anthropology.  The forensic anthropologist shall attempt to 
establish whether the body or body part is of a human or animal, whether evidence of 
childbirth, injury, or disease exists, and the sex, race, age, stature, and physical anomalies of the 
body or body part.  The forensic anthropologist may also attempt to establish the cause, 
manner, and time of death. 

Sec. 13A.  FEES.  (a)  A medical examiner may charge reasonable fees for services 
provided by the office of medical examiner under this article, including cremation approvals, 
court testimonies, consultations, and depositions. 

(b)  The commissioners court must approve the amount of the fee before the fee may 
be assessed.  The fee may not exceed the amount necessary to provide the services described 
by Subsection (a). 

http://www.statutes.legis.state.tx.us/GetStatute.aspx?Code=GV&Value=552
http://www.statutes.legis.state.tx.us/GetStatute.aspx?Code=GV&Value=552
http://www.statutes.legis.state.tx.us/GetStatute.aspx?Code=GV&Value=552.003
http://www.statutes.legis.state.tx.us/GetStatute.aspx?Code=GV&Value=552
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(c)  The fee may not be assessed against the county's district attorney or a county 
office. 

Sec. 14. PENALTY.    (a)  A person commits an offense if the person knowingly violates 
this article. 

(b) An offense under this section is a Class B misdemeanor. 
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Appendix C: Medical Examiner Survey Response Report 

Summary of Results According to Individual Question 

Q1 - In an effort to improve Blood Alcohol Concentration (BAC) reporting, the 

Texas A&M Transportation Institute (TTI), in collaboration with the Texas 

Department of Transportation (TxDOT), has a grant to determine the needs of 

Medical Examiner (ME) offices. TTI is obtaining logistical and procedural 

information relating to toxicology testing from ME offices in the State of Texas, 

as well as suggestions for educational activities. The information gathered from 

ME offices assists TxDOT in identifying measures that can improve the current 

system of reporting toxicology information to their agency as required by 

statute. 

Q2 - Agency Name 

Agency Name 

Nueces County Medical Examiners Office 

Webb County Medical Examiner 

Bexar County Medical Examiner's Office 

Travis County Medical Examiner 

GALVESTON COUNTY MEDICAL EXAMINER 

Dallas County Southwestern Institute of Forensic Sciences 

Harris County Institute of Forensic Sciences 

Harris County Institute of Forensic Sciences 

Tarrant County Medical Examiner's Office 

Lubbock County Medical Examiner 

Collin County Medical Examiner 

Office of the Medical Examiner 

ECTOR COUNTY MEDICAL EXAMINER 

Q3 - What is the primary county that you serve? 
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What is the primary county that you serve? 

Nueces 

Webb 

Bexar 

Travis 

GALVESTON 

Dallas County 

Harris 

Harris 

Tarrant 

Lubbock 

Collin 

El Paso 

ECTOR 
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Q4 - Does your office provide services to other counties, either as part of a 

medical district or by agreement? 

 
 

# Answer % Count 

1 Yes 84.62% 11 

2 No 15.38% 2 

 Total 100% 13 
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Q5 - What other counties does your office provide services for? 

 

What other counties does your office provide services for? 

17 surrounding counties 

Val Verde, Maverick, Dimmit, Zavala, Jim Hogg, La Salle, Brooks, Duval, Zapata 

Atascosa, Bandera, Crockett, Dimmitt, Edwards, Frio, Gillespie, Karnes, Kendall, Kerr, Kimble, 
Kinney, La Salle, Llano, Mason, Maverick, McMullen, Medina, Menard, Real, Schleicher, 
Sutton, Uvalde, Val Verde, Wilson, Zavala 
Austin, Bandera, Bastrop, Blano, Burleson, Brown, Burnet, Caldwell, Calhoun, Colorado, 
Comal, DeWitt, Ector, Edwards, Fayette, Gillespie, Goliad, Gonzales, Grimes, Guadalupe, 
Hays, Hamilton, Jackson, Kerr, Kimble, Lavaca, Lee, Llano, McCulloch, McLennan, Menard, 
Milam, Mills, Refugio, Robertson, San Saba, Victoria, Ward, Washington, Wharton, 
Williamson 

FORT BEND, BRAZORIA AND MATAGORDA 

2017 list provided via e-mail 

Austin, Calhoun, Freestone, Polk, San Jacinto, Waller 

Austin, Calhoun, Freestone, Polk, San Jacinto, Waller 

Denton, Johnson, Parker 

Borden; Dawson; Hale' Hockley; Hutchinson; Irion; Jeff Davis; Jones; King; Motley; Pecos; 
Presidio; Reeves; Ward; Winkler; Yoakum 

Grayson, Fannin 
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Q6 - In a fatal crash, who requests a toxicology test be conducted? (Select all 

that apply) 

 
 

# Answer % Count 

4 District Attorney 0.00% 0 

1 Justice of the Peace 13.33% 2 

2 Law Enforcement 13.33% 2 

3 Other (Please specify) 73.33% 11 

 Total 100% 15 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Other (Please specify) 
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Other (Please specify) - Text 

Our M.E. is the decider on tox being sent for Nueces County only 

Medical Examiner 

Medical Examiner 

Medical Examiner 

MEDICAL EXAMINER 

Medical Examiner or Pathologist 

If testing decedent, then medical examiner requests. If testing a living suspect, then law 
enforcement requests. 

Medical Examiner 

Pathologist 

The Lubbock County Medical Examiner 

at the discretion of the Medical Examiner 
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Q7 - Are there circumstances in which you would NOT test for blood alcohol 

concentration (BAC) or drugs in a fatal crash? 

 
 

# Answer % Count 

1 Yes 53.85% 7 

2 No 46.15% 6 

 Total 100% 13 
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Q8 - If yes, please select the circumstances that apply. (Select all that apply) 

 
 

# Answer % Count 

1 Cost 0.00% 0 

2 Hospitalization 22.22% 4 

3 Fatality was not driver 22.22% 4 

4 Lack of evidence indicating drug or alcohol use 0.00% 0 
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5 Length of time between death and discovery of body 0.00% 0 

6 No criminal charges were filed on driver involved in crash 16.67% 3 

7 Single motor vehicle drivers 11.11% 2 

8 Other (Please specify) 27.78% 5 

 Total 100% 18 
 

 

Other (Please specify) 

Other (Please specify) - Text 

Both above must apply 

length of time between accident and death 

Prolonged hospitalization period prior to death and admission blood not available. 

Admission blood thrown out by hospital after a several day hospitalization before death. 

at the discretion of the Medical Examiner 
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Q9 - What is the approximate cost of a toxicology test? Note: The cost should be 

for a toxicology test by itself.  If included with an autopsy please select the 

appropriate choice below. 
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# Answer % Count 

1 $1 - $100 0.00% 0 

2 $101 - $200 15.38% 2 

3 $201 - $300 15.38% 2 

4 $301 - $400 7.69% 1 

5 $401 - $500 7.69% 1 

6 $501 - $1000 0.00% 0 

7 $1,001 or more 0.00% 0 

8 Included with Autopsy. If known, please specify total cost of autopsy: 30.77% 4 

9 Not Sure/Unknown 15.38% 2 

10 Other (Please specify) 7.69% 1 

 Total 100% 13 
 

 

Included with Autopsy. If known, please specify total cost of autopsy: 

Included with Autopsy. If known, please specify total cost of autopsy: - Text 

Autopsy includes tox (screen est. cost $268, if positive est. $470) Level I $2050 or Level II 
$2500 

$150 - $212 
 

 

Other (Please specify) 

Other (Please specify) - Text 

Approximately $150 for alcohol screen and quantitation. The cost goes up for additional drug 
confirmations. 
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Q10 - Who is responsible for bearing the cost of toxicology testing in a fatal 

crash? 

 
 

# Answer % Count 

1 Medical Examiner's Office 61.54% 8 

2 Law Enforcement 0.00% 0 

3 Justice of the Peace 0.00% 0 

4 County 23.08% 3 

5 Other (Please specify) 15.38% 2 

 Total 100% 13 
 

Other (Please specify) 

Other (Please specify) - Text 

For Travis County deaths, it is the ME's office.  For out-of-county deaths, it is included as part 
of the autopsy costs. 

Medical Examiner for Dallas County deaths, JP jurisdiction for out of county cases 
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Q11 - Please describe the step-by-step process for obtaining a specimen once a 

toxicology test for BAC is 

Please describe the step-by-step process for obtaining a specimen once a toxicology test for 
BAC is 
1. Decedent is on the autopsy table.  2.  Physician or autopsy tech draws specimen--
peripheral preferred.  3.  Blood and urine (if available) are packaged.  4.  Physician fills out 
toxicology order.  5.  Specimens sent to lab.  6.  Toxicology results are include "with" not "on" 
autopsy report.  7.  Cases are reported to Tx Dot via a form. 
1. Investigator visits death scene. 2. Body is transported to medical examiner’s office.  3. 
Autopsy is performed and specimens are drawn for toxicological testing.  4. Specimen is sent 
to lab for toxicological testing.  5. Results of toxicological testing are included in autopsy 
report. 
Body is transported to ME's office. Autopsy is performed and blood/urine/vitreous etc. 
(depending on what is available) is drawn for toxicological testing. Specimen is sent to our 
internal lab for testing. A toxicology report is issued as part of the autopsy report. Autopsy 
reports are made available up on request. 
Decedent received at Medical Examiner's office.  Medical Examiner reviews death 
investigation report, decides how to proceed.  Specimen is drawn at time of autopsy.  
Specimen labeled and prepared for shipment at time of autopsy.  Specimen is sent to lab for 
toxicology testing.  Results are provided in autopsy report.  Autopsy report and toxicology 
report are reported to TxDot. 
1. Body transported to ME office from death scene. 2. Autopsy is performed and staff draw 
femoral blood preferentially, unless unavailable (then, subclavian, heart). 3. Specimens are 
submitted to Evidence Registration. 4. Tox evidence is transferred to lab for testing. 5. Tox lab 
performs testing. 6. Test results reported by Tox are uploaded to Medical Examiner autopsy 
report. 7. Once each month, a report is generated to PDF a copy of all autopsy reports 
completed that month that involve a vehicle fatality. 8. PDF is e-mail to TxDOT. 
1. Forensic investigator responds to death scene. 2. Body is recovered and transported back 
to medical examiner's office. 3. Autopsy is performed and blood is drawn for toxicological 
testing. 4. Specimen is dropped off at Evidence Receiving. 5. Specimen is transported to the 
laboratory for testing. 6. Results of toxicological testing are issued in a report that is sent to 
the pathologist. 7. Toxicology report is placed in the case file with the autopsy report. 8. 
Report is made available to TxDOT. 

See Example. Eliminate step 6 

A death investigator will respond to a scene, after visiting with the pathologist a 
determination will be made as to if an autopsy should be performed. Once an autopsy is 
determined to be necessary, the autopsy will began. After the external of the autopsy is 
complete, a Senior Forensic Technician will attempt to draw blood from first the Femoral, 
second the Subclavian, and third cardiac blood. If the decedent came from a hospital setting 
will we always request and obtain hospital admit blood for toxicology testing. The specimens 
are packaged to be sent to an outside lab for toxicology testing. The outside agency will then 
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send the results to our office. The toxicology results are then included into the autopsy 
report. The autopsy report is then finalized, completed, and made available to be requested. 
Same as the above example. If hospital emergency room blood is drawn, it is used if it 
remains available and given priority over autopsy blood. If death in hospital and body not 
transported for examination, the emergency room blood is still obtained by the medical 
examiner and tested. The toxicology report generated is sent to TxDOT. 
Medical Examiner determines if an autopsy will be performed and if toxicology is needed  
autopsy is performed and blood is drawn for toxicology testing on hospital deaths related to 
motor vehicle crashes, admission blood is requested where available and submitted along 
with samples sent out to lab samples are submitted to lab out of town for toxicology testing 
results are part of the autopsy report Autopsy report to include toxicology is available to any 
requesting party toxicology results are submitted to T T&M TI on a monthly basis 
1. Investigator visit death scene. 2. Ask law enforcement if they are seeking autopsy to be 
ordered. 3. Body is transported to our morgue. 5. If going for autopsy, the body will either go 
to Lubbock or Ft Worth. 6. If toxicology only, then our investigators draw and prepare 
packaging and ship out the next day to the Lab. 7. Once final results are in, the appropriate 
report is faxed to TX Dot. 
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Q12 - Is the specimen tested in-house or sent to another lab? (Select all that 

apply) 

 
 

# Answer % Count 

1 In-house 46.15% 6 

2 Sent to another lab 53.85% 7 

 Total 100% 13 
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Q13 - What lab are specimens sent to? 

