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PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE
Howdy,
I would like to take a moment to express my sincere
appreciation for the texts, calls, emails and cards I received
after my mother’s death early last month. It was amazing
to see the outpouring of support from all over the state
and from both the juvenile and adult disciplines. OUR
association came together and recognized the needs of
one outweighed the needs of the many. I am truly humbled
by YOUR support and can only say thank you for your
thoughts and prayers.
The end of the year is quickly approaching. This
means nominations are open for the board of directors.
The available slots are as follows: Juvenile discipline,
Adult discipline, At large, Vice President and President.
If you are interested in becoming more involved in YOUR
association I would encourage you to step up and run for
the board. Nominations will close on November 16, 2018.
Another thing to keep in mind is nominations for
awards will open shortly after the first of the year. If
you know somebody who is worthy of one our awards,
please consider nominating them. To win one of these
awards is such an honor for the person. The awards will
be announced at our annual conference in San Marcos at
our luncheon on Tuesday, April 16, 2019.

The year 2019 will be hear in a couple of months. With
that being said, the 86th legislative session will be upon
us before you know it. Keep in mind early bill filings will
begin in November a couple of days after the national
election day of November 6th. (Please take time to get
out and vote.)
Your juvenile and adult legislative committees have
been preparing for the upcoming legislative session for
two years with the help of our lobbying firm, Texas Star
Alliance. Both disciplines have issues they have been
preparing for this session and will be filing bills which
will help advance our fields.

Speaking of the conference, your conference planning

Finally, the holiday season is upon us. I hope each

committee has been working diligently to put together an

of you have a safe, relaxing and blessed, Thanksgiving,

outstanding agenda as well as a couple of great socials.

Christmas and New Year. Until next year,

The conference dates will be April 14th through April
17th at the San Marcos Embassy Suites. Please consider

See you in San Marcos!

attending because the last time we were there in April of

Christopher B. Thomas

2016, everybody truly had a great time.

TPA President

1

2
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ASSOCIATION ACTIVITIES AND INFORMATION
TPA Board Nominations
TPA members, the following TPA board positions are open
for nomination:
• President (2-year term)
• Vice President (2-year term)
• At Large (3-year term)
• Adult Discipline (3-year term)
• Juvenile Discipline (3-year term)

If you are interested in nominating someone for one
of these positions, please contact Karma Chambless at
kchambless@co.matagorda.tx.us or at 979-245-6512. She
will need their biography and a picture, if one is available.
Nominations will end on Friday, November 16th.

Membership Update
Tarrant County CSCD held a resource fair for staff in
October and had a TPA Booth at the Fair. The idea was to
educate officers and staff about the benefits of TPA and how
our concerns and interests must be adequately represented

to legislators to continue to improve our profession and
budgetary needs. Please consider assisting the membership
committee in promoting TPA and the benefits of membership
within your agency.

TPA 2018 Legislative Conference
The Legislative Conference held back in August, 2018 in
Irving, TX had some interesting and dynamic workshops like
“Sleeping with the Enemy: Domestic Violence Offenders,”
“Reducing the Risk of Secondary Traumatic Stress for Helping
Professionals,” and more. Keynote speaker Judge Robert
Francis delivered an excellent program. Our exhibitors, as
always, provided our attendees with information about
products and services to improve community supervision.
Consider attending the Legislative Conference next year in
Denton, TX because TPA members are working on putting
together some exciting and relevant workshops that you don’t
want to miss!
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ARTICLES
DEVELOPMENT OF THE TEXAS RISK ASSESSMENT
SYSTEM (TRAS)
By Edward J. Latessa and Brian Lovins
Dr. Latessa is a Professor and Director School of Criminal Justice University of Cincinnati.
Edward J. Latessa received his PhD from Ohio State University and is Director and Professor
of the School of Criminal Justice at the University of Cincinnati. Dr. Latessa has published
over 170 works in the area of criminal justice, corrections, and juvenile justice. He is coauthor of eight books and has directed over 195 funded research projects including studies
of day reporting centers, juvenile justice programs, drug courts, prison programs, intensive
supervision programs, halfway houses, and drug programs. He and his staff have also assessed
over 1,000 correctional programs throughout the United States, and he has provided assistance
and workshops in forty-eight states. In 2013 he was identified as one of the most innovative
people in criminal justice by a national survey conducted by the Center for Court Innovation
in partnership with the Bureau of Justice Assistance and the U.S. Department of Justice.
Dr. Lovins is currently the Assistant Director at Harris County Community Supervision and
Corrections Department. Prior to coming to Harris County CSCD in 2013, Dr. Lovins was
at the University of Cincinnati where he studied under Dr. Edward Latessa. Dr. Lovins has
designed, conducted and managed over 30 research projects. He is currently the Vice Editor of
the Perspectives Journal, a journal of the American Probation and Parole Association. From 2008-2013 he was the Associate
Director of the University of Cincinnati Corrections Institute. While in this position he provided oversight on over 100 projects,
worked with over 100 sites to implement evidence-based interventions and delivered over 500 trainings and presentations.

