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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 
¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ ό¢Ȅ5h¢ύΩǎ /ǊŀǎƘ wŜŎƻǊŘǎ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƻŎŎŀǎƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ .!/ ǘƻȄƛŎƻƭƻƎȅ 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.  
 
During Fiscal Year 2016, the Texas A&M Transportation Institute conducted surveys of Justice of 
the Peace Offices and Medical Examiners to determine the process each system under takes 
when ordering and reporting BAC toxicology results.  TTI also conducted a series of webinars to 
facilitate discussions about the current BAC toxicology reporting process in order to identify 
areas for improvement.   
 
Regrettably, missing BAC toxicology results still exist in the state but that number continues to 
lessen 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  
The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) has led the effort to create and maintain the 
Texas Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP).The plan provides a broad framework that helps TxDOT 
make informed decisions with regard to traffic safety programs. By collaborating with federal, 
state, local, and private sector stakeholders, the plan helps to establish comprehensive traffic 
safety goals, objectives, and emphasis areas. A critical and necessary component that has been 
identified in the SHSP is blood alcohol concentration (BAC) toxicology reporting for fatal crashes 
involving alcohol and/or drugs.  

Problem  
Reporting toxicology results for fatal crashes to the TxDOT Crash Records Section is a statutory 
requirement. Entities responsible for reporting toxicology results to TxDOT include Medical 
Examiners and Justices of the Peace that act in the capacity of a Medical Examiner. Regrettably, 
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 and also provide 
prosecutors with valuable information so that offenders can be charged accordingly. Non-
reporting prevents the state from fully capturing and better understanding the extent that 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 the 
TxDOT Crash Records Section.  This report also details current reporting policies and practices 
among Medical Examiners and Justices of the Peace.  In addition, this report details 
recommendations of promising reporting practices of stakeholders identified by Texas A&M 
Transportation Institute (TTI) staff to increase reporting of missing BAC toxicology results to TxDOT 
Crash Records Section. 

Scope 
Fatal crash reports were examined from January 2015 ς December 2015 to identify alcohol and/or 
drug-related crashes in which toxicology results were missing. From the crash records the 
researchers determined the causes for non-reporting of the BAC toxicology results by Medical 
Examiners and Justices of the Peace. TTI staff also surveyed the 12 Medical Examiner offices 
operating in Texas as well as 170 Justices of the Peace and evaluated their policies and practices of 
reporting BAC toxicology results to the TxDOT Crash Records Section.  In addition, TTI staff 
conducted a series of three webinars with the Medical Examiner offices and four webinars with 
Justices of the Peace to facilitate discussions to improve the reporting process for BAC toxicology 
results to TxDOT Crash Records Section.  Ultimately, information received from the survey 
responses and webinar discussions was used to form three recommendations for promising 
practices to increase the reporting of BAC toxicology results to TxDOT Crash Records Section. 
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Blood Alcohol Concentration  and Crash Reporting  

Background  

Reporting toxicology results for fatal crashes to TxDOTΩǎ /ǊŀǎƘ wŜŎƻǊŘǎ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŀ ǎǘŀǘǳǘƻǊȅ 
requirement under Transportation Code (TC) 550.081 (Report of Medical Examiner or Justice of 
the Peace). Appendix A provides the statutory wording for TC 550.081 that guides toxicology 
reporting at the state level. 
 
The entities responsible for reporting toxicology results to ¢Ȅ5h¢Ωǎ /ǊŀǎƘ wŜŎƻǊŘǎ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ are 
Medical Examiners (ME) and Justices of the Peace (JP) acting in the capacity as a Medical 
Examiner. The crash reports along with supplemental reports make up the Crash Records 
Information System (CRIS)τa statewide database for maintaining statistics for motor vehicle 
traffic crashes. To determine the total number of fatal crashes statewide and the frequency of 
fatal crashes attributable to motor vehicle operators driving under the influence (DUI) of alcohol 
and/or drugs, TTI ǉǳŜǊƛŜŘ ŀƴ ŜȄǘǊŀŎǘ ƻŦ ¢Ȅ5h¢Ωǎ /wL{ Řŀǘŀ ŦƻǊ ŎǊŀǎƘŜǎ ŘŀǘŜŘ WŀƴǳŀǊȅ мΣ нлмрΣ 
through December 31, 2015. The data were analyzed to determine the relationship between 
alcohol and/or drug use and the frequency of fatal driver crashes.  
 
Descriptive statistics and findings are documented throughout this section.  For the purposes of 
this report, DUI refers to instances where a driver operated a motor vehicle in a public place while 
having a blood alcohol concentration greater than zero. BAC refers to any measurable amount of 
ŀƭŎƻƘƻƭ ŦƻǳƴŘ ƛƴ ŀ ŘǊƛǾŜǊΩǎ ōƭƻƻŘ ǎǘǊŜŀƳΦ 

Data Analysis 

Data analysis was performed to identify crash records with fatally injured drivers that were under 
the influence of alcohol and/or drugs. Four criteria were selected from the CR-3 crash report 
definitions and were used for defining and classifying an individual as driving under the influence. 
Those criteria/contributing factors are: 

¶ 45-had been drinking. 

¶ 67-under the influence (alcohol). 

¶ 68-under the influence (drugs). 

¶ 62-taking medication 
 

The contributing factors identified from the CR-о ŎǊŀǎƘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŀǊŜ ƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ άǳƴƛǘǎέ ŀƴŘ 
άǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ǇŜǊǎƻƴέ ǘŀōƭŜǎ ƻŦ /wL{Φ /ǊŀǎƘ Řŀǘŀ ŜȄǘǊŀŎǘǎ ǳǎŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŘŀǘŜŘ WǳƭȅΣ нуΣ 
2016, and they included additional tables that can be linked to obtain more details pertaining to 
ŜŀŎƘ ŎǊŀǎƘΦ   ¢ƘŜ /wL{ ŘŀǘŀōŀǎŜ ƛǎ ŀ άƭƛǾŜέ ŘŀǘŀōŀǎŜ ŀǎ ǊŜŎƻǊŘǎ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀŘŘŜŘ ŘŀƛƭȅΦ  ¢¢L ǎǘŀŦŦ 
pulled data for 2015 on July 28, 2016, and expects that the majority of 2015 data was entered by 
law enforcement and TxDOT Crash Records Section staff by this date.  
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Fatally Injured Drivers with Reported BAC Levels  

In 2015, there were a total of 3,179 TxDOT reportable fatal crashes, which resulted in 3,571 
deaths.  Of those fatal crashes, 37 percent (1,181 crashes) involved at least one driver who was 
classified as DUI. Table 1 provides an illustration of fatal crashes (all and DUI involved) and fatal 
injuries sustained in 2015.   
 
Table 1. Total Number of Fatal Crashes and Crashes Attributable to DUI,  2015.  

 
ALL  DUI  

Fatal 

Crashes 
3,179 1,181 

Fatalities 3,571 1,342 

 

For this analysis, TTI analyzed 6 years of crash data (2010 ς 2015) to identify trends and patterns in 
alcohol related crash events. Over the past six years, the numbers of fatal crashes and fatalities 
have remained relatively constant.  This holds true for fatal crashes and fatalities related to DUI as 
well.   Figures 1 and 2 illustrate the trends over the past six years for fatal crashes and fatalities, as 
well as fatal DUI-related crashes and DUI-related fatalities.   

 

Figure 1.  Total Fatal Crashes vs. DUI-related Fatal Crashes, 2010 - 2015  

 

 

 

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Fatal Crashes 2,781 2,803 3,037 3,064 3,190 3,179

DUI-related Fatal
Crashes

1,157 1,115 1,147 1,215 1,252 1,181
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Figure 2. Total Fatalities vs. DUI -related Fatalities, 2010 ɀ 2015  

 

 

 
For 2015, the overall fatality rate per fatal crash for Texas is 1.12.  The overall fatality rate 
increases to 1.14 fatalities in DUI-related fatal crashes in Texas.  Figure 3 depicts the fatal DUI 
crash rate by county.  
  

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Fatalities 3,060 3,067 3,417 3,407 3,536 3,571

DUI (All) Related
Fatalities

1,303 1,249 1,305 1,387 1,408 1,342
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Fatalities vs. DUI-related Fatalities, 
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Figure 3. Fatal DUI Crash Rate by County, 2015 
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Figure 4 illustrates the differences between the fatality rate of all crashes compared to the fatality 
rate of DUI crashes. In 2015 there was an increase in both rates.  Annually the rate for DUI crashes 
is higher than the rate for all crashes. 

 

Figure 4. Fatality Rate per Fatal Crashes, 2010 - 2015  

 

 

For 2015, 645 drivers were fatally injured and had a reported BAC greater than 0.   
BAC levels for those drivers killed range from 0.002 to 0.5 g/dL, with the average BAC being 0.171 
g/dL.  The BAC value reported most often was 0.21 g/dL and the median value for the distribution 
was 0.18 g/dL.  Figure 5 illustrates the grouping of BAC levels found in fatally injured drivers in 
2015.   
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Figure 5. BAC Levels of Fatal Drivers, 2015 

 

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. Additionally, 64 percent (540 drivers) of those at or 
above the legal limit reported BAC levels of 0.15 or greater. A BAC level of 0.15 in Texas is 
representative of a high value and persons arrested with a BAC level  at 0.15 or greater are subject 
to enhanced penalties. Figure 6 provides an illustration of the BAC levels of fatal drivers in 2015.  
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Figure 6. Percentage of BAC Levels Reported by Range, 2015 

 

Over the past six years, the average BAC reported for fatal drivers has decreased.  The 2015 
average reported BAC is the lowest of the six year period.  Figure 7 provides a graphical 
representation of the average reported BAC for the past six years.   

Figure 7. Average BAC Levels of Fatal Drivers, 2010 - 2015  
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Fatally Injured Drivers without  Reported BAC Levels 

As a practice, toxicology blood testing is not performed on all fatal injured drivers suspected of 
DUI. 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.  
 
In 2015, there were 120 driver fatalities that were identified as DUI that did not have a BAC level 
reported in CRIS.  Of those 120, 44 had no BAC reported yet they did have a positive substance 
test, leaving a remainder of 76 drivers who did not have a BAC or positive substance test result.  
These findings indicate that 13 percent of fatal DUI drivers did not have reported BAC levels.  
However, when drivers who have a positive substance test result documented, only 9 percent of 
fatal DUI drivers did not have a BAC or substance test reported.  
 
Of interesting note, 16 percent (19) of the drivers with missing BAC data have a date of death a 
day or more after the fatal crash.  When death occurs after the initial crash investigation, the BAC 
toxicology reporting is often delayed.  When supplements to the crash report are delayed and are 
ƴƻǘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ƛƳƳŜŘƛŀǘŜƭȅΣ ǘƘŜȅ ǎƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎ άŦŀƭƭ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ŎǊŀŎƪǎΣέ ǇƭŀŎƛƴƎ ǳƴŘǳŜ ƘŀǊŘǎƘƛǇ ƻƴ 
the reporting process to the Department.  Additionally, BAC toxicology testing may not be 
performed as time of death was many hours or days after the fatal crash.  Further compounding 
the issue of toxicology testing is that Emergency Medical Services and hospitals provide lifesaving 
activities that include pharmacological treatment to crash victims prior to death. These treatment 
activities produce an adverse effect that impacts toxicology negatively.  
 
Texas peace officers use the TxDOT CR-3 crash report form to record contributing factors for 
motor vehicle crashes.  The CR-3 crash report form provides peace officers with options to choose 
one or more contributing factors to indicate the relationship of alcohol and drugs to cause of the 
crash. There are four contributing factors listed on the CR-3 crash report form specific to 
suspected alcohol and/or drug influence by the driver: Had been drinking; Under the influence, 
alcohol; Under the influence, drugs; and Taking medication. Table 2 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 in 2015.  Eighty-one DUI 
related contributing factors were identified on the CR-3 crash reports for the 76 fatally injured 
drivers who did not have a BAC reported or positive substance test result.   
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Table 2. Occurrence of Reported DUI Contributing Factors and No BAC Reported, 2015.  

Contributing Factor  Count 

Had been drinking 41 

Under the influence, alcohol 29 

Under the influence, drugs 10 

Taking medication 1 

 

Reported Counties of Fatal DUI Driver Crashes  

Crashes resulting in the death of a DUI driver happen throughout the State of Texas regularly. Over 
66% of Texas counties experienced at least one alcohol or drug related fatal driver crash in 2015. 
Of the 254 counties in the State of Texas, 168 had at least 1 fatal DUI driver crash. Figure 8 
illustrates the number of fatal DUI crashes by county. 
 