 

What lab are specimens sent to? 

NMS or AXIS 

NMS 

NMS 

NMS 

NMS 

NMS Labs 

NMS 
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Q14 - If specimens are both tested in-house and sent to another lab, please 

explain? 

If specimens are both tested in-house and sent to another lab, please explain? 
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Q15 - On average, how long does it take to receive a result from a toxicology 

test? 

 
 

# Answer % Count 

1 Less than 2 Weeks 25.00% 3 

2 3 - 4 weeks 25.00% 3 

3 5 - 6 weeks 0.00% 0 

4 7 - 8 weeks 8.33% 1 

5 2 - 3 months 16.67% 2 

6 3 - 6 months 0.00% 0 

7 Other (Please specify) 25.00% 3 

 Total 100% 12 
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Other (Please specify) 

Other (Please specify) - Text 

It depends on whether it is negative or not.  It can take up to 90 days to complete. 

2-3 weeks 

Depends what is in the decedent's system. Typically, if there is nothing in the system we 
usually get the results back within a week. If there are findings in the system it just depends 
on what the findings are and if confirmations need to be made. 
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Q16 - Once the toxicology result is available, who does your office send the 

results to? (Select all that apply) 

 
 

# Answer % Count 

1 Law Enforcement Agency 20.00% 5 

2 TxDOT 28.00% 7 

3 District Attorney 12.00% 3 

4 Other (Please specify) 40.00% 10 

 Total 100% 25 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Other (Please specify) 
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Other (Please specify) - Text 

We only send out upon request 

It is not sen to anyone.  The results are attached to the autopsy report and the package is 
sent to the J.P. if out-of-county or released upon request if Webb County. 

Whoever requests it. 

JP ORDERING EXAM 

Justice of the Peace who requested autopsy, other distribution per agreement with various 
agencies - some are automatically forwarded, others are sent upon request. 

Other requests from the public, including family members of the decedent 

Pathologist 

The Toxicology Results must be requested. 

Anyone who requests. 

Interested parties upon request 
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Q17 - Is the toxicology result automatically forwarded to the agencies, or is the 

result available upon request? 

 
 

# Answer % Count 

1 Automatically forwarded 33.33% 4 

2 Available upon request 66.67% 8 

 Total 100% 12 
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Q18 - If toxicology results are automatically forwarded, how often are they 

sent? 

 
 

# Answer % Count 

1 Upon completion of the report 25.00% 1 

2 Weekly 25.00% 1 

3 Monthly 25.00% 1 

4 Yearly 0.00% 0 

5 Other (Please specify) 25.00% 1 

 Total 100% 4 
 

 

Other (Please specify) 

Other (Please specify) - Text 

Approximately every 3 months or so 
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Q19 - What method is used to notify the agencies of the toxicology results? 

(Select all that apply) 

 
 

# Answer % Count 

1 Email 43.75% 7 

2 Fax 12.50% 2 

3 Mail (US Postal Service, FedEx, UPS, etc) 18.75% 3 

4 Telephone 6.25% 1 

5 Other (Please specify) 18.75% 3 

 Total 100% 16 
 

 

 

 

 

Other (Please specify) 
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Other (Please specify) - Text 

The agency would need to follow up with our office 

It varies by agency - we use e-mail, fax, and US mail to send reports. 

When the respective agency calls and inquires about the toxicology results, our office will 
inform them by phone that the toxicology results are available, but must be requested in 
writing. 
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Q20 - What is your office procedure for reporting BAC toxicology results to 

TxDOT? 

 
 

# Answer % Count 

1 Submit lab results with crash report 0.00% 0 

2 Submit the toxicology results to TxDOT 33.33% 4 

3 Complete TxDOT CR-1001-Death/Toxicology Report (Medical 
Examiner/Justice of the Peace) 33.33% 4 

4 Do not directly report to TxDOT 16.67% 2 

5 Other (Please specify) 16.67% 2 

 Total 100% 12 
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Other (Please specify) 

Other (Please specify) - Text 

Submit copy of full autopsy report including toxicology results to TxDot via e-mail. 

If a death is related to a vehicle crash, a note is made to email copies of the investigator 
report, autopsy report, and toxicology report to TxDOT once completed. 
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Q21 - If your office does not directly report BAC toxicology results to TxDOT, 

who is responsible for reporting BAC results to TxDOT? 

 
 

# Answer % Count 

1 Law Enforcement 0.00% 0 

2 Medical Examiner 0.00% 0 

3 Unknown 100.00% 2 

4 Other (Please specify) 0.00% 0 

 Total 100% 2 
 

 

Other (Please specify) 

Other (Please specify) - Text 
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Q22 - If your office reports BAC toxicology results to TxDOT, how often are they 

forwarded? 

 
 

# Answer % Count 

1 Upon completion of report 30.00% 3 

2 Weekly 10.00% 1 

3 Montlhy 30.00% 3 

5 Not applicable 10.00% 1 

4 Other (Please specify) 20.00% 2 

 Total 100% 10 
 

 

Other (Please specify) 

Other (Please specify) - Text 

Every 6 months 

Approximately every 3 months or so 
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Q23 - If your office reports BAC results to TxDOT, what method is used to submit 

reports to TxDOT? (Select all that apply) 

 
 

# Answer % Count 

1 Email 50.00% 5 

2 Fax 40.00% 4 

3 Mail (US Postal Service, FedEx, UPS) 10.00% 1 

4 Hand-Deliver 0.00% 0 

5 Other (Please specify) 0.00% 0 

 Total 100% 10 
 

 

Other (Please specify) 

Other (Please specify) - Text 
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Q24 - If your office reports BAC results to TxDOT, are out-of-jurisdiction cases 

reported directly to TxDOT? 

 
 

# Answer % Count 

1 Yes 60.00% 6 

2 No 20.00% 2 

3 Other (Please specify) 20.00% 2 

 Total 100% 10 
 

 

Other (Please specify) 

Other (Please specify) - Text 

all cases in county and out of county would be included when sent to TxDOT 

n/a 
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Q25 - If your office reports BAC results to TxDOT,  is there a specific person or 

position within your office that is responsible for submitting BAC results to 

TxDOT? 

 
 

# Answer % Count 

1 Yes 90.00% 9 

2 No 10.00% 1 

 Total 100% 10 
  



114  

Q26 - If yes, please indicate the person's first and last name and their 

title/position. 

 

First Name Last Name Title/Position 

Brittany Painschab Custodian Of Records 

Brad Hall Chief Toxicologist 

KATIE GOEBEL SR. ADMIN SECRETARY 

Barbara Garza Technical Support Analyst 

  Administrative Services 

Leigh Ann Nolen 

Salvador Tellez morgue attendant 

WHITNEY FLIPPIN SECRETARY 
  



115  

Q27 - Does your office utilize TxDOT's CR-1001 - Death/Toxicology Report 

(Medical Examiner/Justice of the Peace)? 

 
 

# Answer % Count 

1 Yes 41.67% 5 

2 No 58.33% 7 

 Total 100% 12 
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Q28 - If your office uses the CR-1001 – Death/Toxicology Report (Medical 

Examiner/Justice of the Peace), how useful do you find the form?   Note: 1 star 

being extremely useless and 5 stars being extremely useful. 

 

# Field Minimum Maximum Mean Std Deviation Variance Count 

1 Usefulness 4.00 5.00 4.60 0.49 0.24 5 
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Q29 - If your office uses the CR-1001 – Death/Toxicology Report (Medical 

Examiner/Justice of the Peace), would you prefer to: 

 
 

# Answer % Count 

1 Continue Using the CR-1001-Death/Toxicology Report (Medical 
Examiner/Justice of the Peace) 100.00% 5 

2 Send lab results directly to TxDOT (with no additional form) 0.00% 0 

 Total 100% 5 
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Q30 - If your office does not use the CR-1001-Death/Toxicology Report (Medical 

Examiner/Justice of the Peace), why do you choose not to use the form? 

 
 

# Answer % Count 

1 Submit toxicology results directly to TxDOT 14.29% 1 

2 Submit database of toxicology results to TxDOT 28.57% 2 

3 Form is redundant 0.00% 0 

4 Do not send toxicology results directly to TxDOT 28.57% 2 

5 Other (Please specify) 28.57% 2 

 Total 100% 7 
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Other (Please specify) 

Other (Please specify) - Text 

TxDOT indicated preference to receive full autopsy report, not just tox results; 
administratively easier for us to do this. 

It creates more work for administrative services 
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Q31 - Are you aware of any ways that make the process of reporting toxicology 

reports to TxDOT more efficient? 

 
 

# Answer % Count 

1 Yes, the system could be more efficient 0.00% 0 

2 No, the system is currently efficient 100.00% 12 

 Total 100% 12 
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Q32 - If yes, please explain how the process of reporting toxicology reports to 

TxDOT can be more efficient. 

If yes, please explain how the process of reporting toxicology reports to TxDOT 

can be more efficient. 
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Q33 - In the last 12 months, has TxDOT contacted your office regarding missing 

toxicology results? 

 
 

# Answer % Count 

1 Yes 8.33% 1 

2 No 50.00% 6 

3 Unknown 41.67% 5 

 Total 100% 12 
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Q34 - How many times has TxDOT contacted your office in the past 12 months? 

 
 

# Answer % Count 

1 1 time 0.00% 0 

2 2-5 times 100.00% 1 

3 More than 5 times 0.00% 0 

 Total 100% 1 
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Q35 - How did TxDOT contact you? (Select all that apply) 

 
 

# Answer % Count 

1 Email 100.00% 1 

2 Fax 0.00% 0 

3 Mail 0.00% 0 

4 Telephone 0.00% 0 

5 Other (Please specify) 0.00% 0 

 Total 100% 1 
 

 

Other (Please specify) 

Other (Please specify) - Text 
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Q36 - In terms of the current BAC toxicology reporting system, is there anything 

you would like to see changed that could either improve or enhance BAC 

reporting in general? 

 
 

# Answer % Count 

1 Yes 8.33% 1 

2 No 91.67% 11 

 Total 100% 12 
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Q37 - If yes, what would you like to see changed that could either improve or 

enhance BAC reporting in general? 

 

If yes, what would you like to see changed that could either improve or enhance BAC 
reporting in general? 
Communicate with someone with either TTI or TxDOT and get together a system of BAC 
reporting. 
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Q38 - Would your office be willing to work with a third party agency, such as the 

Texas A&M Transportation Institute, that would assist with collecting and 

reporting BAC toxicology results to TxDOT? 

 
 

# Answer % Count 

1 Yes 60.00% 6 

2 No 40.00% 4 

 Total 100% 10 
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Q39 - Would you like to add additional comments regarding BAC toxicology 

reporting that this survey has not addressed? 

 
 

# Answer % Count 

1 Yes 8.33% 1 

2 No 91.67% 11 

 Total 100% 12 
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Q40 - What additional comments do you have regarding BAC toxicology 

reporting that were not addressed? 

 

What additional comments do you have regarding BAC toxicology reporting that were not 
addressed? 
We have no objection to working with TTI on BAC reporting, but we would want to simply 
direct the monthly PDF to TTI instead of TxDOT.  I will e-mail the list of counties that submit 
autopsy cases to our office to Jena Prescott. 

  



130  

Q42 - Have you participated in an educational webinar hosted by the Texas 

A&M Transportation Institute? 

 
 

# Answer % Count 

1 Yes 16.67% 2 

2 No 41.67% 5 

3 Unknown 41.67% 5 

 Total 100% 12 
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Q43 - Did you find the educational webinar hosted by the Texas A&M 

Transportation Institute to be beneficial? 