We have been asked to provide some background about
the development and use of the TRAS in order to help
probation officers better understand how to better use the
risk assessment in their day-to-day work. What follows is
a brief background about its development, why and how
Texas adopted the system, its use in other jurisdictions, and
the advantages (and challenges) of using a 4th generation
assessment tool.
Reasons that Led to the Development of the Ohio Risk
Assessment System (ORAS)
Ohio’s community correctional system is like Texas in
several ways. First, Ohio, like Texas is primarily a countybased probation system1, however, unlike Texas, Ohio
1

counties were able to make their own decision about which
assessment tool to use. As a result, there were a myriad of
assessment tools used throughout the state including the Level
of Service Inventory (LSI), the Wisconsin Risk and Need
Assessment, home grown tools, or in some cases nothing
at all. Second, Ohio, like Texas provides funding to support
local community correctional facilities, which provide
residential alternatives to incarceration. Finally, even though
Ohio and Texas are primarily county-based systems, the state
provides funding to support local community corrections,
Ohio through the Community Corrections Act, and Texas
through the Community Justice Assistance Division of TDCJ.
Several factors led to the development of the ORAS.
First, several research studies had been conducted in Ohio

In some of the smaller counties in Ohio, probation supervision is provided by the State through the Ohio Department of
Rehabilitation and Correction.
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that clearly demonstrated there were harmful effects when
lower risk individuals were placed in residential programs
or given enhanced supervision (Lowenkamp and Latessa,
2002, 2005). Second, Ohio wanted to have more consistency
in the measurement and categories of risk levels across the
State. Third, Ohio wanted a non-proprietary system that could
be used without incurring future costs. Finally, there was
clearly a need to move to a 4th generation system that not only
helped sort offenders into risk levels, but also facilitated case
planning, helped with the identification of barriers to service,
and allowed for reassessment over time.
With these goals in mind researchers at the University
of Cincinnati worked with the Ohio Department of
Rehabilitation and Correction and the Ohio Office of Criminal
Justice Services to identify pilot sites to begin gathering the
data needed to develop the ORAS.2 Another consideration
with the development of the ORAS was the recognition of
different decision points across the system, and that multiple
tools would be required to meet the various goals and needs
of these various stages of the system. For example, during
the pretrial stage, there are two outcomes of concern—the
likelihood of failure-to-appear and the risk of new criminal
activity. Also, since someone who has been arrested has not
been found guilty, there are also limitations on what kind of
information can be collected and used. For those serving time
in prison we also recognized that some dynamic risk factors
(i.e. current employment or drug use) might look considerably
different for someone up for parole who had been incarcerated
for several years. These considerations led to the decision to
create multiple tools. Thus, the original ORAS consisted of
four instruments: Pretrial, Community Supervision, Prison
Intake and Reentry. In recent years two additional tools have
been added: a Supplemental Reentry instrument for inmates
serving less than 4 years, and a misdemeanant assessment
tool.
Development of the Ohio Risk Assessment System
(ORAS)
There are two basic approaches used to gather data needed
to develop a risk assessment tool. The first is a retrospective
approach in which information contained in the offender’s
file or database is used to identify the factors significantly
correlated with failure. The advantage of this approach is that
it can be done relative quickly, since samples can be drawn
from past offenders, thus reducing or eliminating the need
for a follow-up period since outcome is already known. The