Not surprisingly, the majority of the fatal DUI 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 more opportunity for crashes to occur.  
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Figure 8. Fatal DUI-Driver Crash Counts by County, 2015
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In 2015, approximately 7.5 % (or 19) of the counties in Texas had 10 or more fatal DUI driver 
crashes.  Table 3 ordinally lists the 19 counties with 10 or more fatal DUI driver crashes. 
 
Table 3. Counties with 10 or More DUI Fatal Crashes, 201 5. 

 
County 

Total Fatal DUI Driver 
Crashes 

1 Harris 106 

2 Dallas 87 

3 Bexar 65 

4 Travis 29 

5 Tarrant 26 

6 El Paso 18 

7 Montgomery 17 

8 Brazoria 15 

9 Collin 13 

10 Ector 19 

11 Midland 13 

12 Fort Bend 12 

13 Galveston 12 

14 Nueces 12 

15 Williamson 11 

16 Denton 10 

17 Hidalgo 10 

18 Lubbock 10 

19 McLennan 10 

 

Crashes that resulted in the death of 120 drivers, all of whom were identified as DUI that had 
unreported BAC results, were found to come from 50 different counties. Table 4 displays the 50 
counties and the number of fatal drivers who had an unreported BAC.  
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Table 4. Counties with Unreported BAC Data, 201 5. 

County Fatal DUI Drivers with no BAC 

Travis 5 

Harris 4 

Tarrant 4 

Hidalgo 3 

Dallas 3 

Fayette 2 

Denton 2 

Collin 2 

Midland 2 

Johnson 2 

Madison 2 

Hardin 2 

Brazos 2 

Gregg 2 

Ward 2 

Guadalupe 2 

Jefferson 2 

Williamson 1 

Tyler 1 

Shelby 1 

Cameron 1 

Walker 1 

Cass 1 

Red River 1 

Bowie 1 

Terry 1 
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County Fatal DUI Drivers with no BAC 

Colorado 1 

Van Zandt 1 

Harrison 1 

Washington 1 

Comal 1 

Grayson 1 

Bastrop 1 

San Augustine 1 

Brazoria 1 

Erath 1 

Loving 1 

Brewster 1 

Baylor 1 

Upshur 1 

El Paso 1 

Victoria 1 

Montgomery 1 

Gray 1 

Nueces 1 

Wharton 1 

Palo Pinto 1 

Wise 1 

Pecos 1 

Polk 1 

Grand Total 76 

 

Figure 9 provides an illustration of the location of the counties that did not report BAC toxicology 
results for drivers that were fatally injured and identified as DUI. 
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Figure 9. Counties with Unreported BAC Levels for Fatal DUI Drivers, 2015  
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When comparing counties based on their non-reporting percentage, it was evident that counties 
ǿƛǘƘ ƭŀǊƎŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ Ŧŀǘŀƭ 5¦L ŘǊƛǾŜǊ ŎǊŀǎƘŜǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŀ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘǊƛǾŜǊΩǎ .!/Φ LƴǘŜǊŜǎǘƛƴƎƭȅΣ 
Ƴŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘƛŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǾŜǊȅ ŦŜǿ ŎǊŀǎƘŜǎ ǊŜǎǳƭǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ŀ 5¦L ŘǊƛǾŜǊΩǎ ŘŜŀǘƘ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ 
ŘǊƛǾŜǊΩǎ .!/Φ  ¢ŀōƭŜ р ƭƛǎǘǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘƛŜs by non-reporting percentage.  
 
Table 5. BAC Non-Reporting Percentage by County, 2015  

County 
Fatal DUI 

Drivers 

Fatal DUI 

Drivers with 

Null BAC 

Non-

Reported 

Rate 

Brazos 2 2 100% 

Brewster 1 1 100% 

Hardin 2 2 100% 

Loving 1 1 100% 

Madison 2 2 100% 

Terry 1 1 100% 

Upshur 1 1 100% 

Ward 2 2 100% 

Washington 1 1 100% 

Cameron 2 1 50% 

Red River 2 1 50% 

San Augustine 2 1 50% 

Shelby 2 1 50% 

Van Zandt 2 1 50% 

Walker 2 1 50% 

Fayette 5 2 40% 

Guadalupe 5 2 40% 

Bastrop 3 1 33% 

Baylor 3 1 33% 

Gray 3 1 33% 

Gregg 6 2 33% 
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County 
Fatal DUI 

Drivers 

Fatal DUI 

Drivers with 

Null BAC 

Non-

Reported 

Rate 

Jefferson 6 2 33% 

Johnson 6 2 33% 

Palo Pinto 3 1 33% 

Pecos 3 1 33% 

Tyler 3 1 33% 

Hidalgo 10 3 30% 

Cass 4 1 25% 

Colorado 4 1 25% 

Comal 4 1 25% 

Wharton 4 1 25% 

Denton 10 2 20% 

Erath 5 1 20% 

Harrison 5 1 20% 

Travis 29 5 17% 

Bowie 6 1 17% 

Polk 6 1 17% 

Victoria 6 1 17% 

Collin 13 2 15% 

Midland 13 2 15% 

Tarrant 26 4 15% 

Wise 7 1 14% 

Grayson 8 1 13% 

Williamson 11 1 9% 

Nueces 12 1 8% 

Brazoria 15 1 7% 



24 | P a g e 
 

County 
Fatal DUI 

Drivers 

Fatal DUI 

Drivers with 

Null BAC 

Non-

Reported 

Rate 

Montgomery 17 1 6% 

El Paso 18 1 6% 

Harris 105 4 4% 

Dallas 87 3 3% 

 

Driving under the influence of alcohol and/or drugs continues to be a major traffic safety issue 
within Texas.  In 2015, 37 percent of all fatal crashes involved at least one driver who was 
classified as DUI.  Further, these drivers were responsible for 1,342 fatalities on Texas roadways 
during 2015. Trend analysis for 2010 ς 2015 shows that the number of fatal crashes and fatalities, 
as well as DUI-related fatal crashes and fatalities, are staying relatively constant.  A review of CRIS 
data revealed that 13 percent of fatal DUI drivers did not have reported BAC levels.  Although 
most of the fatal DUI driver crashes happen in the larger populated counties, many of the smaller, 
less populated counties are responsible for the missing BAC information. 
 
Complete CRIS records, of which toxicology results are a part of, are needed to determine the true 
picture of traffic safety issues in Texas.  Without this information, is becomes increasingly difficult 
to assess the effectiveness of traffic safety countermeasures.  Toxicology results submitted to CRIS 
by MEs or JPs are important as this data is used to determine the level of federal funding states 
receive to address impaired driving issues.  Improving toxicology testing and BAC reporting 
requires Texas to identify the reasons fatal drivers are not being tested and to evaluate the current 
state of the reporting systems in place.  This analysis helps to identify potential barriers to 
reporting that exist.  A detailed report of the process in Texas of testing and reporting BAC 
toxicology results to TxDOT Crash Records Section follows. 
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Process Related to the Testing and Reporting of Blood Alcohol 
Concentration Toxicology Results for Fatal Crashes in Texas  

Background  

Driving under the influence of alcohol and/or drugs continues to be a major traffic safety issue 
within Texas.  According to ¢Ȅ5h¢Ωǎ CRIS, in 2015, 37 percent of all fatal crashes involved at 
least one driver who was classified as DUI.  Further, these drivers were responsible for 1,342 
DUI related fatalities on Texas roadways during that same time period. Medical examiners and 
justices of the peace are charged with the authority to formally investigate these deaths to 
determine the extent that alcohol and/or drugs contributed to the crash. 

 

This section will provide information regarding the process of testing and reporting BAC results 
by ME and JP offices for fatal crashes in Texas. Awareness of the process by which the ME and 
JP systems operate provides a better understanding of how BAC reporting is accomplished in 
the state of Texas. 

Statutory  Authority  

Texas Transportation Code Section 550.081 (b): 
 

άŀ medical examiner or justice of the peace acting as coroner in a county that does not 
have a medical ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ office or that is not part of a medical ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ 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 ŎƻƭƭŀǇǎŜΦέ 

 

The TxDOT Crash Records Section requires a ME or JP to report traffic crash deaths and the 
BAC and/or drug results of toxicology testing. Each ME or JP must report the information using 
TxDOT Form CR-1001 Death/Toxicology Report, the completed autopsy report, or an in-house 
generated form approved by the TxDOT Crash Records Section.  Because the autopsy report 
includes the complete toxicology results as well as medical interpretation outlining the 
relationship between the results and cause of death, it is an acceptable alternative to the 
TxDOT CR-1001 form.  Additionally, because the autopsy contains the complete toxicology 
results, it is TxDOT Crash Records Sections preferred method for receiving BAC toxicology 
results.  Appendix B provides a copy of the TxDOT Form CR-1001 Death/Toxicology Report. 

 

Any and all death toxicology reporting formats whether it be the TxDOT CR-1001, the autopsy, 
or an in-house generated report are required to possess the following information: 
¶ name of the reporting agency 
¶ name of the deceased 
¶ date of the crash 
¶ date of death 
¶ county where the crash occurred 
¶ if the deceased was a driver, passenger, pedestrian, or a person who was not an 

occupant of the vehicle 
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¶ toxicology results if testing was performed 
¶ name of laboratory, medical examiner or other facility where toxicology testing was 

conducted, and 
¶ designate whether the crash was the result of a bridge collapse, and if so, the 

location of the bridge 
 

According to the Texas Transportation Code, Section 550.081 (c) states, άThe report must be 

submitted before the 11th day of each calendar monthέΦ If toxicology test results are not 

available by the 11th day of each month, the ME or the JP is required to file a supplemental 
report with the results when they become available. All forms and/or reports must be emailed, 
faxed, or mailed to the TxDOT Crash Records Section. 

 

Medical  Examiner  System Reporting  

Background  

In Texas, there are two systems of death investigations utilized ς the Medical Examiner and the 
Justice of the Peace System. A ME is a licensed physician authorized by state statute with the 
investigation and examination of persons who have died suddenly, unexpectedly, violently, 
suspiciously, or unnaturally. It is the responsibility of the ME to determine cause and manner 
of death, and to document and preserve evidence as it relates to the decedent. The Medical 
Examiner System refers to the system in which an authorized physician investigates deaths for 
a specified geographic jurisdiction. The position of ME is appointed by the county 
ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊΩǎ court. 

 

Authorization  

The Texas Code of Criminal Procedure, Article 49.25 section 1, provides guidance for counties 
with populations of more than one million and without a reputable medical school. These 
counties are required to establish and maintain an Office of the Medical Examiner. The 
population prevision is based upon the most recent (last preceding) U.S. Census. The Article 
also extends the cƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊΩǎ court of any county (regardless of population size) the right to 
establish and maintain the Office of the Medical Examiner. 

 

Counties with  the Office of Medical Examiner  

Currently, there are 12 counties in Texas operating with a medical ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ office ς Bexar, 
Collin, Dallas, Ector, El Paso, Galveston, Harris, Lubbock, Nueces, Tarrant, Travis, and Webb 
Counties. It should be noted that the ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊΩǎ courts of Tarrant, Denton, Parker, and 
Johnson Counties have established a medical examiner district, which jointly operates and 
maintains the Office of the Medical Examiner. The medical examiner district is authorized 
under Code of Criminal Procedure 49.25 section 1 - a. The remaining 239 Texas counties utilize 
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the Justice of the Peace System. 
 

For fatal crashes occurring in counties with a medical ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ office, the Office of the 
Medical Examiner is notified of the crash through law enforcement. Based on the 
circumstances surrounding death, a formal investigation is conducted and the ME arranges 
to have the decedent transported to the medical ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ office. 

 

The ME has the duty and responsibility of determining cause and manner of death. The cause 
of an ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΩǎ demise is often determined with an autopsy of the decedentΩǎ body. During 
autopsy, the body of the decedent is examined multiple times ς after intake, after unclothed, 
and after being cleaned. At each step of the process, unusual features and/or injuries are 
documented. The body is then opened, and each organ is examined for the presence of 
injuries or disease. When alcohol and/or drugs are suspected to have contributed to a fatal 
crash, samples of various organs, tissues, and body fluids are extracted and retained for 
toxicological testing. 

 

Toxicology in the medical examiner setting is distinct from testing that is performed in a hospital 
setting. Hospitals often perform screening tests for alcohol and drugs where medical examiner 
offices use confirmatory testing methods that are much more robust and precise. The primary 
difference is that hospital ŎƭƛƴƛŎƛŀƴΩǎ benefit from working with living patients with symptoms to 
evaluate whereas MEs conduct their testing post mortem without the benefit of physiological 
symptomology.  In order to put a ŘŜŎŜŘŜƴǘΩǎ death into perspective, the ME must know the 
quantity of alcohol and drugs in the body and determine whether the level consumed was toxic 
while determining whether consumption was accidental or intentional. Furthermore, biological 
tests must be conducted in multiple ways in order to validate results. The validation process 
may be complicated by poly drug use (multiple drugs used), unusual, or new designer/synthetic 
drugs. 

