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Executive Summary 
 
 On July 1, 2009 the Justice Center of the Council of State Governments (Justice Center) 
began assessing the Bexar County Community Supervision and Corrections Department (Bexar 
CSCD) to determine how the departmentôs operations measures against an Evidence-Based 
Practice operational model (EBP).  This assistance was requested by Bill Fitzgerald, Director of 
the Bexar CSCD in early 2009.  The main goal of EBP is to operate probation departments as 
ñlearning organizationsò that use strategies proven to be effective to manage the probation 
population and reduce recidivism.  EBP emphasizes differentiated supervision strategies based 
on risks and needs of the population.  
 
 This report presents the results of the organizational assessment conducted to identify 
the challenges facing the Bexar CSCD in implementing this model and presents 
recommendations to address these challenges.  The assessment team spent over 50 person 
days on site interviewing personnel, visiting facilities, assessing documents and making 
presentations as appropriate.  Nearly one-third of the departmentôs personnel were interviewed 
individually or in groups as part of this process (123 interviews).  In addition, data were collected 
from various sources including the countyôs computer system and the state computerized 
probation records system (Community Supervision Tracking System or CSTS).  Site visits were 
conducted to all residential programs including site visits to other Bexar County programs.   
 
 The assessment team was headed by Dr. Tony Fabelo, former director of the Texas 
Criminal Justice Policy Council and Director of Research for the Justice Center. The team 
included experts in recidivism and risk analysis (Mike Eisenberg), data management (Jason 
Bryl), probation supervision (Claire Leonhart), and personnel and training (Dawn Heikkila).  
Mapping analyses were conducted by Eric Cadora, director of the Justice Mapping Systems. 
 
 The findings of the assessment team, the suggested work plan and the departmentôs 
strategic plan were presented by Dr. Fabelo to all the managers of the probation department on 
November 5, 2009 and to all department staff on November 12, 2009.  Dr. Fabelo followed-up 
with presentations to the Bexar District Attorney and County Court judges on November 17, 
2009 and to selected County Commissioners on November 18, 2009 and to the District Court 
judges on November 19, 2009.  A written summary of the report was given to the judicial 
officials during these briefings.  This summary was then presented to the San Antonio News 
Express Editorial Board meeting on November 30, 2009 by Dr. Fabelo and Bexar County 
Senators Jeff Wentworth and Leticia Van de Putte.  The participation of the senators reflects the 
importance that state officials place in the improvements of this department.  
 
 The effectiveness of the Bexar CSCD is of great significance to the state criminal justice 
system due to the size of the department and the amount of state resources it consumes. Bexar 
County is the fourth most populous county in the state and San Antonio is the seventh most 
populous city in the country with a population of 1,351,305.   Bexar CSCD is responsible for the 
third largest probation population under supervision in the state (20,268), representing over 7% 
of the probationers in Texas.  The state provides approximately 67% of the funding for the 
department with the rest of the funding generated by probationer fees.  Between 2005 and 2008 
the state funding for the department was over $57 million.  State funding increased by 37% 
during this period while locally collected fees stayed about the same.  The total state funding 
during 2005 and 2010 is projected to be over $88 million.   
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 The assessment shows Bexar CSCD is an organization in need of modernization.  The 
department is operating in an environment more reminiscent of how probation departments 
operated in the past than how they operate today.  This is reflected, among other indicators, in 
the obsolete ñcourt assignment probation structureò in which each court controls their own 
officers and managers and offenders placed on probation in a court are only supervised by the 
probation officers assigned to that court.  As a result of this form of organization the department 
cannot effectively deploy caseloads based on consistent risk and criminogenic needs policies.  
Other areas of inefficiencies include:  a) a fragmented assessment process; b) lack of a unified 
court policy related to supervision and sanctioning strategies; c) lack of outcome measures to 
guide policies; d) lack of a computerized case management system; and, e) poor training and 
personnel evaluation policies. 
 