 
 

# Answer % Count 

1 Yes 50.00% 1 

2 No 50.00% 1 

 Total 100% 2 
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Q44 - How likely are you to attend an educational webinar hosted by the Texas 

A&M Transportation Institute in the future? 

 
 

# Answer % Count 

1 Extremely likely 18.18% 2 

2 Somewhat likely 63.64% 7 

3 Neither likely nor unlikely 0.00% 0 

4 Somewhat unlikely 18.18% 2 

5 Extremely unlikely 0.00% 0 

 Total 100% 11 
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Q45 - What topics would you like covered in an educational webinar hosted by 

the Texas A&M Transportation Institute regarding BAC reporting? 

 

What topics would you like covered in an educational webinar hosted by the Texas A&M 
Transportation Institute regarding BAC reporting? 

Need to give Physician Category 1 CME to make it worthwhile to attend 

General information to assist us with evaluating our compliance with reporting requirements. 

To gain more knowledge in the BAC reporting 
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Appendix D: Justice of the Peace Survey Response Report 

Summary of Results According to Individual Question 

Q 1- In an effort to improve Blood Alcohol Concentration (BAC) reporting, the 

Texas A&M Transportation Institute (TTI), in collaboration with the Texas 

Department of Transportation (TxDOT), has a grant to determine the needs of 

Justice of the Peace (JP) offices.  TTI is obtaining logistical and procedural 

information relating to toxicology testing from JP offices in the State of Texas, as 

well as identifying suggestions for educational activities.  The information 

gathered from JP offices assists TxDOT in identifying measures that can improve 

the current system of reporting toxicology information to their agency as 

required by statute. 

Q2 - Which county do you serve? 

Which county do you serve? 

Llano 

Wood 

FAYETTE 

MONTAGUE 

Travis 

WICHITA 

Dimmit 

Ellis 

JIM WELLS 

Jackson 

stonewall 

Crockett 

Archer 
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BURNET 

Gonzales 

Comal 

Henderson 

Navarro 

SUTTON 

sabine 

Kendall 

Crane 

ROCKWALL 

Live Oak County 

BEXAR 

KNOX 

San Patricio 

Aransas 

HARTLEY 

Presidio 

Jefferson 

hays 

polk 

JEON 

Hill 

Wharton 

Victoria 

King 

Smith 

Erath 

San Patricio 
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Erath 

Dewitt 

Burnet 

Willacy 

Rockwall 

Hardin 

Karnes 

Waller 

Marion 

Cherokee 

DAWSON 

Victoria 

Clay 

CARSON 

Tyler 

MONTAGUE 

Hood 

Harris 

Hood 

edwards 

Pecos 

Austin 

Freestone 

Reagan 

Kendall 

Llano 

Bexar 

El Paso 
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Armstrong 

Hidalgo 

Hockley 

Karnes 

Crane 

Red River 

Grayson 

San Jacinto 

Jefferson 

Jack 

San Patricio 

CHEROKEE 

Kenedy 

Burnet 

DONLEY COUNTY 

PANOLA 

Wilson 

jefferson 

Freestone 

Caldwell 

colorado 

EDWARDS 

wilson 

SUTTON 

colorado 

goliad 

Medina 

San Jacinto 
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Jefferson 

Upton 

GRIMES 

HUNT 

Cooke 

Frio 

Archer 

Tarrant county 

LAVACA 

Dallas 

Hardin 

Polk 

Live Oak 

Nacogdoches 

DEAF SMITH 

FISHER 

Jeff Davis 

KENDALL 

Jackson 

BREWSTER 

LEE 

hays 

Colorado 

Refugio 

Dawson 

MIDLAND 

Cass 

Smith 
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Stephens 

HENDERSON 

GONZALES 

Upshur 

MONTAGUE 

ANDERSON 

BELL 

Jefferson 

KNOX 

Erath 

Liberty 

Walker 

Gonzales 

Yoakum 

Rusk 

KENDALL 

Rockwall 

Panola 

GLASSCOCK 

CASS 

BAILEY 

Fannin 

Oldham 
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Q3 - Are you always notified of a fatal crash in your jurisdiction? 

 
 

# Field Minimum Maximum Mean Std 
Deviation Variance Count 

1 
Are you always notified 

of a fatal crash in your 
jurisdiction? 

1.00 2.00 1.27 0.44 0.20 148 

 

 

 

# Answer % Count 

1 Yes 72.97% 108 

2 No 27.03% 40 

 Total 100% 148 
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Q4 - If you are not always notified of a fatal crash in your jurisdiction, please 

explain why. 

 

If you are not always notified of a fatal crash in your jurisdiction, please explain why. 

There are other JP's on call 

I'M ONLY NOTIFIED IF I AM ON CALL. I ALTERNATE WEEKS WITH MY 1 COUNTERPART 

Do not conduct inquest 

We have an On-Call schedule and they contact the Judge on call 

Not always on call for my precinct, other JP would handle the crash 

I AM NOT ON CALL OR SOMEONE ELSE IS CALLED. 

calls are divided between JP's 

OUR JP'S DO NOT CONDUCT INQUESTS, AS BEXAR COUNTY HAS A MEDICAL EXAMINER, 

six other JP's in county 

all 4 JP's take call 

Not always on call.  Other JPs may respond 

if I'm not on call, they will notify other JP 

On-call rotation with other JP's in my county 

The accident did not occur in my precinct or I am not call (weekends) 

JP on call schedule 

I guess because I work in JP court with the tickets 

JP on call handles 

Dispatch frequently call Pct. 1 JP or County Judge because they are the “first” names on their 
contact list 

JPs in Freestone rotate, so no I wouldn’t know unless it’s my week. 

The 4 JPs rotate on call so a fatality may occur after hours when I'm not on call. 

Bexar County is an urban county with a medical examiner. 

We have a county coroner 

4 other precincts 
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Our county has weekend rotation, and other JP on call will be contacted. 

3 JUDGES ON CALL 

Only notified on weeks I have inquest duty. 

we are notified if my Judge is called. The police agency is the one who calls 

If I am not on call and another JP takes the call, they do not inform me afterwards. 

There are 4 JPs. We rotate "on call duty" and only the JP"on-call" is notified of the fatality and 
is required to respond to the call and go to the location of the fatality. 

it depends on which precinct it is in 

Six other precincts 

more than 1 precinct 

MULTIPLE JP'S 

The other JP and I switch being on call. 

The JP on call will be called for inquest 

Full Time Medical Examiner 

we rotate on call schedules. we work 7 days in a row 24 hrs per day on call for inquest duties 
county wide. 

rotate on call with other JP 

HAVE TO BE ON CALL 

INQUEST ARE ON A ROTATION FOR SEVERAL JP'S 
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Q5 - In a fatal crash, who requests a toxicology test be conducted? Please select 

all that apply. 

 
 

# Answer % Count 

4 District Attorney 9.87% 23 

1 Justice of the Peace 57.51% 134 

2 Law Enforcement 28.33% 66 

3 Other (please specify) 4.29% 10 

 Total 100% 233 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Other (please specify) 
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Other (please specify) - Text 

both Justice of the Peace and Law Enforcement 

I do not know, probably Law Enforcement 

DOES NOT APPLY TO OUR JP'S, AS THEY DO NOT CONDUCT INQUESTS 

dps and JP's order autopsys 

I do not know 

My guess is the DA, law enforcement, or the medical examiner. 

County Coroner 

DPS 

District Attorney 

I always have an autopsy conducted if there is a fatality.  The toxicology test is conducted as 
part of the autopsy.  If there are other passengers who are not fatalities, the law 
enforcement agency in charge of the investigation normally requests the toxicology request. 
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Q6 - Do you, the Justice of the Peace, visit the scene of a fatal crash? 

 
 

# Field Minimum Maximum Mean Std 
Deviation Variance Count 

1 
Do you, the Justice of the 
Peace, visit the scene of a 

fatal crash? 
1.00 2.00 1.05 0.23 0.05 148 

 

 

 

# Answer % Count 

1 Yes 94.59% 140 

2 No 5.41% 8 

 Total 100% 148 
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Q7 - Please describe the step-by-step process and/or factors considered to 

determine whether a Justice of the Peace requests a toxicology test after 

visiting the scene of a fatal crash. 

 

Please describe the step-by-step process and/or factors considered to determine whether a 
Justice of the Peace requests a toxicology test after visiting the scene of a fatal crash. 
always due to what is found at the accident.  how the accident could have happened, the 
factors that may be found in and around the vehicle.  the smells coming from the fatality or 
the vehicle.  Many different factors are considered including whether the Trooper would like 
a tox screen. 

If there is empty alcohol containers, speed and no explanation for the crash. 

I LOOK OVER THE SCENE AND WHAT WAS IN THE VEHICLES AND IF THERE ARE ANY 
WITNESSES OF THE CRASH I QUESTION THEM. FROM THERE I MAKE A DESICION. 
We check to confirm a single or multiple vehicle fatality. Almost always though, I at least, 
order a toxicology test with the autopsy as a rule. Experience has shown that if either law 
enforcement or EMS or myself look at the scene as an entirety there are signs alcohol being 
or having been there. 
I CONFER WITH THE POLICE/TROOPERS, BUT USUALLY IF FATALITY ACCIDENT I ALWAY SEND 
BODY OFF FOR AUTOPSY AND TOXICOLOGY. 
Upon arrival on the scene, I am walked through the accident by the officer investigating. If 
there is an alcohol present (bottles, cans anything that might suggest that they were under 
the influence) for the most part most, toxicology test are requested. 

I send all deceased from crashes to Medical Examiner for autopsy 

IF THERE IS EVIDENCE OF ALCOHOL OR OTHER DRUGS I ALWAYS REQUEST.  I ALSO ASK THE 
DPS OFFICER IF THEY THINK SUBSTANCES WERE INVOLVED. IF SO I REQUEST. 
Speak with Law Enforcement Investigators, consider evidence on scene, interviews with 
witnesses, if the death was the driver/operator of the crash. 
should the event require the task, I will have the hospital in this county 'draw' and produce . 
of course -  DPS will have affidavit to be  present to also pull fluid , but it takes sooo  long for 
the results. 
If the driver is deceased I will ask DPS or the law enforcement agency in charge whether they 
requested one. If they didn’t I will ask them to do one especially if the driver is deceased and 
was driving a company truck. 

All unattended deaths get toxicology test 

AN AUTOPSY IS ORDERED 

All driver-involved fatal crashes this JP is called to, an autopsy is ordered. Any/All autopsies 
automatically have a toxicology test performed per our agreement with the ME. 
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In the 4 years I have presided as Justice of the Peace, Pct. 1, I have made the scene of 
approximately four (4) to six (6) fatality crash scenes. In each event, I have ordered an 
autopsy, to include toxicology screening.  The results of such are forwarded to my office by 
the Medical Examiner's office.  I will always order an autopsy in fatality crash scenario's to 
include toxicology screening.  The results of same, are dealt with on a case by case basis.  I 
will typically identify manner and means of each death according to the Medical Examiner's 
final autopsy report. 

autopsy usually ordered and toxicology test done then 

If a potential crime occurred If there is evidence of alcohol is involved. 

THERE NEEDS TO BE REASONABLE SUSPICION OF INTOXICATION, THAT IT WAS A 
CONTRIBUTING FACTOR IN THE CRASH OR THERE ARE CRIMINAL CHARGES DUE TO CRASH. 
If there is an officer in charge, being a trooper or county they usually request a blood test if 
there is evidence of alcohol or drugs 

will request toxicology 

Without question I always request a toxicology test.  Most of the time an Autopsy is 
requested too, depends on several factors but ALWAYS A TOXICOLOGY. 

I REQUEST A FULL AUTOPSY REPORT WHICH INCLUDES TOXICOLOGY. 

When I approach the scene of the accident and state trooper will ask me to order a 
toxicology test, if a one car accident or several. 