 

Once autopsy results are received by the medical ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ office, an autopsy report is 
finalized to include the toxicological results. The medical ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ office either reports the 
BAC or drug level data directly to the TxDOT Crash Records System, or the toxicological results 
are forwarded to the investigating law enforcement agency or requesting JP office for routing 
to TxDOT. Figure 10 summarizes the process of reporting BAC results in counties with medical 
ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ offices.
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Figure 10. Process of Reporting BAC Toxicology Results by Medical Examiner System  
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Justice of the Peace System Reporting  

The overwhelming majority of Texas counties utilize a Justice of the Peace System as a death 
investigator. The role of a JP in this system is to order a formal investigation into the cause and 
manner of death. In most JP counties, when a fatal crash occurs, law enforcement agencies 
are notified and respond to investigate the crash. The role of law enforcement is to investigate 
the crash and pursue criminal charges if necessary. Law enforcement officials will request a JP 
to respond to the scene of the crash. In the event that the driver is deceased upon law 
enforcement arrival, a funeral home is typically contacted after the JP pronounces death. The 
funeral home then takes possession of the decedent and transports the body to the funeral 
home, hospital morgue or to the a9Ωs office. 

 

Some ME offices provide autopsies and toxicological testing for the JP in surrounding counties. 
In most cases, the JP in a county may enter into an inter-local agreement with the medical 
examiner office to provide autopsy services. However, a MEΩǎ office may decline to provide 
requested services to a JP if there is not an inter-local agreement with that county. In those 
cases, it is the responsibility of the JP to find a hospital physician or other qualified personnel 
willing to perform the requested services. Typically, either the JP or the investigating law 
enforcement agency (at the request of the JP) will contact the preferred MEΩǎ office to 
determine availability prior to transporting the decedent. 

 

When the autopsy is complete, the MEΩǎ office will release the decedent back to the funeral 
home that originally provided transport. The decedent will be brought back to the county 
where the crash occurred and prepared according to arrangements made by the ŘŜŎŜŘŜƴǘΩǎ 
family. 

 

Once the autopsy report is completed by the MEΩǎ office, the ME forwards a copy of the full 
report to the JP who requested the services. The investigating law enforcement agency may 
either obtain a copy of the autopsy results directly from the MEΩǎ office or through the JPΩǎ 
office. It is the responsibility of the JP to complete and submit the CR-1001 death/toxicology 
report to the TxDOT Crash Records Section.  Additionally, 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 11 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 11. Process of Reporting BAC Toxicology Results for Justice of the Peace System 
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Private  Laboratories  

Private laboratories that conduct autopsy, blood alcohol analysis and toxicology testing 
services are in existence in Texas and their use among JP counties may be a growing trend. 
These private laboratories are for-profit organizations that provide faster turn-around times, 
competitive rates, and strategic locations to attract customers. Private laboratories are 
under no statutory authority to report their results to the TxDOT Crash Records Section 
which makes it crucial that an office of the JP is aware of their responsibility with regard to 
BAC toxicology reporting in fatal crashes where alcohol and/or drugs were contributing 
factors. 

 

Texas statutes do not require private laboratories to perform autopsies on individuals as part 
of a death investigation involving alcohol and/or drugs nor do they require them to report 
their findings to the TxDOT Crash Records Section. Instead, the ME or JP that uses private 
laboratories is responsible for reporting. The results from the private laboratories may be 
integrated with the autopsy report or recorded on the CR-1001 death/toxicology report 
form and reported to the TxDOT Crash Records Section. 

 

The data extracts from CRIS do not allow the opportunity to determine the extent to which 
private laboratories are utilized in the BAC toxicology reporting process or the number of 
autopsies that were conducted at private laboratories but remained unreported. The 
guidance as to reporting BAC toxicology data remains with ME and JP offices. Regulation of 
private laboratories is unlikely and as such, reminders and/or judicial education for reporting 
BAC toxicology data should be at the forefront for promoting compliance. 

 

To better understand the process, ME offices as well as JPs were surveyed to understand 
their experiences with the reporting system.  The following section details the results of the 
survey of the ME offices. 
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Survey of Medical Examiner Offices: Process of Testing and Reporting 
Blood Alcohol Concentration Toxicology Results for Fatal Crashes  
 

Medical Examiners are authorized to formally investigate roadway collision deaths to 
determine the extent that alcohol and/or drugs contributed to the crash. For fatal crashes 
ƻŎŎǳǊǊƛƴƎ ƛƴ ŎƻǳƴǘƛŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ƳŜŘƛŎŀƭ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜΣ ǘƘŜ ME or his/her designee is notified of 
the crash by a law enforcement agency.  Based on the circumstances surrounding the crash 
death, a formal investigation may be conducted which includes an autopsy and toxicological 
testing. 
 
This section will provide information regarding the process of testing and reporting BAC 
toxicology results by ME offices for fatal crashes in Texas. An understanding of each medical 
ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜΩǎ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ƛƴǎƛƎƘǘ ƛƴǘƻ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƎŀǇǎ ƛƴ .!/ toxicology 
reporting in Texas and how the state may improve those gaps. 

Background  

Currently, there are 12 counties in Texas operating with a MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ς Bexar, Collin, Dallas, 
Ector, El Paso, Galveston, Harris, Lubbock, Nueces, Tarrant, Travis, and Webb Counties. Of 
special note, Tarrant, Denton, Parker, and Johnson Counties have been established as a ME 
ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŎƻǳƴǘƛŜǎ ǎŜǊǾŜ ŀǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƘƻƳŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ME office while also serving multiple 
counties that have no designated ME office within the borders of their county.  
 
TTI interviewed staff from each of the 12 MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƻ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ Ƙƻǿ 
testing and reporting of BAC results to TxDOT Crash Records Section are performed. In order to 
report the most accurate and up to date information to TxDOT about the current practices of 
the Medical EȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ System, TTI surveyed the 12 MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǎ Ǿƛŀ ŀƴ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅΦ  ¢ƘŜ 
survey was distributed to the identified contacts within each MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜΦ ¢¢L ǿŀǎ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ǎŜŎǳǊŜ 
the participation of 11 of the 12 MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅΦ ²ƘƛƭŜ мм ƻŦŦices participated in the 
survey, only 9 offices completed the survey in its entirety.   

Summary of Current BAC Testing and Reporting Practices  

After reviewing the completed surveys, it was clear that the ME offices adhere to similar 
protocol that JP offices conduct for obtaining specimen samples and processing them for 
toxicology testing. Survey respondents indicated that approximately 90 percent of the time the 
ME or their designee was responsible for requesting toxicology testing to be completed on the 
decedent. However, there were also circumstances in which a JP, law enforcement officer or 
pathologist would request toxicology testing.  Figure 12 provides a summary of the breakdown 
of who requests toxicology testing for fatally injured drivers when the ME office is involved. 
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Figure 12. Medical Examiner's Office s: Toxicology Requests of Fatally Injured Drivers  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Ultimately, the decision of whether an autopsy and/or toxicology testing is conducted on a 
decedent falls to the discretion of the ME. When alcohol and/or drugs are suspected of 
contributing to a crash, toxicological testing is typically ordered. Interestingly, approximately 
half of the MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƛǊŎǳƳǎǘŀƴŎŜǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǇǊŜŎƭǳŘŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ 
office from performing toxicology testing on a fatally injured driver when impaired driving was 
suspected.  These circumstances include: prior hospitalization, insufficient specimen, driver 
with no criminal charges pending and passenger with no criminal charges pending.  The most 
common reason that someone who was fatally injured in a crash would not be tested is prior, 
prolonged hospitalization. These individuals are often not tested because death had occurred 
several hours or days following the crash.  In addition, any lifesaving treatments the decedent 
received at the crash site or hospital could skew the toxicology results.  Surprisingly, MEΩǎ 
offices did not indicate single motor vehicle driver as a reason that they would not perform 
toxicology testing on the decedent.  This is counter to previous assumptions that these 
individuals are the ones not tested most often.  Figure 13 provides a summary of the 
percentages of the different factors cited by MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǎ ŀǎ ǊŜŀǎƻƴǎ ǘƻȄƛŎƻƭƻƎȅ testing would 
not be performed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

0.0%

10.0%

20.0%

30.0%

40.0%

50.0%

60.0%

70.0%

80.0%

90.0%

100.0%

Medical
Examiner

Justice of the
Peace

Law
Enforcement

Pathologist



34 | P a g e 
 

Figure 13. Medical Examiner's Office s: Circumstances for No Toxicology Testing  

 

 

 

Oddly, less than half of the counties with a ME office were found to be able to perform 
toxicological testing in-house, using laboratories within their offices. The other ME offices were 
found to send collected specimens to external laboratories for analysis. Only one office, Dallas 
County, indicated that they test in-house as well as outsource samples to external labs for 
analysis. Dallas County also reported that they are unable to test for certain substances (for 
example synthetic cannabinoids) in-house and that these samples must be outsourced to 
external labs.  
 
In most cases, the window for receiving toxicology results back from the laboratory varies from 
office to office ranging from seven days to as long as 50 days. Analysis time typically fluctuates 
as laboratory workload demands rise and fall. Additionally, time to reporting can be impacted 
by the type of toxicology testing requested.  
 
While the process for alcohol and/or drug testing is similarly carried out, the process of 
reporting BAC toxicology results to TxDOT Crash Records Section varies greatly.  Some offices 
have a dedicated individual responsible for reporting BAC toxicology results, while others defer 
this responsibility to law enforcement or the JP who request the services of the MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜΦ 
 
Though required by statute, not all ME offices report BAC toxicology results directly to the 
TxDOT Crash Records Section. As indicated by survey responses, only 67 percent of MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǎ 
report BAC toxicology results directly to TxDOT.  Figure 14 provides a graphical representation 
of the survey responses.   
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Figure 14Ȣ -ÅÄÉÃÁÌ %ØÁÍÉÎÅÒȭÓ /ÆÆÉÃÅs: Report Toxicology Results Directly to TxDOT   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Medical EȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǎ ŀƭǎƻ ǾŀǊȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƳŜǘƘƻŘ ƻŦ ǊŜǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴŎȅΦ  
Figure 15 provides a summary of the different methods of reporting toxicology results to 
TxDOT.  Despite previous reports, it appears that no MEΩǎ office uses their own in-house 
generated report to submit results to TxDOT Crash Records Section.  In terms of frequency of 
reporting, most ME offices report toxicology results directly to TxDOT via completion of the 
autopsy report.  Others reported that toxicology results are sent monthly or yearly.  
   
Figure 15. Medical Examiner's Office s: Method of Reporting Toxicology Results to TxDOT  
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Yes 
33% 

No 
67% 

Overall, the MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǎ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǘƻȄƛŎƻƭƻƎȅ ǊŜǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǘƻ ōŜ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘΦ  ¢ǿƻ-
thirds of ME offices agree that the current reporting system is efficient.  Figure 16 provides a 
graphical representation of the survey responses. 
 

Figure 16. Medical Examiner's Office s: Current Toxicology Results Reporting System is 
Efficient  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

 
One interesting observation was that many ME offices indicated that they would be willing to 
work with third party organizations to increase reporting of toxicology results to TxDOT Crash 
Records Section. Interestingly, those who stated they would not be willing to use external 
sources either do not report BAC toxicology results directly to TxDOT Crash Records Section, 
nor do they perform services for anyone outside the county their office is located in.   
Table 6 provides a summary of toxicological testing and reporting that goes to TxDOT Crash 
Records Section through MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǎΦ   
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Table 6. Summary of Toxicology Testin g and Reporting to TxDOT Crash Records Section at Medical Examiner Offices  

County 

Agency 
Responsible for 

Conducting 
Autopsies 

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 

Enforcemen
t: 

Inter-local 
Agreements: 

Are out of 
jurisdiction 

cases 
reported to 

TxDOT? 