5

disadvantage is that only information contained in the files
can be used in the analysis and ultimately in the tool itself.
The second approach, and the one we used, was a
prospective approach. Instead of relying on existing
information, data was collected through face-to-face
interviews, file reviews, and surveys. Second, data was
also collected at the different stages of the criminal justice
system. This approach takes longer since you have to gather
the information and then wait until there has been sufficient
time for a follow-up period; however, the major advantage is
that you can collect information that might not otherwise be
available, such as the individual’s attitudes about the crime,
how he/she views employment, and information about family
and peer dynamics, just to name a few.
This method allowed us to gather a great deal of
information that was theoretically relevant and might
otherwise not be included in the final assessment instruments.
This is an important consideration, since while gauging
the risk to reoffend is an important consideration, it is not
the only one. If public safety is one of the primary goals of
community corrections, and we believe it is, then helping the
individual change their behavior is required, and the research
is clear: without some form of human service provision we
are unlikely to have much effect on recidivism. Thus, a major
component of assessment includes identifying those dynamic
risk factors that can be targeted by community correctional
professionals for change. 3
Texas Adopts the ORAS
The Community Justice Assistance Division (CJAD)
established an oversight committee to provide guidance
to the Texas Legislature as to which assessment, if any,
should replace the Wisconsin Risk/Needs assessment. The
committee reviewed a range of assessments including the
Level of Service/Case Management Inventory (LS/CMI), the
Correctional Offender Management Profiling for Alternative
Sanctions (COMPAS), and the ORAS. While each of the
instruments have their unique strengths and limitations, the
committee recommended that the ORAS be adopted due to
three key aspects:
1. The ORAS provided a series of instruments that
could be used at pretrial, probation, prison intake,
prison release, and parole.
2. The ORAS is a 4th generation tool that provides
composite risk level as well as individualized
criminogenic needs.

2

For more information about the methods used to develop the ORAS see: Latessa, E., Smith, P., Lemke, R., Makarios, M., &
Lowenkamp, C. (2010). The Creation and Validation of the Ohio Risk Assessment System (ORAS). Federal Probation, 74 (1).
Reprinted in: Offender Programs Report, 14(4): 49-50, 52, 54-58.

3

For a description of criminogenic needs see: Latessa, E. J., & Lowenkamp, C. (2005). What are Criminogenic Needs and Why
are they Important. For The Record (fourth quarter).
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3. The ORAS provided a no-cost, non-proprietary assessment option for agencies to measure risk/needs.
In adopting the ORAS, the Assessment Committee was
clear that the ORAS needed to be validated in Texas due
to the differences in population between Ohio and Texas.
To validate the ORAS, a representative sample of offenders
were selected across 23 separate jurisdictions, spanning
small, medium, and large urban counties. In all, there were
5,381 offenders included in the sample: 35 percent of the
sample came from small CSCDs, 26 percent of the sample
from medium CSCDs, and 39 percent came from the larger
jurisdictions (Lovins & May, 2014). Table 1 provides the
racial and ethnic distributions of the sample as well as the
gender distribution. As noted, the racial/ethnic distribution
mirrors the general CSCD population.
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Figure 1

Males = p ≤ .001; r = .288; AUC = .674; Females p ≤ .001; r = .263; AUC = .676

Figure 2

Table 1
Demographics of the TRAS Sample
N

%

Caucasian/Non-Hispanic

2273

41.5%

African-American/Non-Hispanic

1052

19.2%

Hispanic

2075

37.9%

Asian/Inclusive of all other races

76

1.4%

Male

3840

70.0

Female

1642

30.0

Race/Ethnicity

Gender

In addition to ensuring the TRAS sample was
representative of the greater CSCD population, the data
collection tool was expanded to capture data highlighting
the differences between Ohio and Texas. Specifically,
questions around employment, deferred adjudication,
mental health issues, and alcohol use were added to the
questionnaire. Once the data collection tool was complete,
the University of Cincinnati trained subject matter experts,
conducted interrater reliability on the SMEs, and then had
them interview offenders being placed on supervision in
their jurisdictions.
Upon completion of the data collection phase, the
University of Cincinnati in conjunction with CJAD collected
outcome data on all of the offenders in the sample. The
outcomes collected included new arrest, new conviction/
adjudication, and revocation. Ultimately, new arrest was the
measure used to validate the final instrument. To validate the
ORAS on a Texas population, UC conducted a series of tests
to ensure items were predictive of new arrest, were racially
and ethnic neutral, as well as gender neutral.
Figure 1 and Figure 2 provide the final results of the TRAS
study. As noted, the instrument was valid by gender and race/
ethnicity.

Caucasian: p ≤ .0001, r = .270, AUC = .670; African-American: p ≤ .0001, r =
.257, AUC = .652; Hispanic: p ≤ .0001; r = .314; AUC = .693; Asian/Inclusive
of other races was not included due to low sample size (n=46); race was
missing on 73 cases.