This assessment was not intended to uncover ñsavingsò but a cursory examination of 
costs shows that over $1 million could be ñsavedò or redirected by reforming the department 
along EBP.  Making better use of managers and officers assigned to each court, eliminating the 
practice of supervising the same person on felony and misdemeanor probation using two 
different officers, re-designing the PSI process to reduce duplication, reducing turnover of 
probation officers by having an effective career ladder system and improving processes and 
accountability with a case management system should generate those savings.  Additional 
savings can be generated by having better outcomes.  For example, reducing revocations will 
reduce the number of jail bed days used for this population which will reduce jail costs.  Finally, 
improving reporting of workload information to the state would generate close to $300,000 in 
additional state revenue that was lost last year due to the misreporting of this information. 
 

Line probation officers are aware of the EBP model in general and have indicated they 
would like to adopt some of these practices if the organization would support them.  However, 
the issues mentioned above create overwhelming barriers for them.  It is important to note that 
there are some judges that are eager to move forward by modernizing the department and are 
willing to change the ñcourt assignment probation systemò in which each court essentially runs 
its own probation department.  During briefings conducted in November 2009 there appeared to 
be a general understanding that the department needs to be modernized.  Bexar is the only 
large county in Texas operating under this ñcourt assignment systemò and the judges realize 
negative probation outcomes indicate that this is not the most effective way to organize a 
modern probation department.  Moreover, the judges are increasingly aware that under the 
present organizational structure they are exposed to claims of administrative acts that expose 
them to personal liabilities. 
 
 In 2005 the legislature amended the Government Code to clarify the three areas in 
which judges have oversight responsibility for probation departments.  These are:  (a) 
establishing a community supervision and corrections department; (b) approve the departmentôs 
budget and community justice plan; and (c) hire and fire the departmentôs director and the Chief 
Budget Officer of the department.  Other activities dealing with the operation of the probation 
department are considered ñadministrative actsò and for these acts there is no immunity against 
personal liability.  Effective since 2005, this law also allows County Court Judges to participate 
in the decision to hire and fire a probation chief, which was previously the exclusive decision of 
the District Court judges. 
 
 The 2005 legal changes emanated from a personal liability lawsuit against a judge in 
Tarrant County related to claims of liability for administrative decisions.  The manner in which 
the Bexar CSCD is operated exposes judges to claims they are making administrative 
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decisions.  Conversations with focus groups revealed various examples which, under the right 
litigious circumstances, judges may be exposed to personal liability for administrative acts. 
 

Bexar County has only one reporting location for probationers, the main building located 
in downtown San Antonio.  This does not facilitate effective supervision practices and the 
deployment of personnel.  The probation population in Bexar County is spread over a significant 
geographical area.  Over 350 probationers reside in each of 14 ZIP codes, some a significant 
distrance from the main probation office.  Unlike Bexar County, Harris, Dallas and Travis 
Counties provide probationers with multiple locations to report across the county.   
 
 The deployment of cases along each court ñprobation systemò leads to inefficient and 
ineffective use of supervision resources, particularly with only one reporting location.  For 
example, as shown below, 595 probationers were being supervised by 113 different probation 
officers responding to 22 different courts in a single neighborhood (defined as a ZIP code).  
Given the present size of the caseloads in the department, these same probationers could be 
supervised by six officers dedicated to that same area.  This would maximize the use of 
resources and allow for better supervision.  Officers can learn the neighborhood, the resources 
available there to assist the probationers and also learn about criminogenic forces in the area 
that can negatively impact the success of the supervision practices. 
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Deployment of Probation Officers in a Sample Neighborhood in Bexar County 
 

595 Felony and Misdemeanor Probationers 

Live in this ZIP area or neighborhood

They Are Supervised 

by 113 Different 

Probation Officers 

Following the 

Policies of Different 

Courts

They Could Be Supervised by Six Officers 

Dedicated to That Neighborhood (at Present 

Caseload Size)
*Snapshot of probationers under 

supervision, August 2009
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Probation outcomes have been negatively affected by these inefficiencies.  As shown in 
the table below, Bexar County had the largest increase in felony revocations (79%) and the 
largest increase in misdemeanor revocations (25%) among the five most populous counties 
between FY 2005 and FY 2008.  In FY 2008, Bexar County had 3,445 misdemeanor 
revocations.  This is 1,401 more misdemeanor revocations than Harris County and nearly 
double the misdemeanor revocations of Dallas County. 