Bexar Bexar Co. MEO In-house  42 - 49 days Law Enforcement N/A N/A 

Results 
emailed to 

Law 
Enforcemen

t 

Contracts with 
other counties 

to provide 
services 

No 

Collin Collin Co. MEO 

External 
Laboratory 
ς National 
Medical 
Services 

7 ς 14 days Medical Examiner Yearly  Facsimile 
Available 

Upon 
Request 

Fannin and 
Grayson 
Counties 

Yes 

Dallas 

Dallas County 
Southwestern 

Institute of 
Forensic 

Sciences ς Office 
of the Medical 

Examiner 

In-house 
and 

External 
Laboratory 

21 ς 28 
days 

Records 
Department 

Monthly Email 
Automatical

ly 
Forwarded 

Contracts with 
other counties 

to provide 
services 

Yes 

Ector Ector Co. MEO 

External 
Laboratory 
ς National 
Medical 
Services 

14 ς 21 
days 

Medical Examiner 
Secretary 

Upon 
completion 
of report 

Facsimile 
Available 

Upon 
Request 

None N/A 

El Paso El Paso MEO 

External 
Laboratory 
ς National 
Medical 
Services 

14 ς 21 
days 

Morgue Supervisor Monthly 
Email 
Mail 

Automatical
ly 

Forwarded 
None N/A 

Galveston 
Galveston Co. 

MEO 

External 
Laboratory - 

AEGIS 

14 ς 21 
days 

Transcriptionist 
 

Upon 
completion 
of report 

Email 
Available 

upon 
request 

Contracts with 
other counties 

to provide 
services 

Yes 
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Legend 
- MEO:  aŜŘƛŎŀƭ 9ȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜΦ 
- N/A:  Given previous responses, this question is not applicable.  
- Unspecified:  This information was not explicitly conveyed during interviews. 

County 

Agency 
Responsible for 

Conducting 
Autopsies 

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 

Enforcemen
t: 

Inter-local 
Agreements: 

Are out of 
jurisdiction 

cases 
reported to 

TxDOT? 

Harris 

Harris Co. 
Institute of 
Forensic 
Sciences 

In-house 
42 ς 49 

days 
Law Enforcement N/A N/A 

Available 
upon 

request 

Contracts with 
other counties 

to provide 
services 

No 

Lubbock 
Lubbock Co. 

MEO 
External 

Laboratory 
21 ς 28 

days 
Forensic 

Investigator 
Quarterly Facsimile 

Automatical
ly 

forwarded 

Contracts with 
other counties 

to provide 
services 

Yes 

Nueces Nueces Co. MEO 
External 

Laboratory 
21 ς 28 

days 
Records Clerk Yearly Facsimile Unspecified 

Contracts with 
other counties 

to provide 
services 

Yes 

Tarrant Tarrant Co. MEO In-house 7 ς 14 days Law Enforcement N/A N/A 
Available 

upon 
request 

Also serves 
Denton, 

Johnson, and 
Parker counties. 
Offers a fee-for-

service to 
agency requests 
outside of their 

jurisdiction. 

No 

Travis Travis Co. MEO In-house 
42 ς 49 

days 
Chief of Toxicology Unspecified Unspecified 

Available 
upon 

request 

Contracts with 
other counties 

to provide 
services 

No 

Webb Webb Co. MEO 

External 
Laboratory 
ς National 
Medical 
Services 

7 ς 14  
days 

Law Enforcement N/A N/A 
Available 

upon 
request 

Contracts with 
other counties 

to provide 
services 

No 
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Bexar County  Toxicology Reporting Process  

¢ƘŜ .ŜȄŀǊ /ƻǳƴǘȅ aŜŘƛŎŀƭ 9ȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ƛǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘƛƴƎ ŀǳǘƻǇǎƛŜǎ ƻƴ ŘǊƛǾŜǊǎ 
who are killed as a result of a motor vehicle crash. Unless the ME is unable to obtain an 
appropriate sample or the decedent died following prolonged hospitalization, toxicology testing is 
included as part of the autopsy process. Toxicology testing is conducted at an in-house laboratory. 
It takes the in-house laboratory approximately 42 to 49 days to return toxicology results to the 
MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜΦ  
 
Once toxicology results are available, they are incorporated into the autopsy report and then 
forwarded to a forensic technician. The forensic technician makes the results available to law 
enforcement via email (quarterly).  tŜǊ ǘƘŜ .ŜȄŀǊ /ƻǳƴǘȅ aŜŘƛŎŀƭ 9ȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜΣ the law 
enforcement agency that investigated the initial crash reports the toxicology results of the driver 
to TxDOT Crash Records Section via CR-3 crash report supplement. 
    
¢ƘŜ .ŜȄŀǊ /ƻǳƴǘȅ aŜŘƛŎŀƭ 9ȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ Ƙŀǎ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ Ŏƻǳnties: Atacosta, 
Bandera, Brazos, Crockett, Dimmitt, Duvall, Edwards, Fresno, Frio, Gillespie, Grimes, Karnes, 
Kendall, Kerr, Kimble, Kinney, La Salle, Llano, Mason, Maverick, McMullen, Medina, Menard, Real, 
Schleicher, Sutton, Uvalde, Val Verde, Walker, Washington, Wilson, and Zavala to provide autopsy 
and toxicology services.   

Collin County  Toxicology Reporting Process  

When a fatal crash occurs in Collin County, an investigator will attend the death scene. If the 
investigator determines that an autopsy should be performed as part of the formal investigation, 
ǘƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŎŜŘŜƴǘΩǎ ōƻŘȅ ƛǎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜΦ ¦ǎǳŀƭƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ ME makes the request for 
toxicology testing to be performed, however, in some cases the individual JP, investigating law 
enforcement officer or prosecutor may request that specific testing be performed.  
 
During the autopsy, blood is drawn for toxicological testing.  If the decedent died after being 
transported to the hospital, the ME will request the hospital admission blood. The Collin County 
aŜŘƛŎŀƭ 9ȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ aŜŘƛŎŀƭ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ŦƻǊ ƛǘǎ ǘƻȄƛŎƻƭƻƎȅ ǘŜǎǘƛƴƎΦ hƴ 
ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜΣ ǘƘŜ /ƻƭƭƛƴ /ƻǳƴǘȅ aŜŘƛŎŀƭ 9ȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜǎ ǘƻȄƛŎƻƭƻƎȅ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ т ǘƻ мл 
days. Typically, more than 95 percent of decedents in a fatal crash receive toxicology testing.  The 
primary reason toxicology testing would not be done is if a significant period of time elapses prior 
to death after the decedent was admitted to the hospital, and the ME is unable to retrieve the 
admission specimen. 
 
The ME is responsible for incorporating the toxicology results once available and completing the 
autopsy report. When the toxicology results are available, the MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ƳŀƪŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ 
available to the law enforcement agency investigating the fatal crash, and if necessary, the JP upon 
request.  Once a year, typically in August, the MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘǎ ŀ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ŎŀǎŜǎΦ 5ǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ 
review period, the MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ǿƛƭƭ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜ ŀƴŘ ǎǳōƳƛǘ Ǿƛŀ facsimile the death/toxicology report 
forms to the TxDOT Crash Records Section.  
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¢ƘŜ /ƻƭƭƛƴ /ƻǳƴǘȅ aŜŘƛŎŀƭ 9ȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ Ƙŀǎ ƛƴǘŜǊ-local agreements with Fannin and Grayson 
Counties to provide medical examiner services when requested. The medical examiƴŜǊΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ 
reports all BAC toxicology tests performed by the office, including those requested by an out-of-
county justice of the peace.  

Dallas County Toxicology Reporting Process  

For fatal crashes occurring in Dallas County, the Dallas County Medical EȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜΣ ŀƭǎƻ 
known as the Dallas County Southwestern Institute of Forensic Sciences, determines the level of 
action necessary to complete the death investigation. Usually, the ME makes the request for 
toxicology testing to be performed, however, in some cases the individual JP, investigating law 
enforcement officer or prosecutor may request that specific testing be performed.  The MEΩǎ 
office estimates that over 90 percent of fatally injured drivers have toxicology testing performed.  
The main contributing factor to a decedent not undergoing toxicology testing is prolonged 
hospitalization prior to death.   
 
During the course of an autopsy, the ME, or other medical personnel, will draw a blood sample 
from the decedent. Generally, toxicology tests are performed in-house. However, when 
specialized testing is needed, for example screening for synthetic cannabinoids, the specimen is 
sent to an external laboratory. On average, the MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜǎ ǘƻȄƛŎƻƭƻƎȅ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƛƴ нм ǘƻ ну 
days.  
 
Once toxicology results are available, the ME or pathologist completes the autopsy report. Part of 
ǘƘŀǘ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜǎ ǇǊƻǇŜǊƭȅ ƭŀōŜƭƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜ ŀǎ άǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ-ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘΦέ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘƛƻƴ 
allows the case to be identified as one which needs to be reported to the TxDOT Crash Records 
Section. After properly labeling the case, the ME forwards the report to the MEΩǎ ǊŜŎƻǊŘǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴΦ 
Each month, the records department generates a report of all finalized vehicular fatality autopsy 
reports.  Once the monthly report has been completed, it is emailed to TxDOT Crash Records 
Section.   In place of using the TxDOT CR-мллм ŦƻǊƳΣ ǘƘŜ 5ŀƭƭŀǎ /ƻǳƴǘȅ aŜŘƛŎŀƭ 9ȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ 
sends TxDOT Crash Records Section a copy of the autopsy report. Regardless of county jurisdiction, 
the Dallas /ƻǳƴǘȅ aŜŘƛŎŀƭ 9ȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ŀƭƭ άǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ-ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘέ ŘŜŀǘƘǎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜŘ 
by its office to the TxDOT Crash Records Section.  In addition, once the autopsy report is 
completed, it is made available to the JP, law enforcement, as well as prosecution agencies.   
 
¢ƘŜ 5ŀƭƭŀǎ /ƻǳƴǘȅ aŜŘƛŎŀƭ 9ȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ Ƙŀǎ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ŎƻǳƴǘƛŜǎΥ !ǊŎƘŜǊΣ 
Bell, Bowie, Camp, Cass, Cherokee, Clay, Coleman, Collin, Cooke, Coryell, Ellis, Falls, Franklin, 
Freestone, Grayson, Gregg, Grimes, Hamilton, Henderson, Hill, Hopkins, Houston, Hunt, Jack, 
Kaufman, Lampasas, Leon, Limestone, McLennan, Mitchell, Montague, Morris, Nolan, Palo Pinto, 
Panola, Rockwall, Shelby, Smith, Titus, Upshur, Van Zandt, Wichita, Wise, and Wood to provide 
autopsy and toxicology services.   
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Ector  County Toxicology Reporting Process  

When a fatal crash occurs in Ector County and the ME warrants a formal investigation, the 
ŘŜŎŜŘŜƴǘΩǎ ōƻŘȅ ƛǎ ǘǊŀƴǎŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 9ŎǘƻǊ /ƻǳƴǘȅ aŜŘƛŎŀƭ 9ȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ŦƻǊ ŀƴ ŀǳǘƻǇǎȅΦ  
Toxicology testing is typically requested by the ME or law enforcement office investigating the 
crash. During the autopsy, blood specimen is collected for toxicological testing. The MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ 
does not conduct in-house toxicological testing; specimens are sent to National Medical Services. 
On average, the MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜǎ ǘƻȄƛŎƻƭƻƎȅ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƛƴ мп ǘƻ нм ŘŀȅǎΦ  ¢ƘŜ MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜǎ 
95 percent of fatally injured drivers undergo toxicology testing.  The main contributing factor in a 
decedent not receiving toxicology testing is length of hospital stay prior to death.     
 
Once toxicology results become available, they are transferred onto the CR-1001 death/toxicology 
report form and submitted to the TxDOT Crash Records Section by email.  In the Ector County 
aŜŘƛŎŀƭ 9ȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜΣ ǘƘŜ MEΩǎ ǎŜŎǊŜǘŀǊȅ ƛǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ǎǳōƳƛǘǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǘƻȄƛŎƻƭƻƎȅ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ 
to TxDOT.  Additionally, the toxicology results are made available to the law enforcement agency 
investigating the fatal crash upon request. 
 
¢ƘŜ 9ŎǘƻǊ /ƻǳƴǘȅ aŜŘƛŎŀƭ 9ȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ǇǊovides services only to the county of Ector, and 
does not have any interagency agreements in place with other jurisdictions. The MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ǘƘǳǎ 
takes responsibility for BAC toxicology reporting and compliance in Ector County.  

El Paso County Toxicology Reporting Process  

For fatal crashes occurring in El Paso County, the ME determines the level of action necessary to 
complete a formal death investigation.  For fatally injured drivers, toxicology testing is ordered at 
the discretion of the ME ƻǊ ǇŀǘƘƻƭƻƎƛǎǘΦ  ¢ƘŜ 9ƭ tŀǎƻ aŜŘƛŎŀƭ 9ȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŜ 
contributing factors for a decedent not undergoing toxicology testing are: prolonged 
hospitalization prior to death, insufficient specimen, or no criminal charges being filed on the 
driver involved in the fatal crash.   
 