Use of the ORAS in Other Jurisdictions
In addition to Ohio, Indiana and Texas, 51 jurisdictions
and service providers have adopted all or selected tools from
the ORAS. Validity studies has been conducted in Indiana,
Ohio, Texas, and Massachusetts, and studies are underway
in six additional states.
Advantages and Challenges
As with any assessment process there are challenges so
let’s start here. First, there is no “one size fits all” assessment
tool (Latessa and Lovins, 2010: Latessa & Lowenkamp,
2005). Some specific problems areas (i.e. violence) or types
of offenders (such as sex offenders) may require specialized
assessments, or the use or purpose will vary (i.e. pretrial).
Second, actuarial assessment is more accurate than clinical
assessment, but no process is perfect. It is important to
remember that actuarial assessment tools such as the
TRAS provide a probability of outcome to a group – not
an individual. This mean that if the failure rate for a low
risk group is 10 percent, that 1 out of 10 will fail – we don’t
know which one. Remember, not all low risk offenders are
successful and not all high risk fail. Third, assessment tools
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help guide decisions: they don’t make them – they just provide
a scientific way of pulling together a number of factors found
to be related to outcome – humans still make the decisions
related to the individual they are dealing with.
Finally, reliability is more difficult to achieve with dynamic
instruments and requires training, practice, experience and
skill, as well as continual monitoring of the assessment
process. Simply put, it is relatively easy to count offenders’
prior convictions, whereas it takes more skill to explore their
attitudes and rationalizations in relation to their crimes,
victims, friendships, substance use, employment and so forth.
So, what are the advantages to using the TRAS? First
are all the reasons an agency should adopt a 4th generation
assessment tool:
• Helps meet the risk principle:
– Tells you who needs the most intervention
– Helps prevent iatrogenic effects (an adverse condition
resulting from treatment, unfavorable responses)
• Helps you meet the need principle
– Tells you what criminogenic needs to target which in turn
can help determine if the individual has made progress
• Helps guide decision making which can improve placement
and better utilize resources
• Can help reduces bias
• Helps identify the barriers that often get in the way of an
individual being successful
• Provides the agency with data – which in turn can be
used to help develop policies around workload, reporting
requirements, programming and service needs, and so
forth.
• Can lead to enhanced public safety
So why the TRAS and not another instrument? There
are a number of advantages to adopting a system such as
the TRAS. First, as a non-propriety it is not only free to
use but can be modified based on new research (as noted
above, Texas changed and added some items based on its
own validation study). This is not something that is permitted
with proprietary instruments. Second, sustainability is
enhanced since training-of-trainers and master trainers are
in place. This means that community correctional agencies
in Texas do not have to incur additional costs by bringing
in outside trainers whenever they hire new staff. Third,
unlike some tools, the results are transparent – the assessor
gathers the information and scores the tool and can clearly
see which factors make up the total risk score/overall risk
level. As Latessa, Lovins and Lux (2018:161) note: “This
transparency also opens the door for agencies to verify or
validate the items, domains, etc. on the tools, which may lead
to increased buy-in from staff and stakeholders.” Latessa and
Lovins (2010) explain when staff and stakeholders trust the
tools their agency is using, they are more likely to use them,
and use them as intended, than when instruments have no

7

face validity. Fourth, there is an automated version of the tool
available, and agencies are free to develop their own database,
again, not something that is allowed with a proprietary tool.
Finally, because there are multiple tools, the TRAS can be
easily adopted for other stages of the criminal justice system.
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THE RESOURCES AVAILABLE FOR DWI COMMUNITY
SUPERVISION IN DALLAS COUNTY
By Ramie Jennings
Ms. Jennings was born and raised in Dallas, Texas. She graduated from the University
of Texas at Arlington in 1997 with a Bachelor’s Degree in Criminal Justice, and began
her career as a Parole Officer in Tarrant County in 1998. In April, 2000, she left the
field of criminal justice for an opportunity to work in the corporate environment, but
she returned to field to begin working for Dallas County CSCD in February 2009. For
the next seven years she exclusively supervised a DWI caseload at the East Satellite office. For the past year and a half
she has been supervising probationers who have been court ordered to the Judicial Treatment Center in Wilmer, Texas.
Ms. Jennings has been a member of the Dallas County DWI Task force since 2012, Team Captain of “Team Dallas County”
for Mothers Against Drunk Driving walks in 2013, 2014, and 2015, and Committee Member for MADD in 2014 and 2015. Ms.
Jennings has also actively participated as a Dallas County Sheriff’s Office Academy volunteer for Field Sobriety Testing since
2008, and was certified in 2011 for Dallas County Sheriff’s Department National Highway Traffic and Safety Administration
(NHTSA) Standardized Field Sobriety Testing. Ms. Jennings has represented Dallas County CSCD on the Dallas County DWI
Task Force led by Commissioner Dr. Elba Garcia since 2012. Additionally, Ms. Jennings has authored two articles for the
Task Force website. Other accolades received include being recognized as Officer of the Month in May, 2012, and receiving
the Top Score Audit Award for the East Satellite office in May, 2016.