I ALWAYS REQUEST AUTOPSY & TOXICOLOGY IN A FATAL CRASH 

when I arrive on the scene, I usually do a walk thru with the trooper on scene. I evaluate the 
vehicle(s) envolved, seatbelts , airbags, condition of the deceased and determine if the had 
been drinking by either ordor from deceasedof alcohol or if their are any drugs, priscriptions 
in vehicle or on person. I then cotact the funeral home to transport the deceased to the 
medical examiners office to do a complete autopsy and complete toxicology. 
Arrive at scene, determine if deceased is the  driver or passenger or pedestrian.  if the driver 
or a pedestrian i would order an autopsy. in a crash, if is undetermined who was driving all 
would be sent for toxicology. 
MOST OF THE FATALITIES I'VE WHERE I HAVE CONDUCTED THE INQUESTS HAVE IINVOLVED 
(CDL) PROFESSIONAL DRIVERS.  BLOOD TOX IS ALWAYS REQUESTED BY MYSELF OR DPS. I 
REQUEST FROM ALL DRIVERS. 
Law Enforcement are the first at the scene than they request the JP to respond to the crash 
LE will give the JP an update of investigation on the crash if alcohol is a factor the JP will order 
an autopsy and toxicology to be done be ME 

I get a tox report on all fatal crashes through our forensic office that does the autopsy. 

Standard Policy of my office to order full autopsy inclusive of full toxicology 

BASED ON THE SCENE AND EVIDANCE. DPS ALWAYS REPORTS TO STATE THE RESULTS. SO JP'S 
SHOULD HAVE TOO. THAT IS TWO PERSONS REPORTING. NOT NECESSARY. 
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DPS AND I GET TOGETHER AND DECIDE WHETHER THERE IS A NEED. 

Upon arriving on scene and speaking with the troopers a determination is made if a 
toxicology is done by examining the scene as well as the circumstances of the crash.  Such as 
alcohol containers in the vehicle, where the deceased was going or coming from as well as 
witness statements. 

our District Attorney will always request I order an autopsy with toxicology 

Each case is evaluated on its own merits.  If toxicology is deemed necessary it is ordered. 

Normally have an autopsy report. 

In speaking with the L.E. agency working the crash, I ask if they need an autopsy which will 
include a tox. If not then they decide if they wish to do a blood draw, which is then sent to 
the DPS lab, Tyler. I usually do not receive this information. 
The time of the accident, are there any signs of alcohol-empty beer cans or bottles, does it 
appear that charges may be filed. 
If another party is killed.  If it is just the driver and there are no passengers or any other 
vehicle or pedestrians i nvolved then n o tests are ordered.  Our Medical examiner will NOT 
do tox only !!! 

JP2 always request toxicology when body is sent off for Autopsy at a fatal crash. 

All fatalities that I investigate a toxicology is ordered at the local hospital. 

Always request on driver fatality. 

at a fatal crash I always request a toxicology test. 

At a fatal crash all deceased are sent to the Medical Examiner for an autopsy. All deceased 
transported to the Medical Examiner with an order for autopsy receive a toxicology test. 

A toxicology test is requested on all fatal crashes in my jurisdiction. 

. 

The interview with investigating officers. Consideration of possible violations of statutes. 
Possible phone call to the District Attorney on call to review. In most all cases an autopsy is 
ordered for toxicology testing 

If the trooper determines the Justice of Peace needs to do autopsy then I would order one 

Law Enforcement requests Alcohol present in the vehicle 

I always order either a full autopsy with tox or issue a Blood Search Warrant for toxicology. 

All fatal crashes 

I Order autopsy in all fatal crashes. 

CRASH SIGHT, WEATHER CONDITIONS, ROAD CONDITIONS, AND LAW ENFORCEMENT 
EVALUATION OF THE CRASH. 
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When on scene I will order a toxicology on the drivers of all vehicles involved 

REQUIRED IN ANY FATALITY   PRESENCE OF ALCHOL 

arrive on scene, gather information from officers, and witnesses. in a fatal crash I almost 
always order a toxicology test. 

Situation, how accident happened.. Decide on a case by case. 

law enforcement opinion strong smell of alcohol empty containers witness accounts 

In fatal vehicle accidents I always automatically request toxicology tests 

The driver always gets a toxicology  test. 

When I get to the scene, usually DPS request one. If I see alcohol on scene, then I order blood 
test. 

Factors considered:  Signs of alcohol use, circumstance of the crash, recommendation by DPS 

Place an order for the blood specimen to be taken from the deceased person and us the DPS 
package with tube. 
If I respond to a fatality and the decedent is the driver, I always order an autopsy and 
requests the toxicology report which the Medical Examiner always does. 

Speak with DPS Trooper on scene Determine if needed to determine cause of crash 

When there  is a death at an accident scene I allways order an autopsy. The pathologist does 
the toxicology test. 
More than one vehicle involved. If there are children in the car. Obvious signs of intoxication, 
presence or smell of alcohol and or drugs. Witness testimony 

. 

It is my policy to order a toxicology for every fatal crash in our county 

I request toxicology test for driver with all fatal crashes 

I always send the driver in any fatal crash for a Toxicology 

If the fatality was the driver, an autopsy and toxicology for (BAC or drugs) would be ordered. 

Toxicology is always requested in a fatal crash 

if there is a deceased person (s) or law enforcement gives information stating alcohol may be 
a factor in the accident 
dispatcher call JP to scene Jp arrives at scene and talks to any witnesses and troopers on 
scene. Jp surveys the accident, occupants in vehicle and checks for any ordors/cans of 
alcohol. funeral home is called ,body is transported to medical examiners office in nueces 
county. Toxicology usually takes an average of three months to return. 

DRIVERS WHO ARE FATAL ALL ALWAYS TESTED 

If there is a fatality, we are going to send the body to the Medical Examiner's office and even 
if the autopsy requested is external, or partial, we are going to request a toxicology 
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The driver is sent for autopsy and toxicology is done as a part of the autopsy. 

NATURE OF THE ACCIDENT. NO REASONABLE EXPLAINATION FOR THE CRASH. SIGNS OF 
DRUGS OR ALCOHOL. 
Any drivers that are the fatal victim(s) in a crash, it is our policy for our county to 
automatically request toxicology when the autopsy is performed. 

I send all fatality accident drivers to Medical examiner for autopsy. 

Normally I will approve it if the DPS officer requests it or if we think one is necessary 

I always request toxicology test if they re the driver 

if unsure what caused the crash, or check blood. 

Opinion of investigating officer or Agency, whether alcohol could be smelled or if bottles or 
cans were found in or near vehicle.  Witness statement.  If JP ordered autopsy, toxicology is 
always tested. 
There is no etched in stone, 'step-by-step' process.  All factors at the scene are considered.   
Are you asking about a toxicology test for the deceased (victim/s) only? or Are you asking 
about any/all other living persons involved in the crash?   Perhaps there should be a standard 
protocol, but in Wilson County this does not exist. 
In a fatal crash if there is evidence that alcohol or drugs may have been a contributing factor I 
will order a qualified technician, paramedic, chemist, licensed vocational nurse or physician 
to take a specimen of blood from the body. As for a step by step process there are no two 
fatal crash scenes the are same so each will have a different process. 
arrive and observe the crash scene, alcohol containers in vehicle, serious injury or death. 
Talking with Troopers to reconstruct crash site. 
-Request of investigating officer. -Upon own volition if alcohol is present. -Circumstances 
causing the crash indicating a need for determining factors causing death (possible drug 
intake). 

All factors are considered as in any inquest. 

If the driver is deceased I order a full autopsy which includes a toxicology. 

Our morgue routinely does a toxicology report in conjunction with any autopsy request. 

I base my decision on what is present at the scene and conversations with law enforcement. 
If there is alcohol/prescription bottles in the vehicle, I automatically do a toxicology. If law 
enforcement requests it for any reason, I will do a toxicology. If the driver is the deceased 
and in a company vehicle or on employer time, I will do toxicology. 99 times out of a 100, I 
am going to do toxicology, just to make sure. 

IN A FATAL CRASH I ALWAY REQUEST TOXICOLOGY ON THE DRIVER 

THE BODY OF THE DECEASED INVOLVED IN A FATAL CRASH IS SENT TO THE MEDICAL 
EXAMINERS OFFICE FOR AUTOPSY. TOXICOLOGY TESTING IS INCLUDED IN THE AUTOPSY. 
After arriving on scene and evaluating the circumstances and talking with law enforcement, I 
determine with law enforcement if toxicology is necessary. Generally factors that I consider 
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include, whether or not the decedent was at fault in the accident, whether the decedent was 
the driver of a vehicle or just a passenger/pedestrian, and other indicators that drugs or 
alcohol may have been involved. 
If the investigator of the crash and I determine alcohol might be a factor we both agree a 
toxicology test shall be ordered. 

Standard operating procedure 

It is normal procedure for us to request toxicology on blood from a deceased individual 
identified as a driver in a fatality accident.  If an autopsy is not necessary, we will try to get a 
doctor or other authorized medical professional to draw blood which is sent to a lab by law 
enforcement. In many cases, the doctor is unable to obtain sufficient blood from victims who 
have bled out at the scene. In those cases, we are "forced" to order an autopsy because 
Travis County Medical Examiner will only accept bodies for a full autopsy and they will NOT 
just do toxilogical testing. Full autopsies are EXPENSIVE, especially for those of us in rural 
counties. 

Every time 

the j.p. meets with the investigating officer and orders autopsy to determine the cause of 
death AND A TOXICOLOGY test to determine if alcohol was a contributing factor. Sometimes  
a full autopsy is not necessary and blood draw order is given by the judge so the blood can be 
tested for alcohol or drugs. 
Once on scene, I speak with trooper and we discuss whether or not an autopsy and/or 
toxicology is needed. Depends on many factors. Other parties involved, how many victims, 
any charges that may be filed, company owned vehicle, etc. 

All fatalities related to motor vehicle crashes receive toxicology testing. 

OBSERVATION AT THE SCENE THAT WOULD INDICATE USE OR POSSESSION OF 
ALCOHOL/NARCOTICS WOULD DETERMINE WHETHER TOXICOLOGY TEST WOULD BE 
ORDERED 
DPS is always present, and will request BAC.  Funeral Home's request a court order to get 
blood test.  EMS will not draw blood on the scene. 
IF there is a fatality where sobriety is in question, I order full blood and tox with the autopsy 
order 
IF I HAVE A FATALITY AT THE SCENE OF AN ACCIDENT I ALWAYS ORDER A BLOOD 
TOXICOLOGY TEST TO BE PERFORMED TO RULE OUT ALCOHOL AS CAUSE OF ACCIDENT. 

interview with law enforcement, witnesses and observe evidence at scene 

I SEND THE DECEDENT'S REMAINS FOR AN AUTOPSY 

AFTER CONSULTATION WITH LAW ENFORCEMENT AND EVALUATION OF MY OBSERVATIONS 
A DESICION IS MADE FOR BLOOD DRAW OR AUTOPSY 

Authorizing an autopsy for the decedent and ordering a tox 

I request autopsy and toxicology on all driver fatality accidents. 
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Toxicology performed on all fatally crash . 

Upon viewing the crash scene, I order an autopsy on the deceased.  The autopsy report 
includes toxicology. 
ON SCENE INVESTIGATION AND EXAMINATION OF THE FACTS SURROUNDING THE ACCIDENT.  
EXAMINATION OF THE DECEDENT AND CONSULTATION WITH INVESTIGATING LAW 
ENFORCEMENT AGENCY.  BLOOD SAMPLES ARE TAKEN IN 99.9 PERCENT OF CASES AND 
SUBMITTED FOR ANALYSIS. 
Speak with the officer investigating the crash. Decedent's history. Whether or not any alcohol 
present at scene. 
Upon arrival of an accident scene, I contact the investigating officer/Trooper to see if a 
determination on cause of accident and if criminal charges maybe filed. The determination is 
made on if an autopsy is ordered or if a blood draw will suffice. 

It is a policy that toxicology is REQUIRED on ALL fatal crashed, no exceptions. 

I always have an autopsy conducted on the decedents in a fatal crash.  Toxicology screening is 
part of that process. 

IF THE DECENDENT WAS THE DRIVER A TOXICOLOGY TEST WILL BE REQUESTED 

If it is suspected that there is drugs or alcohol involved then then there is always a toxicology 
test. 