When toxicology testing is ordered, a specimen is obtained from the decedent by the morgue 
attendant under the supervision of the ME.  The specimen is then sent to an external laboratory 
contracted through National Medicaƭ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΦ  ¢ƘŜ 9ƭ tŀǎƻ aŜŘƛŎŀƭ 9ȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭƭȅ 
receives the results back in 14 to 21 days.   
 
Once the toxicology results are received, they are reported to the law enforcement agency 
conducting the investigation by phone.  Additionally, the morgue supervisor completes the CR-
1001 form for each death.  The CR-1001s are mailed monthly to TxDOT Crash Records Section, and 
ŀ ŎƻǇȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳ ƛǎ ǊŜǘŀƛƴŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƻŦŦƛŎŜΩǎ ǊŜŎƻǊŘǎΦ  
 
/ǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ 9ƭ tŀǎƻ /ƻǳƴǘȅ aŜŘƛŎŀƭ 9ȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ Ƙƻld any interagency 
agreements with other jurisdictions and does not provide services outside of El Paso County.   
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Galveston County Toxicology Reporting Process  

¢ƘŜ DŀƭǾŜǎǘƻƴ /ƻǳƴǘȅ aŜŘƛŎŀƭ 9ȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ƛǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘƛƴƎ ŀǳǘƻǇǎƛŜǎ ƻƴ 
individuals killed as a result of a motor vehicle crash. Not all decedents brought to the MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ 
are autopsied. Different factors are taken into consideration when deciding if an autopsy will be 
conducted; ultimately, it is up to the ME assigned to the case whether an autopsy will be 
conducted. If an autopsy is warranted, blood is drawn from the decedent to test for an alcohol 
and/or drug concentration. The blood then sent to AEGIS laboratory for testing. The MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ 
typically receives toxicology results within 14 to 21 days of submittal.  The Galveston County 
aŜŘƛŎŀƭ 9ȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ млл ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ Ŧŀǘŀƭƭȅ ƛƴƧǳǊŜŘ ŘǊƛǾŜǊǎ ǳƴŘŜǊƎƻ ǘƻȄƛŎƻƭƻƎȅ 
testing.  To help achieve this, the MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ǿƻǊƪǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀǊŜŀ ƘƻǎǇƛǘŀƭǎ ǘƻ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜ ŀ ōƭƻƻŘ ǎŀƳǇƭŜ 
from the decedent.  
 
Once toxicological results are available, they are forwarded by mail to the law enforcement agency 
investigating the crash, as well as the district attorney and if applicable the Justice of the Peace.  
Additionally, the office of the medical examiner completes the CR-1001 for each fatally injured 
driver and submits this to TxDOT Crash Records Section by mail.   
 
¢ƘŜ DŀƭǾŜǎǘƻƴ /ƻǳƴǘȅ aŜŘƛŎŀƭ 9ȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ Ƙŀǎ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ .ǊŀȊƻǊƛŀΣ CƻǊǘ .ŜƴŘΣ ŀƴŘ 
Matagorda counties to provide autopsy and toxicology services.   

Harris County  Toxicology Reporting Process  

¢ƘŜ ƳŜŘƛŎŀƭ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ƛƴ IŀǊǊƛǎ /ƻǳƴǘȅ ƛǎ ƪƴƻǿƴ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ IŀǊǊƛǎ /ƻǳƴǘȅ LƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜ ƻŦ CƻǊŜƴǎƛŎ 
Sciences. After a fatal crash occurs and the decedent is transported to the institute, a physician is 
assigned to the case. If the physician determines that toxicological testing is necessary as part of 
the death investigation, an evidence submission form is completed, which indicates the requested 
tests to be performed. Blood, urine, and vitreous humor specimens are collected and sent for 
gross examination.  
 
Toxicology testing is typically conducted in-ƘƻǳǎŜ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ /ǊƛƳŜ [ŀōƻǊŀǘƻǊȅ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜΩǎ 
toxicology laboratory. The specimens are initially screened for the presence of chemicals such as 
alcohol and/or drugs. If the initial screening is positive for these chemicals, the laboratory will 
isolate the chemicals and conduct specific testing to both to verify the presence of the chemical 
and identify the specific chemical compound. Once testing is complete, the results are sent to a 
member of the senior laboratory staff for case review. After its review, a report is compiled and 
sent to the Chief Medical Examiner. The report, if requested, is forwarded to the law enforcement 
agency.   The complete process takes approximately 42 ς 49 days. 
 
The Harris County Institute of Forensic Sciences currently provides services to Harris County as 
well as the following counties via contractual agreement: Austin, Calhoun, Freestone, Fort Bend, 
Polk, San Jacinto, and Waller.  The Harris County Institute of Forensic Sciences has indicated that it 
does not report toxicology results to the TxDOT Crash Records Section. Rather, this responsibility 
falls to the law enforcement agencies conducting the formal death investigation.  
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Lubbock County  Toxicology Reportin g Process 

For fatal crashes occurring in Lubbock County, decedents are transported to the MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ŦƻǊ 
autopsy. Depending on the circumstances surrounding death, each case is considered for 
toxicology testing. If toxicology testing is determined to be necessary, femoral blood (when 
ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜύ ƛǎ ŘǊŀǿƴ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŎŜŘŜƴǘΦ ¢ƘŜ [ǳōōƻŎƪ /ƻǳƴǘȅ aŜŘƛŎŀƭ 9ȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ 
have a forensic laboratory, and, thus, it sends collected specimens to an external lab for analysis. 
In general, the MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ǊŜŎŜives toxicology results within 21 ς 28 days of submission.  
 
Once available, the toxicology results are incorporated into the autopsy report. When the report is 
complete, copies are forwarded to the law enforcement agency investigating the crash or the out-
of-Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ ƧǳǎǘƛŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŜŀŎŜ ǊŜǉǳŜǎǘƛƴƎ ŀƴ ŀǳǘƻǇǎȅΦ ¢ƘŜ [ǳōōƻŎƪ /ƻǳƴǘȅ aŜŘƛŎŀƭ 9ȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ 
Office forensic investigator is responsible for reporting BAC results to the TxDOT Crash Records 
Section on a quarterly basis via facsimile.  
 
It is important to nƻǘŜΣ ǘƘŀǘ [ǳōōƻŎƪ /ƻǳƴǘȅ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ƻŦ aŜŘƛŎŀƭ 
Examiner Offices.  The information in this section was obtained through interviews with office 
personnel in previous years, and may not reflect current office polices.   

Nueces County  Toxicology Reporting Process  

When a fatal crash occurs in Nueces County, a death investigator with the Nueces County Medical 
9ȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘƛŦƛŜŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŀǘƘΦ ¢ƘŜ ŘŜŀǘƘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘƻǊ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
decedent to the MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜΦ  The office estimates that about 90 percent of fatally injured drivers 
receive toxicology testing.  The primary reason a fatally injured driver will not undergo toxicology 
testing is hospitalization prior to death.   
 
Once the decedent arrives at the MEΩǎ office, an autopsy technician then gathers blood, urine, and 
vitreous humor specimens, and the ME will examine the body.  Because the Nueces County 
aŜŘƛŎŀƭ 9ȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŜǉǳƛǇǇŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǘƻȄƛŎƻƭƻƎȅ ƭŀōƻǊŀǘƻǊȅΣ ƛǘ ǎŜƴŘǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘŜŘ 
specimens to a certified lab for alcohol and/or drug testing. On average, the MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜǎ 
toxicology results about 21 -28 days from submittal.   When the results of the toxicology testing 
are available, they are sent via facsimile to the JPthat requested the autopsy and toxicology 
testing.  
 
Lƴ ǘƘŜ bǳŜŎŜǎ /ƻǳƴǘȅ aŜŘƛŎŀƭ 9ȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ .!/ toxicology results to the TxDOT 
Crash Records Section is the responsibility of the Records Clerk. When the MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜǎ ŀ 
death as one that should be reported to the TxDOT Crash Records Section, the autopsy report is 
sent via facsimile on an annual basis.  
 
¢ƘŜ bǳŜŎŜǎ /ƻǳƴǘȅ aŜŘƛŎŀƭ 9ȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ Ƙŀǎ ƛƴǘŜǊ-local agreements with Aransas, Brooks, 
Bee, Duval, Jim Wells, Kleberg, Kennedy, Live Oak, McMullen, San Patricio and Victoria Counties to 
ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ƳŜŘƛŎŀƭ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜǊ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ǿƘŜƴ ǊŜǉǳŜǎǘŜŘΦ ¢ƘŜ ƳŜŘƛŎŀƭ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ŀƭƭ .!/ 
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toxicology tests performed by the office to TxDOT Crash Records Section, including those 
requested by an out-of-county JP.  

Tarrant County  Toxicology Reporting Process  

¢ƘŜ ¢ŀǊǊŀƴǘ /ƻǳƴǘȅ aŜŘƛŎŀƭ 9ȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ƛǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ŀ ƳŜŘƛŎŀƭ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ǘƘŜ ¢ŀǊǊŀƴǘ 
/ƻǳƴǘȅ aŜŘƛŎŀƭ 9ȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ 5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΦ ¢ƘŜ 5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ ƛǎ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜŘ ƻŦ ǘƘǊŜŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎǳǊǊƻǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŎƻǳƴǘƛŜs:  
Denton, Johnson, and Parker. Together, the four counties serve a combined population that 
exceeds two million. Each county is represented by a death investigator that is assigned to 
investigating deaths that occur in that particular county. The ME has all the powers and duties 
within the district that a ME who serves a single county would have.  
 
When a fatal crash occurs in one of the four counties, the decedent is transported to the MEΩǎ 
office in Tarrant County for an autopsy. While by law, the decision to perform toxicology testing as 
part of an autopsy is at the discretion of the ME, Tarrant County policy is that toxicology testing is 
performed on all deaths that occur as a result of a fatal crash.  As such, the office reports 100 
percent of fatally injured drivers undergo toxicology testing.  
 
¢ƘŜ ¢ŀǊǊŀƴǘ /ƻǳƴǘȅ aŜŘƛŎŀƭ 9ȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ Ƙŀǎ ŀ Ŧǳƭƭ ǘƛƳŜ ǘƻȄƛŎƻƭƻƎȅ ƭŀōƻǊŀǘƻǊȅ ŦƻǊ ǘŜǎǘƛƴƎ 
specimens collected during the autopsy.  On average, it takes approximately 7 to 14 days for the 
results of the toxicology testing to be returned.  Once the results of the toxicology test are 
received, they are forwarded on to the agency that requested the autopsy and/or testing be done.  
This could be the law enforcement agency or a JPΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜΦ   
 
The Tarrant County aŜŘƛŎŀƭ 9ȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŜȅ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ BAC 
toxicology results to TxDOT Crash Records Section.  It appears that the law enforcement agency 
conducting the formal death investigation and/or the JP who requested the autopsy and BAC 
toxicology testing are responsible for submitting BAC toxicology reports to TxDOT Crash Records 
Section as a part of the crash report.     

Travis County  Toxicology Reporting Process  

When a fatal crash occurs in Travis County, the decedent is transported to the Travis County 
aŜŘƛŎŀƭ 9ȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ŦƻǊ ŀǳǘƻǇǎȅΦ 5ǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƻǇǎȅΣ ŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ 
procedure, biological specimens are taken for toxicological analysis. Toxicological testing is 
conducted in-house and blood alcohol screening is performed on the specimens along with other 
standard toxicology tests. Typically, it takes the lab 42 to 49 days to complete toxicology testing.  
The laboratory director compiles a data report.  As it is standard operating procedure to conduct 
toxicology testing on bodies upon which specimens can be obtained, regardless of manner of 
death, the MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ млл ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ Ŧŀǘŀƭƭȅ ƛƴƧǳǊŜŘ ŘǊƛǾŜǊǎ ǳƴŘŜǊƎƻ ǘƻȄƛŎƻƭƻƎȅ 
testing.   
 
¢ƘŜ ¢ǊŀǾƛǎ /ƻǳƴǘȅ aŜŘƛŎŀƭ 9ȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ǿǊƛǘǘŜƴ Ǉƻƭƛcy or procedure for the 
reporting of BAC toxicology information to the TxDOT Crash Records Section; rather, it is guided by 
the statute. The laboratory director creates and compiles the toxicology results from fatal crashes 
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occurring only in Travis County and submits the records. Although the office does provide services 
to surrounding counties, it does not take responsibility for reporting their toxicology results.  
 