 
Felony and Misdemeanor Revocations in Five Largest Community Supervision and 

Corrections Departments (CSCDs) in Texas, FY 2005 - FY 2008 
 

 
County FY 2005 FY 2008 % Change FY05-

FY08 

Felons Misd. Felons Misd. Felons Misd. 

Bexar 815 2,761 1,459 3,445 79.0% 24.8% 

Dallas 3,178 2,087 2,841 1,818 -10.6% -12.9% 

Harris 3,548 1,987 3,067 2,044 -13.6% 2.9% 

Tarrant 1,709 1,491 1,438 1,032 -15.8% -30.8% 

Travis 1,043 906 846 992 -18.9% 9.5% 

State of Texas 24,021 25,807 23,989 26,499 -0.1% 2.7% 

       

 
Crime in San Antonio has also increased. Although it is not possible to estimate how 

much of the crime increase is due to a dysfunctional probation system, it is reasonable to say 
that these dysfunctions will not contribute to a lowering of crime.  As shown below, during 2005-
2008 all the major Texas cities experienced population increases, with San Antonioôs population 
increasing over 7%.  The crime rate decreased in Dallas, Houston and Ft. Worth and increased 
by slightly over 1% in El Paso and Austin.  However, for San Antonio the crime rate increased 
by almost 14%, the largest increase of all the major cities.  Moreover, in 2008 San Antonio had 
the highest crime rate of the major cities, surpassing Dallas for the first time and nearly double 
the crime rate of Austin.   

. 
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Crime Rate per 100,000 Population in Texas Largest Cities 
 

Population

Change

Crime Rate

Change

9.4%7.5% 3.7% 1.7% 14.3% 8.7%

-8.8%13.9% -19% 1.7% -9.2% 1.1%

 
 
 
 The findings of the organizational assessment and the recommendations and general 
timeline to implement these recommendations are summarized below (a more detailed timeline 
is presented in the report).  The assessment shows that the major barrier to the implementation 
of an EBP model is the lack of modernization of the department.  Therefore, all these areas 
have to be addressed to move the organization to more effective practices. 
 
 The first recommendation is to modernize the department so that the structure can 
support evidence-based practices.  To accomplish this it is necessary to: a) deploy a 
computerized case management system; b) re-organize caseloads from court-based 
assignments to department risk-based assignments; c) create a department-wide supervision 
and sanctioning policies; and d) provide more effective services to the courts by re-organizing 
the present Court Liaison system.  This can be accomplished between December 2009 and 
August 2010 assuming the continuation of the re-organization effort started as part of this 
assessment.  Once the modernization is complete it will be important to: a) re-organize the PSI 
Unit into a Central Diagnosis Unit and improve assessments by the use of research-based tools 
and protocols; b) re-organize training and supervision practices to support and promote EBP; c) 
re-design the personnel evaluation and incentives system to encourage best practices; and, d) 
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create accountability and quality control systems.  This phase should be accomplished from 
September 2010 to December 2011. 
 
 The technical assistance team and the executive management team of the department 
(composed of the Director and his division directors) worked together to develop a work plan to 
achieve the above goals.  The department has developed a ñmodernization strategic planò that 
identified short-term and long-term tasks.  It created committees in each of the critical areas to 
design and manage the needed changes in key areas and created an intranet ñbulletin boardò 
accessible to all employees.  This bulletin board can be used by staff to submit ideas and 
concerns to each committee in a transparent manner. 
 
 The department leadership moved in November 2009 to contract with the Corrections 
Software Solutions (CSS) of Austin, Texas for implementation of the case management system. 
The CSS case management software is utilized by over 160 probation departments, including 
three out of every four probation departments in Texas.  This system should be operational by 
February 2010 eliminating a major obstable in the modernization of other components of the 
department as recommended here. 
 