Alcohol in vehicle or odor of alcohol on persons or actions of persons 

GET A CALL FROM ACSO, VISIT SCENE, SEND BODY FOR AUTOPSY AND TOX, WAIT ON 
RESULTS 
MY REQUEST IS BASED ON THE LAW ENFORCEMENT REQUEST.  THEY NORMALLY RECEIVE 
THE SAMPLE AND SEND IT TO THE LAB.  THEY GET THE RESULTS NOT US.  IT MAKES US THE 
MIDDLE MAN FOR INFORMATION THAT I DO NOT NORMALLY NEED. 

I always request toxicology in any fatality car crash or pedestrian or cyclist crash. 

I, ALMOST ALWAYS, SEND THE DECEASED FROM A FATAL CRASH FOR AN AUTOPSY WIHCH 
INCLUDES TOXICOLOGY. I HAVE BEEN IN OFFICE FOR 2 YEARS AND HAVE ONLY HAD 2 FATAL 
CRASHES. THE FIRST WAS A 23 YEAR OLD FEMALE WHO HIT A HOG AND THEN HEAD ON 
WITH A UPS TRUCK. THE SECOND WAS A 45 YEAR OLD MALE WITH NO IDENTIFICATION. 
Listen to the Trooper's account of how the accident occured. Look for signs that may 
determine that alcohol or drugs may have been a factor. 

Almost always if the deceased is the operator of a motor vehicle or a pedestrian. 

Usually only the drivers/operators of the motorized vehicles are sent for autopsy/toxicology. 

An autopsy is ordered on all drivers involved in a motor vehicle fatality and a toxicology test 
is included in the autopsy report. 
After visiting a fatal crash scene and initiating the inquest, consultation with DPS on scene is 
done to determine the need for toxicology testing.  Typically DPS requests the test 
Inspect scene and vehicle to determine if evidence of alcohol containers are present. Assisted 
by investigating officer to determine if smell of alcohol is evident on body. 
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Initial crash investigation by officers.  The visible evidence and verbal accounts of the crash by 
witnesses.  My own investigation of physical evidence. 

I send all victims of fatal crashes for full autopsy, with toxicology. 

I send all fatal crash victims for autopsy and check for alcohol and drugs. 

ARRIVE AT SCENE, EVALUATE,  ASK, OFFICERS IF THERE WAS WITNESS, BY THAT TIME THEY 
WOULD HAVE TALKED TO THEM AND ASK IF DRUGS OR ALCOHOLE HAD BEEN FOUND ON THE 
SCENE, MOST OF THE TIME A AUTOPSY WITH TOXICOLOGY IS ORDERD. 

If the deceased is the operator of the vehicle then I always order test. 

RELY ON LAW ENFORCEMENT PERSONNEL ASSESMENT OF SCENE. THE PROCEED FROM 
THERE. 
If Law Enforcement request, and there is no other evidence of a cause for accident, JP will 
normally order the toxicology. 

If the driver is the one that died I do order toxicology 
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Q8 - Are there circumstances in which you would NOT test for blood alcohol 

concentration (BAC) or drugs in a fatal crash? 

 
 

# Field Minimum Maximum Mean Std 
Deviation Variance Count 

1 

Are there circumstances 
in which you would NOT 

test for blood alcohol 
concentration (BAC) or 
drugs in a fatal crash? 

1.00 2.00 1.56 0.50 0.25 148 

 

 

 

# Answer % Count 

1 Yes 43.92% 65 

2 No 56.08% 83 

 Total 100% 148 
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Q9 - If yes, please select the circumstances that apply. (Select all that Apply) 

 
 

# Answer % Count 

1 Cost 5.88% 8 

2 Hospitalization 5.88% 8 

3 Fatality was not driver 30.15% 41 

4 Lack of evidence indicating drug or alcohol use 27.94% 38 
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5 Length of time between death and discovery of body 5.88% 8 

6 No criminal charges were filed on driver involved in crash 8.09% 11 

7 Single motor vehicle drivers 9.56% 13 

8 Other (Please specify) 6.62% 9 

 Total 100% 136 
 

 

Other (Please specify) 

Other (Please specify) - Text 

THE JP'S IN BEXAR COUNTY DO NOT CONDUCT INQUESTS, SO THIS DOES NOT APPLY TO OUR 
COURT 

Remains minimal 

Deceased driver was not at fault or was standing still in traffic 

bodies were burned up in crash 

Not applicable in counties with medical examiners 

not our responsibility 

Small children 

I do testing 

Clear cause other than drug/alcohol use (example; struck animal) 
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Q10 - Does your office have an agreement with a medical examiner or a private 

lab to conduct toxicology testing? 

 
 

# Field Minimum Maximum Mean Std 
Deviation Variance Count 

1 

Does your office have an 
agreement with a medical 
examiner or a private lab 

to conduct toxicology 
testing? 

1.00 2.00 1.27 0.44 0.20 148 

 

 

 

# Answer % Count 

1 Yes 72.97% 108 

2 No 27.03% 40 

 Total 100% 148 
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Q11 - If your office does have an agreement with a medical examiner or a 

private lab, please indicate the organization(s). 

If your office does have an agreement with a medical examiner or a private lab, please 
indicate the organization(s). 

travis co medical examiner 

Forensic Medical Managment Services of Texas 

SOUTHWESTERN MEDICAL EXAMINER'S OFFICE 

SWIFTS 

Webb County Examiner's Office 

Dallas County Medical Examiner 

south plains F. Pathology - lubbock texas / aspermont texas hospitial 

SWIFT Dallas 

TRAVIS COUNTY MEDICAL EXAMINER 

Travis County Medical Examiners Office 

Central Texas Autopsy (Lockhart, Tx) 

American Forensics and Southwest institute of Forensic Sciences 

American Forensics and DPS 

BEXAR COUNTY 

dps lab 

Bexar County M.E. 

South Plains Forensic Pathology, P.A. 

SWIFS 

Nueces County ME 

SOUTH PLAINS 

Nueces County Medical Examiner 

Dr. Dana, Lockhart TX 

Lubbock Medical Examiner 

Southeast Texas Forensic Management 
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central texas autospy and tavis county medical examiners 

IT IS WITH BEAUMONT OR HOUSTON OR GALVESTON. 

American Forensics 

Travis County ME 

Lubbock County Medical Examiner's Office 

Forensic Medical Management Services, Tyler 

Tarrant Co. M.E. 

Dallas County Medical Examiner 

Jefferson County Forensic Medical Management Services 

Bexar County Medical Examiner's Office 

Harris County Medical Examiner Office 

American Forensic 

forensic medical managment 

South Plains Forensic Pathology 

Southwest Institute of Forensic Science - Dallas 

SOUTH PLAINS FORENSIC LAB 

SWIF IN DALLAS, TX 

Tarrant county Medicial examiner 

Tarrant County ME 

Central Texas Autopsy 

Southwestern 

South Plains Forensic Pathology 

Travis or Bexar County 

South Plains Forensic Pathology 

Dr.Farley MD. 

South Plains Forensics 

Bexar County Medical Examiners 

South Plains Forensic Pathology, P.A. Lubbock, Texas 
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included w/autopsy-american forensics 

McKinney Medical Examiners 

FMMS Holdings of Texas, Inc. 

Forensic Medical of Texas 

Dallas Tx ME 

Nueces County Medical Examiner 

FORENSIC MEDICAL MANAGEMENT OF TEXAS 

Nueces Co. Med Ex 

Travis County 

SOUTH PLAINS FORENSIC PATHOLOGY 

Southwestern Institute of Forensic Science in Dallas, TX 

s 

Southwestern Forensic 

travis county MEO 

Bexar County M.E. 

Travis County M. E. 

central texas autopsy 

Both medical examiner and local hospital 

Foorensic Medical Management Services of Texas P.A. 

SET Forensic Mgmt. 

South Plains Forensics 

WE DO HAVE A AGREENENT WITH MEDICAL EXAMINER 

SOUTHWEST MEDICAL AT DALLAS 

DPS Weslaco, TX for toxicology only.  If sent for autopsy,Bexar Co. ME will do tox 

SWIFT Dallas 

n\a 

TRAVIS CO MED EXAMINER 

Tommy Brown Jefferson Co. 
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FMMS of TEXAS Beaumont, Texas 

NMS LABS THROUGH SOUTH PLAINS PATHOLOGY 

Lubbock County 

ON CALL PHLEBOTIMIST, CONTRACT W/ TRAVIAS CO MEDICAL EXAMINER 

Travis County Medical Examiner 

Central Texas Autopsy 

South Plains Forenic Pathology 

AXIS LABS 

Southwest Institute of Forensic Sciences 

Forensic Medical Management Services 

Medical Examiner 

TEXAS MEDICAL CENTER 

forensic Medical Management Services of Texas 

SWIF IN DALLAS TX 

MEDICAL MANAGEMENT SERVICES OF TEXAS 

Forensic Medical/NMS 

SOUTH PLAINS FORENSIC PATHOLOGY 

FMMS of Texas 

Montgomery County Forensic Services 

Travis County Medical Examiners Office 

South Plains Forensics 

Bexar County ME 

SWIFS Southwest Institute of Forensic Science 

Southwestern Institute of Forensic Sciences at Dallas 

SOUTH PLAINS 

SOUTH PLAINS PATHOLOGY 

Collin County Medical Examiners Office 1st, but Dallas County as 

Any Lab Amarillo, TX 
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Q12 - What is the approximate cost of a toxicology test? Note: The cost should 

be for a toxicology test by itself.  If included with an autopsy please select the 

appropriate choice below. 
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# Field Minimum Maximum Mean Std 
Deviation Variance Count 

1 

What is the approximate 
cost of a toxicology test? 
Note: The cost should be 

for a toxicology test by 
itself.  If included with an 
autopsy please select the 

appropriate choice below. 
- Selected Choice 

2.00 10.00 8.19 0.97 0.94 148 

 

 

 

# Answer % Count 

1 $1 - $100 0.00% 0 

2 $101 - $200 0.68% 1 

3 $201 - $300 0.68% 1 

4 $301 - $400 0.68% 1 

5 $401 - $500 0.00% 0 

6 $501 - $1000 1.35% 2 

7 $1,001 or more 2.03% 3 

8 Included with Autopsy. If known please specify total cost of autopsy: 62.84% 93 

9 Not Sure/Unknown 29.73% 44 

10 Other (Please specify) 2.03% 3 

 Total 100% 148 
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Answer % Count 

$ 2100.00 1.14% 1 

$ 2900.00 1.14% 1 

$1,000. 1.14% 1 

$1,700.00 1.14% 1 

$1,950.00 1.14% 1 

$1500-$2000 1.14% 1 

$1800- $4,000 1.14% 1 

$1850.00 2.27% 2 

$1950.00 2.27% 2 

$2,000 or more 1.14% 1 

$2,000.00 1.14% 1 

$2,100.00 1.14% 1 

$2,500 1.14% 1 

$2,700 1.14% 1 

$2,887.00 harris co., $1,950.00 FMMs Beaumont 1.14% 1 

$2,900 2.27% 2 

$2,900.00 1.14% 1 

$2050.00 1.14% 1 

$2100 2.27% 2 

$2100. 1.14% 1 

$2200 1.14% 1 

$2200.00 2.27% 2 

$2300.00 1.14% 1 

$2500 1.14% 1 

$2500.00 1.14% 1 

$2600.00 1.14% 1 

$2800 1.14% 1 
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$2900.00 2.27% 2 

$3500 3.41% 3 

$500 - $600 1.14% 1 

+/- $2,600 PLUS TRANS PORTATION OF REMAINS. 1.14% 1 

1200+ 1.14% 1 

1200.00 1.14% 1 

1500 1.14% 1 

1800.00 1.14% 1 

1950.00 1.14% 1 

2,000 to 3,000 dollars 1.14% 1 

2,250.00 1.14% 1 

2,400 1.14% 1 

2,500.00 2.27% 2 

2,900 2.27% 2 

2,900.00 1.14% 1 

2,999.00 1.14% 1 

2-3,000 1.14% 1 

2000. 1.14% 1 

2000.00 and up 1.14% 1 

2050.00 1.14% 1 

2100 3.41% 3 

2100.00 1.14% 1 

2200.00 5.68% 5 

2250 1.14% 1 

2300.00 1.14% 1 

2500 2.27% 2 

2500.00 4.55% 4 

2550.00 1.14% 1 
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2750.00 1.14% 1 

2900 1.14% 1 

2900. 1.14% 1 

2900.00 1.14% 1 

3000.00 1.14% 1 

3100.00 1.14% 1 

3800.00 1.14% 1 

4000 1.14% 1 

4500 1.14% 1 

about $2800.00 1.14% 1 

Approximately $2100 1.14% 1 

around $1700 1.14% 1 

over $1000.00 1.14% 1 

Total 100% 88 
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Answer % Count 

$1000 33.33% 1 

$2700 plus 33.33% 1 

JP'S IN BEXAR COUNTY DO NOT CONDUCT INQUESTS AND ARE NOT 
INVOLVED IN THIS PROCEDURE 33.33% 1 

Total 100% 3 
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Q13 - Who is responsible for bearing the cost of toxicology testing in a fatal 

crash? 