Author Note
Correspondence concerning this article should be
addressed to
Ramie Jennings, Dallas County Community Supervision
Corrections Department
Contact: ramie.jennings@dallascounty.org
I want you to take a minute and think about your perception
of the typical offender convicted of Driving While Intoxicated
(DWI). Do you think you know who this person is? These
individuals are from every walk of life, all nationalities, all
professions, all income levels, male and female, young and
old. These might be individuals that are unemployed, live in
poverty, and have a significant amount of time in their day
that is unstructured. This individual might be an alcoholic or
drug addict. This could be your friend, your neighbor, your
family member, your doctor, your coach, a first responder in
the community, or the deacon at church. The truth is there is
not a typical DWI offender.
Why Should We Care about People Drinking and
Driving?
A study conducted in 2006 compared heavy binge
drinkers to social light drinkers in relation to the psychomotor
performance and perception. The author begins by noting
“Acute alcohol intoxication results in diminished cognitive

and psychomotor abilities, which have important implications
for public health and safety” (Brumback, Cao, & King, 2007).
The diminished motor skills can increase the risk of a person’s
ability to safely operate a motor vehicle. In addition to the
motor tasks, perception and judgment are also affected by
alcohol. “Moderate doses of alcohol (.05-.08g/kg) have been
shown to increase confidence in performance on a general
knowledge test (Tiplady et al., 2004) and to decrease the
knowledge of negative versus positive consequences”
(Fromme et al., 1997). Another article indicates that a Blood
Alcohol Content (BAC) of greater than .05 g/dl, which
is lower than the national legal limit of intoxication, will
significantly impair the way a person processes motor tasks
“such as tracking, tapping, reaction time, and body sway”
(Mitchell, 1985; for reviews see Eckardt et al., 1998; Finnigan
and Hammersley, 1992). The above mentioned 2006 study
was done in order to investigate the psychomotor responses
and the self-rated perception of impairment of two groups
“young adult social drinkers: habitual heavy binge and light
social drinkers” (Brumback et al. 2007). The participants
were categorized as male and female, age 21-35 years old,
living in the greater Chicago area. The definition of a binge
drinker was someone that “regularly consumed 10 or more
drinks weekly and had regular (1-5 times weekly) occurrences
of binge drinking, >5 drinks on one occasion for males and
>4 drinks for females. Light social drinkers drank fewer than
six drinks on a weekly basis with rare or no binge drinking
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history” (Brumback et al. 2007). There were 138 participants
in the study. “While both groups showed similar degrees of
psychomotor impairment, the perception of impairment was
significantly lower in the chronic binge social drinkers than in
the light drinkers. Heavy drinkers self-rated lower perception
than light drinkers of their impairment level, ability to drive
an automobile, and whether they thought others would
perceive their behavior as affected” (Brumback et al. 2007).
Persons identified as participating in binge drinking on a
regular basis were more likely to be less aware of the level of
their impairment. “The study concludes that habitual binge
drinkers are comparable in behaviors to the light social
drinker but less perceptive of such impairment even after
controls were put in place. The study reported that due to the
lesser perception despite similar levels the habitual binge
drinkers could be higher risk for accidents due to their poor
judgement” (Brumback et al. 2007).
Local Resource Response to DWIs
At Dallas County Community Supervision and Corrections
Department (CSCD) we are fortunate to have specialized
DWI caseloads. There are currently 35 specialized DWI
officers located at six regional offices within Dallas County.
The average DWI caseload is capped at 100 probationers,
but the average is 85-95 probationers per officer. This is in
comparison to a regular caseload of 130 probationers per
officer. The reduced caseload enables specialized DWI
caseload officers to attend training to gain DWI-specific
expertise. These cases can be complicated as there is a wide
range of monitoring devices the court could order including
interlock, portable alcohol monitoring devices, and an ankle
monitor providing continuous alcohol usage updates. The
officer has to be trained how to review these reports and allow
time to review monitoring reports, swiftly identify potential
violations, and intervene. In order for a probationer to qualify
for the DWI caseload, he/she must meet all of the following
criteria: alcohol related offense, driving is included in the
offense, and the alcohol-monitoring device is a court ordered
condition of community supervision. In addition, Dallas
County CSCD has two DWI specialty court officers (one
Felony/one Misdemeanor) with one specialty court supervisor.
The honorable Judge Holmes, 363rd Judicial District Court,
presides over the Felony DWI court established in 2008 and
maintains an average of 30 participants. The honorable Judge
Patterson, County Criminal Court No. 1, presides over the
Misdemeanor DWI court established in 2016 and maintains
an average of 20 participants. The specialized courts were
established in an effort to provide increased accountability of