¢ƘŜ ¢ǊŀǾƛǎ /ƻǳƴǘȅ aŜŘƛŎŀƭ 9ȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ Ƙŀǎ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘǳŀƭ ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ пн ƻǘƘŜǊ counties to 
provide autopsy and toxicology services.  However, the office did not disclose which counties it 
currently has agreements with. 

Webb County Toxicology Reporting Process  

After a fatal crash occurs in Webb County, the decedent is transported to the Webb County 
aŜŘƛŎŀƭ 9ȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ǳǎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ƛƴ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴƛƴƎ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ǘƻȄƛŎƻƭƻƎȅ 
testing will be ordered:  all drivers involved in a motor vehicle crash, passengers if there are 
criminal charges pending, and passengers if under 18 years of age.  As a result, the office reports 
that 100 percent of fatally injured drivers undergo toxicology testing. 
 
When toxicology testing is required, the ME will obtain femoral blood, urine, or vitreous fluid from 
the decedent. In circumstances where blood cannot be obtained due to injuries sustained, a tissue 
sample is obtained instead. In testing for alcohol, vitreous humor is often drawn from the 
ŘŜŎŜŘŜƴǘΦ .ŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ²Ŝōō /ƻǳƴǘȅ aŜŘƛŎŀƭ 9ȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ǘƻȄƛŎƻƭƻƎȅ 
laboratory, specimens are sent to an external laboratory, National Medical Services, for testing. 
The MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜǎ ǘƻȄƛŎƻƭƻƎȅ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ т ǘƻ мп Řŀȅǎ ƻŦ ǎǳōƳƛǘǘŀƭΦ  
 
¢ƘŜ ²Ŝōō /ƻǳƴǘȅ aŜŘƛŎŀƭ 9ȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŜȅ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǘƻȄƛŎƻƭƻƎȅ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 
TxDOT Crash Records Section. Rather, this responsibility falls to the law enforcement agencies 
conducting the formal death investigation. Autopsy results are provided to the investigating law 
enforcement agency upon request.   
 
¢ƘŜ ²Ŝōō /ƻǳƴǘȅ aŜŘƛŎŀƭ 9ȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ Ƙŀǎ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘǳŀƭ ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ .ǊƻƻƪǎΣ 5ƛƳƳƛǘΣ 
Duvall, Jim Hogg, La Salle, Maverick, Val Verde, and Zapata counties to provide autopsy and 
toxicology services.   
 

Texas statute requires that MEs are required to submit toxicology test results to the TxDOT 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 Crash Records Section when the results become available. 
However, surveys indicate that only 67 percent of ME offices report BAC toxicology results directly 
to TxDOT.  Further, only 17% of ME offices appear to send BAC toxicology test results monthly.  
Table 6 illustrates the inconsistencies in reporting BAC toxicology results to the TxDOT Crash 
Records Section by each office. If the ultimate goal is to increase the level of BAC toxicology 
reporting by the Medical Examiner System, there needs to be consistency across the MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǎ 
in order make strides. 
  
Human factors remain a significant element in attaining compliance. The State of Texas is 
dependent on MEs and their staff to complete and submit the necessary documents to report BAC 
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toxicology test results as required by statute.  Medical EȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǎ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ƻƴƭȅ ƻƴŜ ƘŀƭŦ 
of the BAC toxicology reporting system in Texas.  In order to understand the full picture of BAC 
toxicology reporting, JPs were also surveyed to understand their process of testing and reporting 
BAC toxicology results in fatally injured drivers.  The following section contains a detailed report of 
the survey responses of JPs. 
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Survey of Justices of the Peace Offices: Process of Testing and Reporting of 
Blood Alcohol Concentration Tox icology Results for Fatal Crashes  
 

Currently, there are only 12 counties in Texas with a MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ŎƘŀǊƎŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘƛƴƎ 
traffic fatalities.  The overwhelming majority of Texas counties utilize the JP as a death investigator 
and the role of a JP in this system is to order a formal investigation into determining cause and 
manner of death. In counties where a fatal crash occurs, law enforcement agencies are notified 
and then respond to investigate the scene. At the scene of the crash, law enforcement officials will 
request a JP to respond. Based on the law enforcement and JP investigations, an autopsy may or 
may not be ordered; each case is evaluated independently.  
 
This section will provide information regarding the process of testing and reporting BAC toxicology 
results by JP for fatal crashes in Texas. An understanding of the procedures JP follow will provide 
insight into where there are gaps in BAC toxicology reporting in Texas and how the state may 
improve those gaps. 

Survey Methods 

In order to report the most accurate and up to date information about the current practices of the 
Justice of the Peace System, TTI surveyed JP offices across Texas via an online survey.  The survey 
was distributed to all current JPs via email with the assistance of the Texas Justice Court Training 
Center. TTI was able to get the participation of 170 JP offices in the survey.  It should be noted that 
while 170 offices participated in the survey, 111 offices completed the survey in its entirety.  
wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ млт ƻŦ ¢ŜȄŀǎΩ нрп ŎƻǳƴǘƛŜǎΦ  ¢ŀōƭe 7 provides a listing of the counties in 
which at least one JP participated in the survey. 
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Table 7. Texas Justice of the Peace Survey Respondents, by County 

Texas Justice of the Peace Survey Respondents by County 

Anderson Carson Culberson  Frio  Hood  Lamar Montague Polk Shelby Victoria 

Austin Cass Dickens Grimes Jasper Leon Morris  Red River Starr Webb 

Bandera Cherokee Duval Hardeman Jeff 

Davis 

Live Oak Navarro Refugio Sterling Wharton 

Bell Clay Erath  Hardin Jefferson Marion Newton Robertson Sutton Wheeler 

Bexar Cochran Fannin Hays Jim Hogg Matagorda Oldham Rockwall Swisher Wichita 

Bowie Coke Foard Henderson Jim Wells McCulloch Orange Rusk Taylor Williamson 

Brazoria Colorado Fort Bend  Hill Kendall McLennan Panola San 

Jacinto 

Tom 

Green 

Wilson 

Brazos Comal Freestone Hockley Kleberg Medina Parmer San 

Patricio 

Upshur Wise 

Brewster Dallam Goliad Hopkins Knox Midland Pecos Scurry Val 

Verde 

 

Burnet Dawson Gonzales Houston LaSalle Montgomery Potter Smith Walker  

Cameron Denton Grayson Hunt Lavaca Moore Reagan Somervell Waller  

 

Summary of Current BAC Testing and Reporting Practices  

When a fatal crash occurs, JPs indicate that they are notified 95 percent of the time.  Reasons they 
may not be notified include: the incident takes place when they are not on call, an error by the 
court manager or the presence of a medical examiner in their county. 
   
After reviewing the completed surveys, it was discovered that a majority of offices adhere to 
similar protocol in determining whether or not a toxicology test is needed after visiting the scene 
of a fatal crash.  As a general rule, JP follow the following process:  

¶ Cŀǘŀƭ ŎǊŀǎƘ ƻŎŎǳǊǎ ƛƴ ǇǊŜŎƛƴŎǘΣ ƻǊ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ ƛŦ ŀŦǘŜǊ ƘƻǳǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƧǳǎǘƛŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŜŀŎŜ ƛǎ άƻƴ 
ŎŀƭƭέΦ 

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

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

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

¶ 5ŜŎŜŘŜƴǘΩǎ ōƻŘȅ ƛǎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŘƛŎŀƭ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ŦƻǊ ŀǳǘƻǇǎȅ ŀƴŘ 
toxicology testing. 

¶ Results of the autopsy and toxicology testing ŀǊŜ ǎŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƧǳǎǘƛŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŜŀŎŜΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜΦ 

¶ Toxicology results are made available to TxDOT. 
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While this is the procedure for the majority of JP offices, others respondents indicated that 
autopsies and toxicology testing is not ordered for all crash victims.  The most common reason 
given for non-testing was a single vehicle fatal crash where the driver was the only victim.  
  
Survey respondents indicated that approximately 93 percent of the time, the JP is the official who 
requests toxicology testing be completed on the decedent.  However, there are circumstances in 
which a District Attorney, law enforcement officer or pathologist would order this testing.  Figure 
17 provides a summary of the breakdown of who requests toxicology testing for fatally injured 
drivers from JP offices. 
 

Figure 17. Justice of the Peace Offices: BAC Toxicology Requests of Fatally Injured  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Ultimately, the decision whether an autopsy and/or toxicology test is initiated on a decedent falls 
to the discretion of the JP. When alcohol and/or drugs are suspected of contributing to a crash, 
toxicological testing is typically ordered. Interestingly, 60 percent of the JP offices reported that 
there were circumstances which would preclude their office from performing toxicology testing on 
a fatally injured driver when impaired driving was suspected.  These circumstances include: prior 
hospitalization, single motor vehicle drivers, length of time between death and discovery of the 
body, driver with no criminal charges pending, no evidence of intoxication, passengers, none and 
other. The most common reason that someone who was fatally injured in a crash would not be 
tested is prior, prolonged hospitalization. These individuals are often not tested because death 
had occurred several hours or days following the crash.  In addition, any lifesaving treatments the 
decedent received at the crash site or hospital could skew the toxicology results.  Figure 18 
provides a summary of the percentages of the different factors cited by JPΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǎ ŀǎ ǊŜŀǎƻƴǎ 
toxicology testing would not be performed. 
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Figure 18. Justice of the Peace Offices: Circumstances for No BAC Toxicology Testing  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Approximately 80 percent of JPs indicated their office has an active agreement with a ME office or 
private laboratory to conduct toxicology testing.  Approximately half of the JP offices indicated 
their office has a contract with a MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜΦ  CǳǊǘƘŜǊΣ ŀǇǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ ƻƴŜ-third of JP offices utilize 
private laboratories for autopsies and toxicology testing.  While it is known that JPs  use private 
laboratories, it was previously unknown to what degree these labs are being used in comparison 
to MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǎΦ  CƛƎǳǊŜ 19 provides a graphical representation of the different types of locations 
justices of the peace request toxicology testing from. 
 
Figure 19. Justice of the Peace Offices: Location of BAC Toxicology Testing  
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The window for receiving toxicology results back from the MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ƻǊ ƭŀōƻǊŀǘƻǊȅ ǾŀǊƛŜǎ ƎǊŜŀǘƭȅ 
from office to office ς from as quickly as seven days to as long as 90 days.  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 JP office receives the toxicology results from the MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ƻǊ ƭŀōƻǊŀǘƻǊȅΣ сс ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ 
send the results on to law enforcement.  Though required by statute, not all JP offices report BAC 
toxicology results directly to the TxDOT Crash Records Section. As indicated by survey responses, 
72 percent of MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǘƻȄƛŎƻƭƻƎȅ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ǘƻ ¢Ȅ5h¢Φ  
 
While the process for determining the need for alcohol and/or drug testing is carried out similarly 
at JP offices across Texas, the process of reporting BAC toxicology results to the TxDOT Crash 
Records Section varies greatly.  Some offices have a dedicated individual responsible for reporting 
all BAC results, while others defer this responsibility to law enforcement or the ME performing the 
autopsy or toxicology testing. In over 80 percent of JP offices, the JP themselves is responsible for 
reporting BAC toxicology results to TxDOT.   
 
Justice of the Peace offices also vary in their method of reporting as well as reporting frequency.  
Figure 20 provides a summary of the different methods of reporting BAC toxicology results to 
TxDOT.  In terms of frequency of reporting, most offices who report BAC toxicology results directly 
to TxDOT, indicated the results are sent upon the completion of the autopsy report.  Others 
indicated BAC toxicology results are sent weekly or monthly.    
 
Figure 20. Justice of the Peace Offices: Method of Reporting BAC Toxicology Results to TxDOT   
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In addition, 80 percent of the JP offices, utilize the CR-1001 ς Death/Toxicology Report (Medical 
Examiner/Justice of the Peace) to report toxicology results to TxDOT.  The primary reason JP 
offices choose not to use the CR-1001 is because the office does not directly report toxicology 
results to TxDOT.  For offices that utilize the CR-1001, 67 percent find the report useful.  Only 7 
percent of those who use the CR-1001 find the form to be not useful.  Of those offices using the 
CR-1001 as their method of reporting toxicology results, 73 percent prefer to continue using the 
form. 
    
Overall, the JP offices found the current toxicology reporting system to be efficient.  80 of offices 
are in agreement that the current reporting system is efficient.  Figure 21 provides a graphical 
representation of the survey responses. 
 
Figure 21. Justice of the Peace Offices: Current BAC Toxicology Results Reporting System is 
Efficient  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Also, of note, the majority of JP offices would be willing to work with a third party organization to 
increase reporting of BAC results to TxDOT Crash Records Section.     
 