 
 

# Field Minimum Maximum Mean Std 
Deviation Variance Count 

1 

Who is responsible for 
bearing the cost of 

toxicology testing in a 
fatal crash? - Selected 

Choice 

1.00 5.00 3.91 0.59 0.35 148 

 

 

 

# Answer % Count 

1 Medical Examiner's Office 0.68% 1 

2 Law Enforcement 5.41% 8 

3 Justice of the Peace 2.03% 3 

4 County 85.81% 127 

5 Other (Please specify) 6.08% 9 
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 Total 100% 148 
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Answer % Count 

DO NOT KNOW, AS THE JP'S IN BEXAR COUNTY DO NOT CONDUCT 
INQUESTS 11.11% 1 

Forensic Medial 11.11% 1 

I do not know 22.22% 2 

I don't know. 11.11% 1 

IT CAN BE EITHER LAWENFORCEMENT OR JP 11.11% 1 

I’m not sure 11.11% 1 

n\a 11.11% 1 

Unknown 11.11% 1 

Total 100% 9 
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Q14 - On average, how long does it take to receive a result from a toxicology 

test? 

 
 

# Field Minimum Maximum Mean Std 
Deviation Variance Count 

1 

On average, how long 
does it take to receive a 
result from a toxicology 
test? - Selected Choice 

1.00 7.00 4.11 1.65 2.72 148 
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# Answer % Count 

1 Less than 2 Weeks 4.73% 7 

2 3 - 4 weeks 12.84% 19 

3 5 - 6 weeks 23.65% 35 

4 7 - 8 weeks 16.22% 24 

5 2 - 3 months 18.24% 27 

6 3 - 6 months 16.22% 24 

7 Other (Please specify) 8.11% 12 

 Total 100% 148 
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Answer % Count 

8+ weeks 8.33% 1 

Depends what type of toxicology I have run. 8.33% 1 

DO NOT KNOW SINCE JP'S IN BEXAR COUNTY DO NOT CONDUCT INQUEST 8.33% 1 

I do not know 16.67% 2 

it is rare that I get results back on a blood draw. Autopsy results usually 90 
days. 8.33% 1 

no results needed for our office 8.33% 1 

Not applicable to me as a JP in an urban county with a medical examiner 8.33% 1 

Not sure 8.33% 1 

n\a 8.33% 1 

OR LONGER 8.33% 1 

Unknown 8.33% 1 

Total 100% 12 
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Q15 - Once the toxicology result is available, who does your office send the 

results to?  Please select all that apply. 

 
 

# Answer % Count 

1 Law Enforcement Agency 40.91% 99 

2 TxDOT 34.30% 83 

3 District Attorney 11.16% 27 

4 Other (Please specify) 13.64% 33 

 Total 100% 242 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Other (Please specify) 
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Other (Please specify) - Text 

I do not know 

SWIFTS(AUTOPSY) WILL AUTOMATICALLY SEND TO LAW ENFORCEMENT 

unless needed 

Results go to law enforcement 

Requests from private insurance company, TDI, or family, etc. 

We do not send result to anyone! 

Vital Statistics    Austin 

don't know 

DOES NOT APPLY AS JP'S IN BEXAR COUNTY DO NOT CONDUCT INQUESTS 

JUSTICE OF THE PEACE 

family 

DPS THEY ARE RESPONSIBLE TO REPORT THIS TO STATE.  THAT IS THEIR PLACE TO DO SO. NO 
SINCE IN DOUBLING UP ON REPORTING. 

It comes to DPS. 

County Attorney 

I do not know 

DPS 

Not applicable. 

none 

Pathologist submits report 

HAVE NOT SENT A REPORT IN, AT THIS TIME 

Tx. Dps. 

life insurance companies, any other parties that request such as attorney 

Paperwork remains in case report 

n\a 

Unknown 

Justice of the Peace 
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DISTRICT ATTORNEY IF REQUESTED 

The pathologist sends results to law enforcement.  I only provide results in my report, if 
significant results are found.  I also notify the next of kin, if significant results are found in the 
toxicology test. 

NO ONE 

NONE  RESULTS ARE NOT SENT TO US UNLESS AUTOPYS IS CONDUCTED 

No one 

I DONT SEND THEM 

JUSTICE OF THE PEACE OFFICE 
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Q16 - What is your office procedure for reporting BAC toxicology results to 

TxDOT? 

 
 

# Field Minimum Maximum Mean Std 
Deviation Variance Count 

1 

What is your office 
procedure for reporting 

BAC toxicology results to 
TxDOT? - Selected Choice 

1.00 5.00 3.25 0.81 0.65 146 
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# Answer % Count 

1 Submit lab results with crash report 2.74% 4 

2 Submit the toxicology results to TxDOT 6.16% 9 

3 Complete TxDOT CR-1001-Death/Toxicology Report (Medical 
Examiner/Justice of the Peace) 63.70% 93 

4 Do not directly report to TxDOT 18.49% 27 

5 Other (Specify) 8.90% 13 

 Total 100% 146 
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Answer % Count 

Haven't had one since this requirement 7.69% 1 

I do not know 7.69% 1 

I dont do it...just to law enforcement 7.69% 1 

My office does not get results 7.69% 1 

none 7.69% 1 

Not applicable. 7.69% 1 

Not involved 7.69% 1 

n\a 7.69% 1 

pathologist submit reports. 7.69% 1 

SEND RESULTS TO DPS SO THEY CAN DO THE REPORTING. NO NEED TO 
DOUBLE UP ON REPORTING. THEN THE RESULTS OF REPORTING WOULD 
NOT BE ACCURATE. 

7.69% 1 

THIS HAS NOT OCCURRED, AT THIS TIME 7.69% 1 

THIS OFFICE DOES NOT FOLLOW UP WITH REPORTS DUE TO TIME AND 
RESOURCES 7.69% 1 

WE DO NOT HAVE A PROCEDURE, SINCE JP'S IN BEXAR COUNTY DO NOT 
CONDUCT INQUESTS, WE ARE NOT INVOLVED IN THIS PROCESS 7.69% 1 

Total 100% 13 
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Q17 - If your office does not directly report BAC toxicology results to TxDOT, 

who is responsible for reporting BAC results to TxDOT? 

 
 

# Field Minimum Maximum Mean Std 
Deviation Variance Count 

1 

If your office does not 
directly report BAC 

toxicology results to 
TxDOT, who is responsible 

for reporting BAC results 
to TxDOT? - Selected 

Choice 

1.00 4.00 2.04 1.10 1.22 27 

 

 

 

# Answer % Count 

1 Law Enforcement 51.85% 14 

2 Medical Examiner 0.00% 0 

3 Unknown 40.74% 11 

4 Other (Please specify) 7.41% 2 

 Total 100% 27 
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Answer % Count 

We were unaware that noone was reporting. We are looking into getting 
the required forms and reporting. 50.00% 1 

would assume law enforcement 50.00% 1 

Total 100% 2 
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Q18 - If your office reports BAC toxicology results to TxDOT, how often are they 

sent to TxDOT? 

 
 

# Field Minimum Maximum Mean Std 
Deviation Variance Count 

1 

If your office reports BAC 
toxicology results to 

TxDOT, how often are 
they sent to TxDOT? - 

Selected Choice 

1.00 4.00 1.55 1.15 1.33 113 

 

 

 

# Answer % Count 

1 Upon receipt of report 81.42% 92 

2 Weekly 0.00% 0 

3 Montlhy 0.88% 1 

4 Other (Specify) 17.70% 20 

 Total 100% 113 
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Answer % Count 

as needed 5.00% 1 

ask DPS 5.00% 1 

case by case 5.00% 1 

DOES NOT APPLY 5.00% 1 

HAS NOT OCCURRED, AT THIS TIME 5.00% 1 



186  

Haven't had one yet 5.00% 1 

I do not know 5.00% 1 

I HAVE'NT PERFORMED ONE 5.00% 1 

INITIALLY AND SUPPLEMENTAL UPON FINAL REPORT 5.00% 1 

Monthly, if there is a fatal crash and toxicology test results are available. 5.00% 1 

My office does not send 5.00% 1 

No alcohol related fatalities since in office. 5.00% 1 

none 5.00% 1 

Not applicable. 5.00% 1 

n\a 5.00% 1 

Pathologist sends report 5.00% 1 

when applicable 5.00% 1 

WHEN REVIECED. THEY ARE NOT ALWAYS FORWARDED TO MY OFFICE 5.00% 1 

whenever we get results we do not wait 5.00% 1 

Will I get call out for an accident 5.00% 1 

Total 100% 20 
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Q19 - If your office reports BAC results to TxDOT, what method is used to submit 

reports to TxDOT? Please select all that apply. 

 
 

# Answer % Count 

1 Email 30.60% 41 

2 Fax 36.57% 49 

3 Mail (US Postal Service, FedEx, UPS) 23.13% 31 

4 Hand-Deliver 0.75% 1 

5 Other (Specify) 8.96% 12 

 Total 100% 134 
 

 

 

 

 

Other (Specify) 
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Other (Specify) - Text 

unknown by who or how 

DOES NOT APPLY 

It will be by mail 

TxDot Web Site 

I do not  know 

Not applicable. 

none 

Pathologist 

WE WOULD MAIL 

n\a 

amended crash report 

PROBABLY ANY ONE OF THE ABOVE 
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Q20 - If your office reports BAC results to TxDOT,  is there a specific person or 

position within your office that is responsible for submitting BAC results to 

TxDOT? 

 
 

# Field Minimum Maximum Mean Std 
Deviation Variance Count 

1 

If your office reports BAC 
results to TxDOT,  is there 

a specific person or 
position within your office 

that is responsible for 
submitting BAC results to 

TxDOT? 

1.00 2.00 1.27 0.44 0.20 115 

 

 

 

# Answer % Count 

1 Yes 73.04% 84 

2 No 26.96% 31 

 Total 100% 115 
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Q21 - If yes, please indicate the person's first and last name and their 

title/position. 