treatment and probation conditions through more supervision
with smaller caseloads and the swift judicial action of a
specialty court in hopes to reduce the number of DWI related
offenses, accidents, and deaths.
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Another resource available in Dallas County is the
Dallas County DWI Task Force quarterly meeting. The task
force, established 27 years ago, is chaired by Dallas County
Commissioner, Dr. Elba Garcia. The goal of this task force is
to enhance Dallas County’s community response to DWIs.
During the meeting a variety of topics are discussed and
various solutions proposed by the interdisciplinary member
agencies. A few of the agencies include, but are not limited
to, the following: Smart Start, Texas Alcoholic Beverage
Commission (TABC), Impact Grand Prairie, Mothers Against
Drunk Driving (MADD), Clean Slate, Texas Department of
Transportation (TXDOT), American Automobile Association
(AAA) Texas, and numerous law enforcement agencies.
The DWI Task Force makes recommendations to the Texas
Legislature in an effort to create laws and programs that
will help reduce and prevent the occurrence of DWI/DUI
accidents (Dr. Elba Garcia, 2011, District 4, DWI Task Force).
The Task Force hosts an annual press conference in November
highlighting the ongoing commitment to the community from
the local criminal justice agencies and advocates the ongoing
efforts of the task force.
One of the partner agencies on the task force is Texas
Department of Transportation (TXDOT). This is a state
government agency that promotes safety and collects the
state statistics.
According to Texas Department of Transportation, about
every 20 minutes in Texas someone is hurt or killed in a crash
involving alcohol. Impairment begins with the first drink.
Your gender, body weight, the number of drinks you have
consumed and the amount of food you have eaten affect your
body’s ability to handle alcohol. In Texas, a person is legally
intoxicated and may be arrested and charged with Driving
While Intoxicated (DWI) with a .08 BAC (blood or breath
alcohol concentration). However, a person is also intoxicated
if impaired due to alcohol or other drugs regardless of BAC
(Texas Department of Transportation, 2012).
The statistics are staggering, and one thing is for certain,
DWIs are 100% preventable. It’s common to hear a DWI
offender say they thought they were able to drive because they
did not feel “drunk.” The truth is “drunk” is a subjective state
and every person can feel differently, even if they consumed
the exact same amount of alcohol.
Interviews
In order to paint the full picture of DWIs from arrest
through community supervision, multiple interviews were
conducted with individuals throughout the process.
A Dallas County Sheriff’s deputy, who works the night
shift in the traffic section, was interviewed regarding his
thoughts on Standardized Field Sobriety Testing (SFST) recertification, unique challenges of DWI arrests/convictions,
and what he thinks is important for the general public to know
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about DWIs. Deputy Kincaid was chosen for the interview
because “he has a passion for keeping the public safe by
removing intoxicated drivers from the roadways, constantly
looking for potential DWI offenders, and now trains new
officers the proper procedure for DWI arrests” (personal
communication, Sergeant B. Jennings, Dallas County
Sheriff’s Department, September 6th, 2018). According to
Deputy F. Kincaid, “I think it’s extremely important for there
to be SFST refresher courses every two years. In fact, I would
prefer the refreshers to be annually. My reasoning for this
is the simple fact that SFST’s are a very perishable skill. If
not practiced correctly, with a certain degree of repetition
or used out in the field, this can lead to problems in court.
For SFSTs to be valid it’s imperative that they be conducted
the same way, every time, by every officer/deputy. If any
steps aren’t conducted according to the standard, then the
Standardized Field Sobriety Tests are not standardized and
are not technically valid, meaning they can be challenged in
court by defense attorneys. DWI arrests are unique due to the
extra paperwork that is necessary; much of the paperwork
required can change based on the circumstances of the arrest
and the cooperativeness, or lack thereof, on the part of the
arrestee. If the arrestee refuses to voluntarily give a breath or
blood specimen, then a blood search warrant must be applied
for and signed by a judge.” Deputy Kincaid explained once
the blood specimen is in custody, the officer must transport
what is technically a biohazard back to the jail to finish the
book-in process, the arrest report, and the return for the
blood search warrant. Deputy Kincaid stated “I think Dallas
County has a couple of unique challenges with DWIs that
other counties may not. At the Dallas County Jail, officers
face challenges that use up one of the officers’ most valuable
resources in getting the process complete: time. Time is of the
essence when dealing with DWIs”. While officers are waiting
for Intoxilyzer Operators or nurses for blood draws, time is
moving forward. This is an issue of degrading evidence. The
average human metabolizes alcohol at a rate of .015 of their
Blood Alcohol Content per hour. If you have an arrestee with
a BAC of .09 at the time of arrest and it takes two hours to
get a blood or breath specimen, then .03 of their BAC has
metabolized. Therefore, the BAC the District Attorney’s
Office and the courts will see is a .06, which is under the