Texas statute requires that JPs are required to submit toxicology test results to the TxDOT 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 Crash Records Section when the results become available. 
However, surveys indicate that only 72 percent of JP offices report BAC toxicology results directly 
to TxDOT.   
 
Human factors remain a significant element in attaining compliance. The State of Texas is 
dependent on JPs and their staff to complete and submit the necessary documents to report BAC 
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toxicology test results as required by statute. There is no perfect system of reporting; however, 
the more that is understood about the process of reporting will result in improving the reporting 
process.  
 
Improving the reporting process provides a greater opportunity for identifying limitations 
encountered by ME offices, JP offices, and law enforcement.  In addition to determining current 
reporting processes and practices, TTI staff developed three promising practices among those 
responsible for reporting BAC toxicology results to TxDOT Crash Records Section.  The next section 
of this report discusses promising BAC toxicology reporting among MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǎΦ 

 

 

 

 

  



54 | P a g e 
 

Promising Blood Alcohol Concentration Toxicology Reporting Among 
Medical Examiners  

Background Information  

Currently, 15 of the 254 counties in Texas have a MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ƛǘǎ ōƻǳƴŘŀǊƛŜǎ ƻǊ ŀǊŜ ŀ 
part of a ME ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŎƻǳƴǘƛŜǎ ǎŜǊǾŜ ŀǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƘƻƳŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ǿƘƛƭŜ ŀƭǎƻ ǎŜǊǾƛƴƎ 
multiple counties that have no designated MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ǿƛǘhin the borders of their county through 
interagency agreements and contracts.  Interestingly, the Medical Examiner System covers 60% of 
ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΦ Lƴ ŎƻƴǘǊŀǎǘΣ ǘƘŜ Justice of the Peace System is utilized in 239 counties 
and accounts for пл҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΦ 
 
Over the course of the Spring 2016, TTI staff conducted a series of three webinars to facilitate 
discussion of reporting BAC toxicology reporting practices among MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǎ ƛƴ ¢ŜȄŀǎΦ  tǊŜǎŜƴǘ 
for the webinars were representatives from the following offices:   Bexar County Medical 
9ȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜΣ 5ŀƭƭŀǎ /ƻǳƴǘȅ aŜŘƛŎŀƭ 9ȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ŀƴŘ DŀƭǾŜǎǘƻƴ /ƻǳƴǘȅ aŜŘƛŎŀƭ 
9ȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜΦ 
 
During this series, officials were asked their opinions of the process of submitting and reporting 
BAC toxicology results to TxDOT in order to determine promising practices that may be 
implemented in other offices to improve BAC and toxicology reporting to TxDOT Crash Records 
Section.  Among the responses, one office reported a significant improvement to and satisfaction 
with the process of reporting BAC toxicology results through the implementation of a new 
Laboratory Information Management System (LIMS).  A LIMS is software that allows a lab to 
effectively manage samples and data associated with each case to improve lab efficiency.  In a 
LIMS, scientific data is securely stored and useable across groups and tools, shareable, 
discoverable, and auditable. 

Promising Reporting Practices by Medical Examiners  

Death investigation offices utilize data from various sources including: health care records, law 
enforcement investigation reports, scene images and laboratory results (Levy 2013).  An Office of 
the Medical Examiner needs to be able to track the body, several specimens and pieces of 
evidence from the start of an investigation through the final disposition of a case.  Further, the 
ability to communicate electronically with other agencies about the status of a case as well as in 
submitting various documents is important to the case management of a MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜΦ  ! [La{ 
system can meet all of the needs of a MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘŜŘ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅ 
and chain-of-custody.  In addition, a LIMS can aid the MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ƛƴ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ŀǎ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘƭȅ ŀǎ 
possible. 
 
Specifically, LIMS systems can be set up to automatically submit BAC and toxicology testing results 
electronically to law enforcement officers and/or TxDOT Crash Records Section.   This electronic 
submission protocol can not only save time, but ensure that TxDOT Crash Records Section receives 
complete BAC and toxicology results from all MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŜƳǇƭƻȅ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎΦ    
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LIMS are available for purchase from several credible vendors or can be developed internally 
utilizing currently available software.   Whether the system is purchased or developed internally, 
LIMS can be customized to meet the needs of office employing the system.   

Benefits of Laboratory Information Management Systems  

LIMS optimizes how MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜŘΦ  ¢ƘŜǎŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ŀƭƭƻǿ ŦƻǊ ŎŀǎŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ that 
tracks a case from investigations, lab work and autopsies.  The system also provides a clear view of 
specimen and property status, specifically BAC and toxicology testing status.  In addition, LIMS 
provide secure chain-of-custody of specimens from scene to final disposition of a case.  
 
LIMS can employ user permissions which can be enforced at the account, project or individual 
level to limit/provide access to dashboards, reports, data, and tools as appropriate. This feature 
can provide MEs and law enforcement officers with immediate access to data, including BAC and 
toxicology results.  Further, LIMS allow for collaboration of staff and agencies across disciplines on 
any case.   
 
Another benefit of LIMS is unified communication across internal and external users regarding 
investigation status.  This allows the responsible reporting party access to the status of the 
pending BAC and toxicology testing as well as results upon completion. 
 
In addition, LIMS can include a Breath Alcohol Database (BrAD).  The BrAD tracks and stores 
LƴǘƻȄƛƭȅȊŜǊ ǊŜŎƻǊŘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ŘǊƛǾŜǊǎΩ ōǊŜŀǘƘ ŀƭŎƻƘƻƭ ƭŜǾŜƭǎΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ƳƻŘǳƭŜΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘŜŘ 
with the LIMS platform, helps forensic and law enforcement agencies track the maintenance 
histories of their Intoxilyzer devices, including most recent certification dates and when 
instrument operators need to be re-certified. BrAD can also handle subpoena requests for 
Intoxilyzer certifications and calibration histories, rendering responses in Adobe PDF format and 
automatically e-mailing, faxing or mailing them to attorneys. 
 
In order to increase the number of BAC and toxicology test results reported to TxDOT Crash 
Records Section, TTI proposes that all MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǎ ōŜ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜŘ ǘƻ ŀŘƻǇǘ ŀ [La{Φ  [La{ ŀǊŜ ŀ 
critical component to the efficient administration of the pathology laboratory, the management of 
laboratory workflow, and the analysis of every growing amount of data.  In addition, LIMS can save 
time and resources by automatically submitting electronic copies of BAC and toxicology results to 
TxDOT Crash Records Section.   

 

In addition to promising reporting practices for MEΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǎΣ ¢¢L ǎǘŀŦŦ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ǇǊƻƳƛǎƛƴƎ 
reporting practices for JPs as well.  It is believed that improvement in the JP BAC toxicology 
reporting system will increase the number of BAC toxicology results reported to TxDOT Crash 
Records Section for fatally injured drivers each year.  The following section details the promising 
reporting practices for JPs.  
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Promising Blood Alcohol Concentration Toxicology Results Among Justices 
of the Peace 

Background Information  

Accurate and complete data for BAC toxicology levels cannot be underestimated. Reported BAC 
toxicology levels are used to implement alcohol-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 toxicology 
Řŀǘŀ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ IƛƎƘǿŀȅ ¢ǊŀŦŦƛŎ {ŀŦŜǘȅ !ŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ όbI¢{!ύ Cŀǘŀƭƛǘȅ !ƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ wŜǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ 
System (FARS). In Texas, the Department of Transportation (TxDOT) is responsible for reporting 
crash fatality data to NHTSA.  
 
As a means to this end, JP acting in the capacity of the death investigator must submit a report to 
TxDOT if a death has occurred as a result of a traffic crash as outlined in Transportation Code 
Section 550.081. 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 JP 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 DUI.  
 
To better understand the decision-making process of when JPs order or do not order toxicology 
testing as part of their death investigation, TTI conducted four webinars with JPs over the course 
of the spring in 2016. The webinars served two purposes: 1) to provide education regarding BAC 
ǘƻȄƛŎƻƭƻƎȅ ǊŜǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ нύ ǘƻ ƎŀǘƘŜǊ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀōƻǳǘ Wt ƻŦŦƛŎŜǎΩ ǊŜǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ 
and experiences with regard to the current TxDOT BAC toxicology reporting processes.  
 
In order to facilitate and promote the webinars, TTI worked closely with Randy Sarosdy and Thea 
Whalen of the Texas Justice Court Training Center. The staff at the Texas Justice Court Training 
Center announced the details regarding the webinars through a listserv that included all JPs in the 
state of Texas. Both morning and afternoon sessions were offered to address the variance in 
attendee schedules. Feedback from these webinars was used to determine promising practices 
that may be implemented to improve the current BAC toxicology reporting process.  
 
5ǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǿŜōƛƴŀǊǎΣ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ άǳƴǎǳǊŜέ ƻŦ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ 
reporting system worked because their local Texas Department of Public Safety (TxDPS) filed the 
ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ¢Ȅ5h¢Φ hǘƘŜǊǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀŘƴΩǘ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ƴƻǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ ¢Ȅ5h¢ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ 
were any delinquent toxicology reports from their office.  
 
Interestingly, many JPs commented that it would be beneficial if TxDOT could alert the JP when 
law enforcement had submitted a CR-3 form without a toxicology result or when a CR-3 
supplemental report with the toxicology results had been submitted.  
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Promising Reporting Practices by Justices of the Peace  

Granting JPs access to view the CRASH application as well as the CRIS system is one practice that 
would help to alleviate some of the uncertainty in the BAC toxicology reporting. With this 
implemented practice, JPs would be able to view whether an officer has submitted BAC toxicology 
results for the fatal crash or whether the record is delinquent and in need of a supplemental crash 
report. If the crash record is delinquent, then the JP could simply follow-up with the investigating 
law enforcement officer or laboratory responsible for completing or filing the toxicology testing 
results.  
 
This practice alone, however, does not resolve all the issues JPs have encountered within the BAC 
toxicology reporting process. It is not uncommon, for JPs to wait 90-120 days for toxicology results 
to come back from the TxDPS laboratory. Webinar participants expressed that during the waiting 
period other priorities arise that demand their attention and often sidetracks them from 
submitting the required information.  
 
To bring the pending BAC toxicology results back to the attention of the JP, TTI suggests 
implementing an automatic alert system within CRASH/CRIS that notifies a JP of missing BAC 
toxicology results. Currently, there is no field within the CR ς 3 crash report that links the JP as a 
death investigator to a crash report, and thus, any potentially outstanding toxicology results. In 
order for an alert system to be realized, a mandatory field that requires law enforcement to 
indicate the JP death investigator must be added to the CR-3 crash report. By adding this field, the 
crash report can be linked to the JP death investigator. In circumstances where a CR-3 
supplemental report containing the BAC toxicology results has not been submitted, the crash 
report will be flagged in the CRASH/CRIS system. After a designated amount of time has lapsed 
(considering current BAC toxicology test processing times) the system will send an automated 
notification directly to the JP death investigator informing them that BAC toxicology results have 
not been received by TxDOT. The CRASH/CRIS system could be programmed to send a subsequent 
reminder if the report has not been received after a specified amount of time.   

Benefits of an Alert System  

An automatic alert system offers several benefits. First, an alert system removes the burden for a 
JP to remember to submit BAC toxicology results that are often times not available for 3-4 months. 
The notification system would also serve as a reminder to submit the delinquent BAC toxicology 
results.  
 
Secondly, TxDOT will be able to monitor if certain JP offices or regions in the state are not 
submitting BAC toxicology reports. Because the CR ς 3 crash report contains a crash field where 
law enforcement specifies the death investigator, TxDOT will be able to ascertain the responsible 
JP and their exact location if issues or delays in BAC toxicology reporting are encountered. TxDOT 
can then target those JP offices or regions in the state to offer BAC toxicology reporting training 
and technical assistance. 
 



58 | P a g e 
 

Finally, TxDOT will receive more accurate and complete BAC toxicology data. As BAC toxicology 
data is relied upon to determine alcohol-impaired driving programming, to evaluate the 
effectiveness of that programming, and monitor overall rates of alcohol-impaired driving 
programming in the state, it is important to have accurate and complete BAC toxicology data. By 
granting JPs access to view the crash records and by linking crash records to the proper JP death 
investigator, the responsible individuals for reviewing BAC toxicology data and will be better able 
to ensure its proper submission to TxDOT will be performed.  

Limitations of an Alert System  

However, implementing an automatic alert system also has its limitations. Chief among them is 
the significant amount of effort that is necessary to update the CR-3 form, CRASH/CRIS and 
promote its use among law enforcement. Not only are there time and financial factors to consider, 
but missing BAC toxicology reports from JPs account for such a small percentage of the total 
number of missing BAC toxicology reports in Texas, that the cost may outweigh the need.  
 