 

First Name Last Name Title/Position 

Karen Reynolds Justice of the Peace 

JUDY BAKER JUSTICE OF THE PEACE 

Sonia Guerrero Justice of the Peace 

Steve Egan Judge 

KARIN KNOLLE JUSTICE OF THE PEACE 

Darren Stancik d.stancik@co.jackson.tx.us 

Michael D. English Justice 

Lawrence Smith JP 

Deidra D Voigt Justice of the Peace 

Connie Hickman Justice of the Peace 

JOSEPH HARRIS JUSTICE OF THE PEACE 

Leon Brimhall Justice of the Peace Pct.2 

Twilah Ward Justice of The Peace 

NANCY BEATY JUSTICE OF THE PEACE 

Jimmie E. Jones Justice of the Peace 

JUANITA BISHOP JP 

Nancy Beaulieu Judge 

Jack Keeling JP 

JEANETTE KRENEK JUSTICE OF THE PEACE 

Melody Pettiet Justice of the Peace 

James Meredith JP 

Shawnee Bass Justice of the Peace 

Peggy MAYER JP #1 
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Liana Whitten Justice of the Peace 

David Sotelo Justice of the Peace 

Jessica Bartels administrative assistant 

Phillip Grimes Justice of the Peace 

Denise Dyess Justice of the Peace 

John Miller Justice of the Peace 

John Swenson Justice of the Peace 

JEAN HARDMAN JUSTICE OF THE PECE 

Trisher Ford JP 

Roger Howell JP 

Cheryl Kollatschny Judge 

Shirley Mays Judge 

Patty Creech Justice of the Peace 

Frieda Pressler JP 

Dianne Samaniego Justice of the Peace 

David Sotelo Justice of the Peace 

Twilah Ward Justice of The Peace 

Shelley Benton Justice of the Peace 

Mike Reeves Justice of the Peace 

Beth Sewell JP 

Stacy Spurlock Justice of the Peace 

Daniel Garza Judge 

RODNEY WALLACE JUDGE 

PAMELA MASON JUSTICE OF THE PEACE 

Connie Terry Court Clerk 

Karen Wiggins Associate Court Administrator 

Joseph Harris Justice of the Peace 

unknown unknown unknown 
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steven kennedy justice of the peace 

Bubba Howse Judge 

Harris Blanchette Justice of the Peace 

Nancy Beaulieu Justice of the Peace 

KATHY WINGARD CLERK 

SHEILA LINDEN JP 1-2/JUDGE 

Olivia Neu Justice of the Peace 

Lawrence Smith JP3 Archer 

WAYNE DENSON JUDGE 

Darrell Longino Justice of the Peace 

  Court Clerk 

KAREN BOREN JUSTICE OF THE PEACE 

Angie Pippin Justice of the Peace 

JIM BURR JP 

MICHAEL YORK JUDGE 

Emi Riemenschneider Judge 

Denise Dyess Justice of the Peace 

DAVID COBOS JUDGE 

James Meredith JP3 

Kevin Pollock Justice of the Peace 

Wyone Manes JP 

DAVID ALLEN JUSTICE OF PEACE 

GARY THOMAS JP 

PAM OLIVER JUSTICE OF THE PEACE 

Shawnee Bsss Judge 

Ralph Fuller Justice of the Peace 

Deidra D. Voigt Justice of the Peace 

Heather Lazos Head Clerk 
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Lawrence James J.P. 

Nancy Beaty Justice of the Peace 

Gray David Justice of the Peace 

Kristy Homfeld Justice of the Peace 
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Q22 - Does your office utilize TxDOT's CR-1001 - Death/Toxicology Report 

(Medical Examiner/Justice of the Peace)? 

 
 

# Field Minimum Maximum Mean Std 
Deviation Variance Count 

1 

Does your office utilize 
TxDOT's CR-1001 - 

Death/Toxicology Report 
(Medical Examiner/Justice 

of the Peace)? 

1.00 2.00 1.26 0.44 0.19 148 

 

 

 

# Answer % Count 

1 Yes 73.65% 109 

2 No 26.35% 39 

 Total 100% 148 
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Q23 - If your office uses the CR-1001 – Death/Toxicology Report (Medical 

Examiner/Justice of the Peace), how useful do you find the form?   Note: 1 star 

being extremely useless and 5 stars being extremely useful. 

 

# Field Minimum Maximum Mean Std Deviation Variance Count 

1 Usefulness 1.00 5.00 3.96 1.12 1.26 109 
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Q24 - If your office uses the CR-1001 – Death/Toxicology Report (Medical 

Examiner/Justice of the Peace), would you prefer to: 

 
 

# Field Minimum Maximum Mean Std 
Deviation Variance Count 

1 

If your office uses the CR-
1001 – Death/Toxicology 

Report (Medical 
Examiner/Justice of the 

Peace), would you prefer 
to: 

1.00 2.00 1.16 0.36 0.13 109 

 

 

 

# Answer % Count 

1 Continue Using the CR-1001-Death/Toxicology Report (Medical 
Examiner/Justice of the Peace) 84.40% 92 

2 Send lab results directly to TxDOT (with no additional form) 15.60% 17 

 Total 100% 109 
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Q25 - If your office does not use the CR-1001-Death/Toxicology Report (Medical 

Examiner/Justice of the Peace), why do you choose not to use the form? 

 
 

# Field Minimum Maximum Mean Std 
Deviation Variance Count 

1 

If your office does not use 
the CR-1001-

Death/Toxicology Report 
(Medical Examiner/Justice 
of the Peace), why do you 

choose not to use the 
form? - Selected Choice 

1.00 5.00 4.28 1.08 1.18 39 

 

 

 

# Answer % Count 

1 Submit toxicology results directly to TxDOT 5.13% 2 

2 Submit database of toxicology results to TxDOT 5.13% 2 
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3 Form is redundant 2.56% 1 

4 Do not send toxicology results directly to TxDOT 30.77% 12 

5 Other (Please specify) 56.41% 22 

 Total 100% 39 
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Answer % Count 

? 4.55% 1 

DID NOT KNOW I SHOULD DO THIS 4.55% 1 

didn't know it was available 4.55% 1 

DOES NOT APPLY TO OUR COURT AS JP'S IN BEXAR COUNTY DO NOT 
CONDUCT INQUEST 4.55% 1 

have never downloaded it 4.55% 1 

I do not know 4.55% 1 

I'm not sure if law enforcement takes on this role. 4.55% 1 

Law enforcement takes care of the blood drawn 4.55% 1 

never heard of it 4.55% 1 

Never used this form 4.55% 1 

no results to report 4.55% 1 

none 4.55% 1 

Not applicable. 4.55% 1 

Not involved 4.55% 1 

OPPORTUNITY HAS NOT PRESENTED ITSELF AT THIS TIME 4.55% 1 

unaware of requirement 4.55% 1 

unware about sending TxDot need form 4.55% 1 

was not aware of form until now. 4.55% 1 

Was not aware of its existence.  Will use it from now on. 4.55% 1 

was unaware of the CR-1001 Form! 4.55% 1 

WE SEND TO DPS 4.55% 1 

We were unaware, we will begin using the form ASAP 4.55% 1 

Total 100% 22 
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Q26 - Are you aware of any ways to make the process of reporting toxicology 

reports to TxDOT more efficient? 

 
 

# Field Minimum Maximum Mean Std 
Deviation Variance Count 

1 

Are you aware of any 
ways to make the process 

of reporting toxicology 
reports to TxDOT more 

efficient? 

1.00 2.00 1.80 0.40 0.16 148 

 

 

 

# Answer % Count 

1 Yes, the system could be more efficient 19.59% 29 

2 No, the system is currently efficient 80.41% 119 

 Total 100% 148 
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Q27 - If yes, please explain how the process of reporting toxicology reports to 

TxDOT can be more efficient. 

 

If yes, please explain how the process of reporting toxicology reports to TxDOT can be more 
efficient. 

WEBSITE TO SCAN AND EMAIL 

I HAVE TO RESEND MANY TIMES BY FAX. PROBABLY EMAILING WOULD BE EASIER. 

A report with the toxicology RESULTS per crash/location should be sufficient. The 
blank/empty initial report we SHALL submit appears, on its face, to be useless and/or 
redundant if law enforcement submits an initial report per crash/location which may include 
their suspicions of drugs or ethyl alcohol present. If there is a valid explanation to mandate 
submitting a blank/empty initial toxicology report, please communicate the reason(s). 
I would prefer that the Medical Examiner's Offices' be responsible for reporting (BAC) results 
to txdot, as they are more well informed of such procedures and you don't have as large of a 
revolving door of Justices of the Peace that take office each election cycle. There is too big of 
a learning curve each cycle, and quite frankly, most JP's are not well trained and or prepared 
to carry out such additional responsibilities. 
medical examiner and coroners/justice of the peace are required to determine cause of 
death.  We/Us sign TER, already, we can add a spot on death certificate for bac and state 
agencies can retrieve it from health and human services 
THE DPS OFFICER THAT WORKS THE ACCIDENT SCENE DOES THE REPORTING. THERE IS NO 
NEED TO DOUBLE UP ON REPORTING TO THE STATE. 

Form could be streamlined or results could be directly entered online. 

Not sure did not know I had to report to TXDOT 

This is the 21st Century we should be able to email these to TxDOT 

Send lab report with txdot form 

I tried not to answer the previous question, but the software won't allow me to skip it.  I have 
no idea exactly how the system could be made more efficient, and I didn't want to say that it 
either was or was not -- but I had to check one answer or the other to continue.  Soooo, 
because every system designed by humans can probably be made more efficient, I checked 
that box -- but I have no idea how, because as an urban county, most of these questions do 
not pertain to me. 

. 

Results normally are sent directly from Forensic to Tx Dot and Law Enforcement 

????? 
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Have EMS on scene draw blood, on orders from J. P., to give to Tx. Dps. so they can send 
blood specimen to DPS lab. 
It would be easier to submit it online or in combination with another report such as the death 
certificate or OCA reporting. 
NEED MORE SPACE TO TYPE IN DRUGS FOUND OR TYPE PRINT NEEDS TO BE SMALLER TO 
ALLOW MORE INFORMATION TO BE ENTERED. 

I would prefer to be able to submit it online as we do with OCA and DPS reports. 

test should go directly to TxDot 

if tx dot would send an email cue to the person who submitted the crash report to prompt 
the person to e-mail the supplement report showing the toxicology result. 

Online reporting. 

AN EASY TO USE FORM ON THE WEB 

BETTER EDUCATION FOR JUDGES. WHEN I FIRST CAME IN TO OFFICE I HAD NO IDEA OF THIS 
REPORTING REQUIREMENT.  ONE OTHER PROBLEM I HAVE IS THE TEST RESULTS ARE NOT 
ALWAYS FORWARDED TO ME. IN TURN I DO NOT ALWAYS UPDATE THE CR1001 
SUBMITTED ELECTRONICALLY.  MAYBE SET UP A FORM ON LINE TO BE COMPLETED WITH 
UPLOAD CAPABILITY FOR THE TOX REPORT 
JP NEED TO BE TAKEN OUT OF THE EQUATION AND THE REPORTING LAW ENFORCEMENT 
AGENCY SHOULD REPORT THE RESULTS. 
The initial report is submitted with no information regarding BAC however the state law 
requires this to be sent in with no useful information. Please do away with that portion of the 
statute and only require the BAC info be sent to TxDOT when it is in our hand. 
OUR WHOLE TXDOT REPORTING FROM CITATIONS, APPEALS AND REPORTS NEED TO BE 
REWROTE BECAUSE OF ALL THE LOOP HOLES IN THE SYSTEM 
I can not email the results... I have to print it and fax it. It would be better if it could be 
emailed. 
The form is very hard to find. It use to be easy with a short cut on computers. They changed 
how its listed and very hard to find 
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Q28 - In the last 12 months, has TxDOT contacted your office regarding missing 

toxicology results? 

 
 

# Field Minimum Maximum Mean Std 
Deviation Variance Count 

1 

In the last 12 months, has 
TxDOT contacted your 

office regarding missing 
toxicology results? 

1.00 3.00 2.03 0.23 0.05 148 

 

 

 

# Answer % Count 

1 Yes 1.35% 2 

2 No 94.59% 140 

3 Unknown 4.05% 6 

 Total 100% 148 
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Q29 - How many times has TxDOT contacted your office in the past 12 months? 

 
 

# Field Minimum Maximum Mean Std 
Deviation Variance Count 

1 

How many times has 
TxDOT contacted your 

office in the past 12 
months? 

1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 2 

 

 

 

# Answer % Count 

1 1 time 100.00% 2 

2 2-5 times 0.00% 0 

3 More than 5 times 0.00% 0 

 Total 100% 2 
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Q30 - How did TxDOT contact you? (Select all that apply) 

 
 

# Answer % Count 

1 Email 100.00% 2 

2 Fax 0.00% 0 

3 Mail 0.00% 0 

4 Telephone 0.00% 0 

5 Other (Please specify) 0.00% 0 

 Total 100% 2 
 

 

Other (Please specify) 

Other (Please specify) - Text 
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Q31 - In terms of the current BAC reporting system, is there anything you would 

like to see changed that could either improve or enhance BAC reporting in 

general? 

 
 

# Field Minimum Maximum Mean Std 
Deviation Variance Count 

1 

In terms of the current 
BAC reporting system, is 

there anything you would 
like to see changed that 
could either improve or 

enhance BAC reporting in 
general? 