legal limit. Despite at the time of arrest, the arrestee’s BAC
was over the legal limit, a jury will see the lower numbers
and potentially underestimate the level of intoxication, in turn
making the State’s burden that much more difficult. Deputy
Kincaid stated, “One thing I wish the general public knew
about DWIs is how much recidivism there is. One other thing
I would like the public to know is that officers remain vigilant
even though they might not agree with what happens in court.
We are taught to do our job THAT night, to save lives THAT
night and what happens in the days and months after the
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arrest can’t keep us from doing our jobs and our sworn duty.”
(personal communication, August 6th, 2018).
Two Dallas County supervision officers were interviewed
regarding the benefits of supervising a DWI specialized
caseload, the challenges of a DWI caseload, and if they feel
these types of caseloads should be implemented in all Texas
CSCD offices.
According to A. Blackmon, who is a DWI supervision
officer for Dallas County, one of the benefits to having a DWI
specialized caseload is that “you are looking for pretty much
the same thing for each case, especially when it comes to the
alcohol monitor. When you have a specific type of case, such
as DWI, it is easier not to forget something. I think it’s a good
idea to implement DWI caseloads statewide.” Ms. Blackmon
adds that “not every officer likes to review monitoring reports
so having specific officers that are trained and understand the
reports is important” (personal communication, July 30th,
2018). Ms. K. Jones, a former DWI supervision officer and
current trainer for Dallas County, “I think having DWI’s on a
specialized caseload is well worth it and vital for the safety of
our community. DWI officers are better trained and equipped
to read interlock reports, maintain knowledge of the AA/NA
requirements, and are able to truly focus on the alcohol issue
and any other areas that could possibly affect the offender’s
drinking patterns. This will have a positive impact on the
offender and consequently the entire community. I think
now, more than ever, alcohol is a growing issue and a problem
in Texas. If we do not get a handle on it statewide, then we
will continue to see injuries and deaths occur because of
irresponsible behaviors. We, the State of Texas, need to make
it a priority to educate everyone on the devastation alcohol
can have on a family” (personal communication, August
3rd, 2018).
This officer’s perception is supported by the statistics
from TXDOT indicating DWI (alcohol) fatalities increased
in Texas from 675 in 2005 to 910 in 2017 (TXDOT, 2005)
My own criminal justice experience includes seven
years supervising a specialized DWI caseload and two
yeas supervising DWI Repeat Offenders that have been
court ordered to the Judicial Treatment Center. From my
perspective, my responsibility is to motivate probationers to
change their behavior. The act of driving while intoxicated
is dangerous to the driver of the vehicle and every person
on the road. In the blink of an eye, an intoxicated driver can
take away a life or multiple lives. This could be a mother, a
father, a son, a daughter, a brother, a sister, or a friend. Lives
lost due to an intoxicated driver are absolutely senseless.
There is no amount of money and no amount of jail or prison
time that can replace a life. One can say “I’m sorry” a million
times, and it does not change the facts of injury or loss of
life. Although change comes from within, I believe we, as
supervision officers, can inspire individuals to be law abiding
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and pro-social members of society. We also have the ability
to hold probationers accountable and report violations of
their community supervision to the Judge. Adult probationers
convicted of DWI and placed on community supervision
have certain conditions that must be fulfilled in order to
successfully complete their supervision. A case plan is
utilized, and the probationer is given specific objectives that
will assist them in reaching their goals. As a supervision
officer, we need to make sure the probationer is referred and
engages with treatment providers and support agencies in the
community to learn the skills needed to create and maintain
a sober lifestyle.
Lastly, from a probationer’s viewpoint, a 33-year-old
currently ordered to residential treatment at the Judge
John C. Creuzot Judicial Treatment Center and currently
on community supervision for DWI 2nd, after violating the
original DWI probation sentence by committing a second
offense. The probationer shared “not only was I completely
ashamed of myself, I was on the verge of losing everything. I
totaled my car, almost lost my job, couldn’t pay my mortgage,
and feared my husband had one foot out the door. The guilt
I felt on top of all of that for putting innocent people at risk
was unbearable.” The probationer says the addiction made it
impossible to “put the drink down” and this was very scary.
The probationer noted being taken away from family and
employment due to the 2nd DWI charges. The probationer
did not have income and no way to fulfill her obligations
during the time in residential treatment. The probationer
reported feeling lucky that a life was not taken each time
the decision was made to get behind the wheel under the
influence of alcohol. As for the future, the probationer said
“When I leave this program, I have a lot of responsibilities
to uphold: outpatient classes, Repeat Offender courses,