Another potential limitation is that adding an alert to CRIS to notify JP of missing BAC toxicology 
results will not increase reporting for cases in which toxicology testing is not ordered.  JPs and/or 
law enforcement will likely continue to receive notifications for crashes in which BAC toxicology 
testing was not ordered with no results.  It is unlikely this recommendation and system will 
increase the number of BAC toxicology tests that are ordered by JPs.   
 
Finally, there is the risk of potential backlash from law enforcement. The added crash field on the 
CR-3 form is just another piece of information that law enforcement must complete. Moreover, 
with JPs being given crash report viewing access to determine if there are missing reports 
associated with a DUI fatality, law enforcement may feel undue pressure by their local JPs to 
complete reports. Thus, instead of working together, it may serve as a point of contention 
between the two entities. 
 

In an attempt to increase the number of BAC toxicology test results submitted to TxDOT Crash 
Records Section, TTI suggests that JPs be granted access to CRASH/CRIS to view crash records in 
which they are designated as the death investigator.  This viewing power will allow JPs more 
oversight of their cases and the ability to ensure that BAC toxicology results are reported to 
TxDOT.  In addition, TTI proposes modifications to the CR ς 3 form to link the JP death investigator 
to the specific crash.  This linkage will pave the way for an alert system, which would serve to 
remind JPs of missing BAC toxicology results and prompt them to submit the results to TxDOT in a 
timely fashion.  TTI understands that creating a data linkage will involve a substantial amount of 
time, effort, and monetary commitment; however, it is believed that this modification will 
improve overall JP satisfaction and increase BAC toxicology reporting at this level. 
 
In addition to medical examiners and JP, TTI proposes improving the reporting of BAC toxicology 
results among CRASH users. TTI believes that by making improvements to the CRASH reporting 
system, TxDOT Crash Records can expect an increase in the number of BAC toxicology reports 
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received annually.  The following section details the proposed promising BAC toxicology reporting 
practice for CRASH Users.  
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Promising Blood Alcohol Concentration Toxicology Results Among CRASH 
Users 

Background Information  

In 2015, there were 120 driver fatalities that were identified as DUI that did not have a BAC level 
reported in CRIS.  Of those 120, 44 had no BAC reported but did have a substance test result on 
record, leaving a remaining 76 drivers who did not have a BAC or substance test result.  This 
indicates 13 percent of all fatal DUI drivers did not have reported BAC levels.  However, when 
drivers who have a substance test result are accounted for, only 9 percent of fatal DUI drivers did 
not have a BAC or substance test reported. 
 
To understand the reason the 76 driver fatalities that do not have a BAC or substance test result 
on record, TTI analyzed each crash record with a missing test result.  TTI found that for field 22 ς 
!ƭŎƻƘƻƭ {ǇŜŎƛƳŜƴ ¢ȅǇŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ¢ŜȄŀǎ tŜŀŎŜ hŦŦƛŎŜǊΩǎ /ǊŀǎƘ wŜǇƻǊǘ CƻǊƳ ό/w -3), drivers with 
missing values for BAC or substance test results often were coded as None, indicating no specimen 
was retrieved from the decedent and tested.  Table 8 provides a breakdown of the Alcohol 
Specimen Type for the 76 fatally injured drivers with no BAC or substance test result. 
 
Table 8. Fatally Injured Drivers With Missing BAC or Substance Test, By Alcohol Specimen Type, 
2015  

Fatally Injured Drivers With Missing BAC or Substance Test Result, By Alcohol 

Specimen Type 

Alcohol Specimen Type Number of Fatally Injured Drivers 

2 ς Blood 29 

96 ς None 80 

98 ς Other (Explain in Narrative) 10 

 

According to survey response data, most JPs order toxicology testing to determine if alcohol or 
drugs are present in the deceased driver if the driver is suspected of being under the influence.  If 
no evidence of intoxication is present at the scene of the crash, JPs report they are unlikely to 
request a blood sample be drawn from the driver for toxicology testing.  However, later during the 
ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǿ ŜƴŦƻǊŎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǊΩǎ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎǊŀǎƘΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ƘƻǳǊǎ ƻǊ Řŀȅǎ 
after the fatal crash, he may discover the driver had been consuming alcohol or taking medication.  
It is then the officer enters a crash factor of Had Been Drinking or Taking Medication into the Texas 
tŜŀŎŜ hŦŦƛŎŜǊΩǎ /ǊŀǎƘ wŜǇƻǊǘ CƻǊƳ ό/w -3).  With no blood drawn at the time of the crash, the 
officer is unable to complete the report and leaves a missing value for BAC and/or toxicology 
results. 
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Improving Crash Reporting by Law Enforcement  

In order to reduce the number of missing BAC toxicology results from CRIS, TTI proposes a twofold 
system of amendments to the electronic CRASH to ensure more complete reporting of records for 
fatally injured DUI drivers.  First, TTI proposes the Factors and Conditions section of the CR-3 Form 
be linked to the Vehicle, Driver, and Persons section of the CR-3 form.  TTI proposes that if a crash 
factor of: 45 ς Had Been Drinking, 62 ς Taking Medications, 67 ς Under the Influence ς Alcohol, or 
68 ς Under the Influence ς Drugs are entered the officer is required to enter a value for 22 ς 
Alcohol Specimen Type, Alcohol Results, 23 ς Drug Specimen Type, 24 ς Drug Test Result, and 25 ς 
Drug Category. 
     
Second, TTI proposes the Driver Alcohol Result field of the CR-3 be coded to require the officer 
completing the report to enter the standardized numeric value for the BAC, or enter a value for No 
Test, Pending Results or Not Applicable.  TTI feels adding values for No Test, Pending Results and 
Not Applicable will provide a better representation of BAC toxicology reporting in Texas.  A 
response of No Test would indicate no blood sample had been drawn on the decedent and no 
toxicology testing, either for alcohol or other drugs, had been performed.  Pending Results would 
indicate a blood sample had been drawn, was submitted to an appropriate laboratory, and the 
officer is awaiting the results.  Not Applicable would indicate a blood sample had been drawn from 
the decedent; however, it was not tested for BAC.   
 
TTI proposes the values No Test, Pending Results, and Not Applicable be allowed to be entered in 
field 23 ς Driver Alcohol Result to replace the current practice of leaving the field blank if no 
alcohol results are obtained or the toxicology testing is pending.  Currently, field 24 ς Drug Test 
Result accepts the following codes: 1 ς Positive, 2 ς Negative, 97 ς Not Applicable, 99 ς Unknown.  
However, field 23 ς Driver Alcohol Result only accepts a numeric value for BAC.   
Providing additional response choices, which accurately reflect the BAC testing result could ensure 
more complete records.  As an example, if a fatally injured DUI driver does not have a sample 
taken for toxicology testing, when the officer completing the CR-3 for the crash enters a value of 
96 ς None for field 22 ς Alcohol Specimen Type, he would then be prompted to select No Test, 
Pending Results or Not Applicable for field Driver Alcohol Result.  In addition, if the fatally injured 
DUI driver is suspected of drug-impaired driving, and not tested for alcohol, the officer completing 
the CR-3 form can clarify this by checking Not Applicable for the field Driver Alcohol Result.  
    
In addition, TTI proposes officers be allowed to submit CR-3 forms with pending results by 
selecting the pending results option. Officers would then receive a notification when they log on 
to CRASH that Alcohol Results or Drug Test Results need to be completed if the results have been 
marked as pending for more than 30 days.  However, as a part of the proposed changes, TTI 
recommends that officers be unable to submit the CR-3 form without a value in field 23 ς Driver 
Alcohol Result. 
 

Complete CRIS records, of which toxicology results are a part of, are needed to determine the true 
picture of traffic safety issues in Texas.  Without this information, is becomes increasingly difficult 
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to assess the effectiveness of traffic safety countermeasures.  Toxicology results submitted to CRIS 
by law enforcement officers, MEs or JPs are important as this data is used to determine the level 
of federal funding states receive to address impaired driving issues.  Improving toxicology testing 
and BAC reporting requires Texas to evaluate the current state of the reporting systems in place, 
and implement new strategies to address shortcomings.  
  
One such strategy is to improve the electronic CRASH reporting system utilized by law 
enforcement officers.  By providing officers with more options for the field Driver Alcohol Result, 
law enforcement officers can more accurately complete the CR-3.  In addition, improving the 
electronic CRASH reporting system provides a great opportunity for improving the quality of the 
data being reported to TxDOT Crash Records Section, and ultimately NHTSA on behalf of Texas. 

Limitations  

Over the course of the project, TTI staff 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 
second year TTI staff had access to the CRIS database and were not limited to data requested and 
ǘƘŜƴ ǇǳƭƭŜŘ ōȅ ¢Ȅ5h¢ ǎǘŀŦŦΦ  Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ /wL{ ƛǎ ŀ άƭƛǾŜέ ŘŀǘŀōŀǎŜΣ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜŎƻǊŘǎ ŀǊŜ ŀŘŘŜŘ 
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. 

In place of phone interviews TTI staff has conducted in previous years with the ME offices, an 
electronic survey was distributed.  TTI was able to secure participation in the project from 11 of 
the 12 ME offices.  Lubbock County did not participate in the survey.  In addition, Nueces and 
Travis Counties started the survey but did not complete the instrument.  As a result, TTI staff was 
forced to work with the offices as best they could and collect the information from interviews and 
from other written and electronic sources. Information reported for this project for Lubbock 
County was collected in previous years.  Any missing information for Nueces and Travis Counties 
was collected in previous years as well.   

As previously noted, CRIS does not identify the JP or the precinct that requested a death 
investigation into a fatal crash; therefore, the correct JP office to contact for the missing BAC 
toxicology result is unknown. As a result, TTI staff contacted a JP 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 JP that had jurisdiction over the case, and in other cases it was 
not, but TTI staff was usually directed to the correct JP.  In some cases, TTI staff was not 
redirected, ending the search for the missing toxicology results.  Further complicating retrieval of 
missing toxicology results is the turnover in the JPΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜΦ   
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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 MEs and JPs acting in capacity of a ME play a significant role in determining federal 
funding that states receive to address impaired driving issues. Improving BAC toxicology reporting 
requires the identification of reasons for non-testing of drivers and to assess current systems of 
reporting by MEs and JPs.   
 
Each agency in the reporting process plays in important role in the overall goalτto 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.  
 
In order to increase BAC toxicology reporting rates, the agencies involved must be made aware of 
their role regarding BAC toxicology reporting. TxDOT Crash Records depends on Medical Examiner 
and Justice of the Peace systems reporting the BAC data as required by statute. Although the State 
of Texas has an overall reporting rate of 91 percent for 2015, there is still room for improvement.  
To this end, TTI has conducted educational webinars 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 proved 
successful and it is recommended this practice be carried forward in future years.   
 
To further increase BAC toxicology reporting in Texas, TTI proposes the three promising practices 
identified over the course of this project be implemented.  By implementing these promising 
practices among MEs, JPs, and CRASH users, 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 Tran sportation Code § 550.081. Report of Medical 

Examiner or Justice of the Peace 

  



65 | P a g e 
 

 

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

(a) In this section: 
(1) ά5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘέ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŜ ¢ŜȄŀǎ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴΦ 
(2) ά.ǊƛŘƎŜ ŎƻƭƭŀǇǎŜέ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŜ ŀōǊǳǇǘ ŦŀƛƭǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎƛŎ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ŀ ōǊƛŘƎŜ ǘƘŀǘ 
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) ǘƻ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƘŀǇǘŜǊ ŀǇǇƭƛŜǎΤ ŀƴŘ 
(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) ǘƘŜ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƻǊ ƻŦ ƻǊ ŀ ǇŀǎǎŜƴƎŜǊ ƛƴ ŀ ǾŜƘƛŎƭŜ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀŎŎƛŘŜƴǘΤ ƻǊ 
(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 deceaǎŜŘΤ ŀƴŘ 
(4) the results of any toxicological testing that was conducted. 

(d) A report required by this section shall be sent to: 
(1) ǘƘŜ ŎǊŀǎƘ ǊŜŎƻǊŘǎ ōǳǊŜŀǳ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ŀǘ ƛǘǎ ƘŜŀŘǉǳŀǊǘŜǊǎ ƛƴ !ǳǎǘƛƴΤ ƻǊ 
(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 sǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ άǘƻȄƛŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǘŜǎǘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ǳƴŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜέΤ 
 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: TxDOT Form  CR-1001  
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Appendix  C: Harris  County Institute  of Forensic  Sciences Evidence 

Submission  Form  for Toxicological  Testing  
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Appendix D: Medical Examiner  Survey Response Report 
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