1.00 2.00 1.85 0.36 0.13 148 

 

 

 

# Answer % Count 

1 Yes 14.86% 22 

2 No 85.14% 126 

 Total 100% 148 
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Q32 - If yes,  what would you like to see changed that could either improve or 

enhance BAC reporting? 

 

If yes,  what would you like to see changed that could either improve or enhance BAC 
reporting? 
I HAVE NOT DONE ANY CRASH FATALITIES WHERE DRUGS OR ALCOHOL WERE A FACTOR BUT 
ON AUTOPSIES IT TAKES SO LONG TO GET RESULTS. 

have results directly transmitted to TxD. from moment taken and recovered info. 

Access to an annual report showing what TxDOT is doing with the toxicology  information; 
and  TxDOT's safety improvements made to a district/region/roadway/intersection or public 
education due to utilziing the toxicology information. 
Don't throw it on the JP's. Let the Medical Examiner's Offices report this information, so that 
it can be uniform.  If you leave it to the JP's some will follow the procedures and some will 
not!!!! 

see last answer 

have free BAC available from approved Texas laboratories with prompt return times, i.e., less 
than one week. 

Training for JPs and information on how to get just TOX on scene 

on line reporting 

I'd like to know who's responsibility is it to send the BAC reporting form to TxDot. 

have EMS on scene understand that chapter 49 of the code of criminal procedures allows the 
J.P. to order them to due a blood draw on the decedent. 
MORE FREQUENT CONTACT WITH JUSTICE COURT REPRESENTATIVES ABOUT THE PROCESS 
TO REPORT AND NEED TO REPORT.  NEW JUDGES COME INTO OFFICE EVERY 2 YEARS THAT 
DON'T KNOW THE RULES/NEED OF REPORTING. 
TOXICOLOGY RESULTS TAKE A LONG TIME TO COME IN TO OUR OFFICE IN MOST CASES.  IF 
YOU'RE HAVING PROBLEMS WITH JP OFFICES NOT SUBMITTING THE SUPPLEMENTAL 
REPORTS, MAYBE YOU COULD SEND AN EMAIL REMINDER STARTING AROUND 90DAYS AFTER 
RECEIVING THE INITIAL REPORT. 
just a prompt reminding the reportee that a crash report showing toxicology pending was 
filed and no supplement report has been filed to show the toxicology report findings. 
GIVE THE TOX RESULTS TO THE INVESTEGATING OFFICER AND LET HIM/HER DO THE 
REPORTING 

BETTER FOLLOW UP BY EVERYONE INVOLVED IN THE REPORTING PROCESS 

TX DOT COULD CONTRACT WITH AN INDEPENDENT LAB AND JPS COULD SEND SAMPLES TO 
THE CONTRACT LAB.  THIS WOULD LOWER COSTS FOR COUNTIES AND MAKE TOX REPORTS 
AVALIABLE TO TX DOT 
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JP IN GENERAL DO NOT NEED THE INFORMATION.  IT MAKES NO CHANGE IN THE MANNER 
OF DEATH WHICH IS THE PURPOSE OF AN INQUEST.  I FEEL MY DUES ARE BEING CHANGED 
TO GATHER CRASH DATA AND THAT IS WHAT LAW ENFORCEMENT DOES ANYWAY 
Have the form easier to find on line for those of us that do not have many fatalities in our 
county. 

DONT USE IT AND DONT KNOW 

DPS gets the results of the test back and they do not forward them to my office.Therefore, I 
can not amend the crash report. 
Why does TxDOT need anybody to report anything to them about BAC?  It has nothing to do 
with their responsibilities.  If they are involved, it is just another waste of money and time. 

It only list bridges and roads  most accidents are on the highway 
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Q33 - Would your office be willing to work with a third party agency, such as the 

Texas A&M Transportation Institute, that would assist with collecting and 

reporting BAC toxicology results to TxDOT? 

 
 

# Field Minimum Maximum Mean Std 
Deviation Variance Count 

1 

Would your office be 
willing to work with a 

third party agency, such as 
the Texas A&amp;M 

Transportation Institute, 
that would assist with 

collecting and reporting 
BAC toxicology results to 

TxDOT? 

1.00 2.00 1.37 0.48 0.23 145 

 

 

 

# Answer % Count 

1 Yes 63.45% 92 

2 No 36.55% 53 

 Total 100% 145 
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Q34 - Would you like to add additional comments regarding BAC toxicology 

reporting that this survey has not addressed? 

 
 

# Field Minimum Maximum Mean Std 
Deviation Variance Count 

1 

Would you like to add 
additional comments 

regarding BAC toxicology 
reporting that this survey 

has not addressed? 

1.00 2.00 1.90 0.30 0.09 146 

 

 

 

# Answer % Count 

1 Yes 10.27% 15 

2 No 89.73% 131 

 Total 100% 146 
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Q35 - What additional comments do you have regarding BAC toxicology 

reporting that were not addressed? 

What additional comments do you have regarding BAC toxicology reporting that were not 
addressed? 
Do not add a third party to this mix if necessary information is not currently processed 
efficiently internally.  If necessary reports are not getting to TxDOT they should provide 
education campaign to JPs or whomever is not getting the info to them on an annual basis.  
Any entity that is paid by the public and providing a service for the public should work to be 
more efficient internally if there are problems; not find someone else to handle their 
required duties or revamp their process. 
THIS SURVEY DOES NOT APPLY TO OUR COURT.  JP'S IN BEXAR COUNTY DO NOT CONDUCT 
INQUEST THEREFORE WE ARE NOT INVOLVED IN THIS PROCESS. 

none 

jp's have a very narrow scope of responsibility. (determine cause of death) the death 
certificate is signed and should be inclusive of all pertinent info. and accessible to any other 
state agency or third party.  we don't want another form or stat to be responsible for 
IT usually takes too long to get back BAC results.  More labs are needed.  State should 
contract with local labs to provide certified BAC results on a much faster timeline. 

Would work with third party if I didn't also have to report to TxDOT 

Crane County is a fairly large County in West Texas, Crane is  the only town in the county, 
fortunately we don't have many fatal accidents, that can always change, so it's simple for us 
to keep up with the digital report and email them 
I believe that Caffeine should also be included on the tox testing. Too many people are 
combining the energy drinks with alcohol; or, they drink multiples of them daily. 
It is difficult to certify the answers in this survey since my office has not handled a BAC 
fatality. 
I'M OK WITH ANY PROTOCOL THAT RESULTS IN ACCURATE REPORTING, BUT YOU NEED TO 
UNDERSTAND THAT MY OFFICE IS SMALL, I HAVE NO CLERK OR SUPPORT STAFF AND NO 
BUDGET.  A WEBSITE WHERE WE COULD LOG IN AND SUBMIT REPORTS WOULD MAKE 
THINGS EASIER AS LONG AS THE INTERNET REPORTING WAS USER FRIENDLY WITHOUT 
HAVING TO CHANGE PASSWORDS EVERY 30-45 DAYS. 

none 

IF AN FULL AUTOPSY IS CONDUCTED THE COST IS FROM $2,500 TO $5,000 

If TxDOT is found to be inefficient in their record keeping/reporting just fix THAT problem. 
Please do not create an additional report for others or have another entity to do their job - it 
is required by state law. Most all JPs strive to follow the law in full to perform our job once 
we’ve been provided information or educated on a topic. However when there is a 
breakdown in the chain do not punish everyone else except the entity that is found to be 
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performing their job wrong or poorly. When new to the job, I did not learn out about the 
Crash Form 1001 from TxDOT. 
It is ridiculous to have multiple agencies involved it something like this.  It is waste of time 
and resources that should be spent on doing an essential job not funding some unnecessary 
BS. 
The report to me is not useful  this is a waste of time when information from toxicology 
report usually is not needed on the form 
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Q37 - Have you participated in an educational webinar hosted by the Texas 

A&M Transportation Institute? 

 
 

# Field Minimum Maximum Mean Std 
Deviation Variance Count 

1 

Have you participated in 
an educational webinar 

hosted by the Texas 
A&amp;M Transportation 

Institute? 

1.00 3.00 2.02 0.41 0.17 148 

 

 

 

# Answer % Count 

1 Yes 7.43% 11 

2 No 83.11% 123 

3 Unknown 9.46% 14 

 Total 100% 148 
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Q38 - Did you find the educational webinar hosted by the Texas A&M 

Transportation Institute to be beneficial? 

 
 

# Field Minimum Maximum Mean Std 
Deviation Variance Count 

1 

Did you find the 
educational webinar 
hosted by the Texas 

A&amp;M Transportation 
Institute to be beneficial? 

1.00 2.00 1.09 0.29 0.08 11 

 

 

 

# Answer % Count 

1 Yes 90.91% 10 

2 No 9.09% 1 

 Total 100% 11 
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Q39 - How likely are you to attend an educational webinar hosted by the Texas 

A&M Transportation Institute in the future? 

 
 

# Field Minimum Maximum Mean Std 
Deviation Variance Count 

1 

How likely are you to 
attend an educational 
webinar hosted by the 

Texas A&amp;M 
Transportation Institute in 

the future? 

1.00 5.00 2.30 1.17 1.37 148 

 

 

# Answer % Count 

1 Extremely likely 27.03% 40 

2 Somewhat likely 37.84% 56 

3 Neither likely nor unlikely 21.62% 32 

4 Somewhat unlikely 4.73% 7 

5 Extremely unlikely 8.78% 13 
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 Total 100% 148 

Q40 - What topics would you like covered in an educational webinar hosted by 

the Texas A&M Transportation Institute regarding BAC reporting? 

What topics would you like covered in an educational webinar hosted by the Texas A&M 
Transportation Institute regarding BAC reporting? 

all 

Unless it will assist in improving my required daily job duties I would not see a need to 
attend/view. If there is necessary information to disseminate to JPs to help us improve our 
job duties, it seems A&M could present at our annual mandated classes if the materials meet 
the Court of Criminal Appeals' criteria. 

n/a 

how is all the reporting and processing is done 

nothing at this time 

DOES NOT APPLY TO OUR COURT 

I WAS TOLD BY A DPS TROOPER THAT THEY DID NOT REQUEST BAC/ DRUG TOX ON A DRIVER 
IN A FATALITY BECAUSE THEY DID NOT HAVE PROBABLE CAUSE.  MY OPINION IS THAT A 
FATALITY IS ENOUGH PROBABLE CAUSE. I WAS VERY UPSET THAT ARRIVING AT THE SCENE OF 
A FATALITY THAT THE DRIVER THAT CAUSED THE CRASH HAD ALREADY LEFT THE SCENE AND 
THE TROOPER DID NOT REQUEST A BLOOD DRAW!!!!!! 
Stressing the importance of all judges report BAC to TxDOT and not a hit and miss. Maybe I'll 
do it or maybe I won't - to me this is very important for Texas to have these statistics. 

. 

don't know 

I am open to any information to help me do my job 

What these reports are used for. 

Form(s) New Laws 

Because BAC reporting is not done by me or my clerks in a justice court in an urban county 
with a medical examiner. 

crash reporting and identifying when bac is necessary 

. 

levels of intoxication 

? 

Everything 
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Chapter 49 of code of criminal procedures. on scene blood draws on the decedent on orders 
from the J&gt;P&gt; 
I have seen where the reporting of BAC is not the same if the sample is not from blood but 
from other tissues.  Is this problem when reporting? 
I would like to see more information on ways to obtain toxicology testing without having to 
go through the full autopsy procedure. 

Process. Why it is important to file. 

OPEN 

I THINK IT WOULD BE BENIFICIAL TO SEE THE ENTIRE PROCESS EXPLAINED. 

I leave it up to LEAs to report to TX Dot.  It would be confusing for all if we all reported.  No 
point in repeating reports. 

VENDOR SOURCES TO HAVE SAMPLES TESTED 

Overview of the Reporting System Specific Information JP's can provide to the State 

WE ARE A BUSY OFFICE AND WE CANNOT TAKE TIME OUT TO WATCH A WEBINAR 

Unknown 

I'M A NEW JUDGE, HOWEVER, I AM ALWAYS WILLING TO LEARN MORE IN ORDER TO BETTER 
SERVE OUR COMMUNITY. 

How to better use tax payers money. 

Schools to be closer to Lubbock area 
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