the Victim Impact Panel, surcharges, probation fees, and a
portable breathalyzer. These are things I have to pay for on top
of my normal bills. I will be working hard for a long time just
to break even.” The probationer indicated the lesson learned
is not only suffering the repercussions, but the irresponsible
behavior created a ripple effect and now everyone around
is suffering too. In a concluding statement, the probationer
said, “I know what I have to do to make my life what it once
was and one major part of that is never drinking and driving
again” (personal communication August 7th, 2018).
Conclusion
As illustrated above, the ramifications of DWIs are far
reaching and in turn the community response also has to
be far reaching. A DWI costs an extensive amount of time
and money. From the time of arrest to the time of DWI
conviction, some of the consequences in Texas may include
vehicle towing fee (average $100-$200), attorney fees, bail,
probation fees, court costs/court fines (up to $2,000 for the
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first offense and up to $10,000 for the third offense), substance
abuse education courses, ignition interlock device (average
$70-$100 per month), driver license surcharge (ranging from
$1,000-$3,000 per year for 3 years), and potential increases
in vehicle insurance. The approximate cost, not including
attorney fees and bail bonds, range from $12,000+ for a first
DWI offense to $27,500+ for a third DWI offense. (De la Paz,
Brent,2016, http://www.delapazlawfirm.com/whats-the-real-costof-a-dwi-in-texas)
MADD began in 1980 when one mom set out to make
a change after her daughter was killed by a drunk driver.
MADD is now a nationwide agency that provides support to
victims and their families. MADD promotes awareness in
the community and attends legislative hearings with petitions
for change. MADD “remains focused on one number-zero.
Zero death. Zero injuries. Zero families impacted by impaired
driving” (MADD, https://www.madd.org/about-us/)
As previously stated, DWIs are on the rise in Texas and
we have to continue to improve the community education
regarding this offense. We also have to ensure treatment
resources and monitoring services are available to all DWI
offenders in the community regardless of ability to pay as not
sacrifice community safety. Lastly, it is imperative that Dallas
County law enforcement, the Dallas County judicial system,
and the Dallas County CSCD work as a team to best intervene
with the offenders and protect the safety of the community
while promoting individual and social change.
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SPECIAL FEATURE
PROFILE OF AN OFFICER: SARAH REED, ADULT CSO
AT MATAGORDA/WHARTON COUNTY CSCD
Sarah Reed, age 25, began with Matagorda/Wharton
County CSCD in October, 2016. Sarah graduated from Sam
Houston State University in December of 2015 with a Master’s
Degree in Animal Science and minor in Agriculture Business.
Sarah has a great passion for horses: training, riding, and
showing. She was a member of the Bit and Bridle Club,
where she shared a love and passion for animals and hosted
amazing events that helped people learn about agriculture.
“Barnyard” was the biggest event for the club; this was a
full-day event that allowed elementary-aged children to learn
about agriculture-related things and how to take better care
of the environment. Sarah has been a member of Matagorda
County Champion Riders Mounted Drill Team for 16 years.
Not only does this organization hold over 20 state and national
championship titles, but they also engage in a variety of
volunteer work in the community. The Team assists the
Veterans of Foreign Wars (VFW) agency when they have
their handicap and special needs parties twice a year. The
Drill Team also purchases entire meals for the less fortunate
families at Thanksgiving and Christmas time so they can
enjoy two good meals for the year. Additionally, The Team
buys toys and donates them to the families, as well as assists
with the local Marine charity event—Toys for Tots—and
wraps presents.
Sarah currently supervises a caseload of 100 with a
mixture of misdemeanor and felony cases. She also serves
at the court officer for the Department. In March 2017, Sarah

eagerly joined
t h e Te x a s
Probation
Association
after hearing
about the
positive
benef its of
membership
f rom some
of
her
c owo r k e r s .
She believes
in TPA and
e ve r y t h i n g
it stands for. She enjoys being a part of the organization
because it gives her a chance to network with officers from
other departments and provides her resources to reach out
to in times of need. Sarah hopes to gain more knowledge
to better her career from TPA, as she plans to remain with
Matagorda/Wharton County CSCD until she’s able to retire.
Sarah also completed Firearms Certification in March, 2018.
Sarah truly enjoys her job because she loves helping people
change their lives for the better, and it is rewarding to make
a difference in the community. Sarah is married to the love
of her life, Will Reed.
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NEWS FROM THE FIELD
Brazos County CSCD would like to acknowledge Jakisha
Hays and Annette Lund for their milestone years of service
with the department. Jakisha has worked for the department
for 5 years and Annette is celebrating 25 years of service. We

appreciate all their hard work and dedication to the people
they serve, to the department, the courts and the community!
Thank you!
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