 The momentum of recent changes triggered by this assessment should be maintained 
by a new administration to accomplish the goals stated here. 
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I. Introduction 
 

 A.  Background 
 

On July 1, 2009 the Justice Center of the Council of State Governments (from here on 
referred to as Justice Center) began assessing the Bexar County Community Supervision and 
Corrections Department (from here on referred to as Bexar CSCD) to determine how the 
departmentôs operations measures against an Evidence-Based Practice operational model 
(from here on referred to as EBP).  This assistance was requested by Bill Fitzgerald, Director of 
the Bexar CSCD in early 2009.  The main goal of EBP is to operate probation departments as 
ñlearning organizationsò that use strategies proven to be effective to manage the probation 
population and reduce recidivism.  EBP emphasizes differentiated supervision strategies based 
on risks and needs of the population. The model moves supervision strategies from a primary 
emphasis on enforcement to one that focuses on providing the offenders the resources and 
motivation to effect change by addressing their criminogenic traits.  Such traits include anti-
social attitudes, anti-social friends, substance abuse, lack of empathy and impulsive behavior.  
Extensive research has shown that the success of programs and interventions in addressing 
these factors directly relate to the ability to reduce recidivism.   

 
The Justice Center works in partnership with the Texas Department of Criminal Justice, 

Community Justice Assistance Division (from here on referred to as TDCJ-CJAD) to provide 
technical assistance to local probation departments in Texas in the adoption of more effective 
operational practices.  The technical assistance model and the operational changes needed to 
improve the effectiveness of probation departments along an EBP model were tested and 
developed over a three year period working with the Travis County Community Supervision and 
Corrections Department (2005-2008).  The process and outcomes of this effort were extensively 
documented and provide the basis for assisting other departments in the state.1 

 
The assessment team was headed by Dr. Tony Fabelo, former director of the Texas 

Criminal Justice Policy Council and Director of Research for the Justice Center. The team 
included experts in recidivism and risk analysis (Mike Eisenberg), data management (Jason 
Bryl), probation supervision (Claire Leonhart), and personnel and training (Dawn Heikkila).  
Mapping analyses were conducted by Eric Cadora, director of the Justice Mapping Systems. 

 
This report presents the results of the organizational assessment conducted to identify 

the challenges facing the Bexar CSCD in implementing an EBP model and presents 
recommendations to address these challenges.  The goal is to generate the necessary 
information to develop a two-year plan to assist the department in successfully implementing the 
organizational changes.  Section II reviews the key components of an EBP model.  Section III 
presents a summary of the findings on how the Bexar CSCD measures against the model.  
Section IV, V and VI provide more details on the assessment and intake processes of the 
department, on supervision practices, and present a mapping analysis of caseload deployment 
patterns in the county conducted by the Justice Mapping Systems headed by Eric Cadora. 
Section VII discusses training and personnel evaluation issues.  Section VIII presents an 
analysis of data showing the outcomes of the probation system in terms of revocation and 
recidivism and in comparison with other counties. Finally, Section IX presents the 

                                                
1
 Process reports of the Travis project can be found at http://www.co.travis.tx.us/community_supervision/TCIS_Initiative.asp.  A 

report summarizing how to re-align probation departments based on the experience gathered from this model can be acquired from 
TDCJ-CJAD by requesting a copy of the report entitled Ten Strategies to Sustaining More Effective Practices in a Probation 
Department, March 2009. 

http://www.co.travis.tx.us/community_supervision/TCIS_Initiative.asp
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recommendations for Bexar CSCD executives and Bexar judicial officials to consider and the 
outline of a two-year work plan for implementing the key recommendations. 

 

 B.  Assessment Methodology 
 

The goal of the present assessment is to identify the organizational challenges related to 
the implementation of an EBP model in Bexar CSCD.  Table 1 depicts the areas that the 
assessment covered using a set of over 100 questions developed by the Justice Center for this 
type of organizational assessment.2  

 
Table 1:  Organizational Assessment Areas 

 
Area Example of Assessment Question 

General Organizational Structure 
How are the court services and the relationship 
with the judges organized? 

Outside Stakeholder Collaboration and 
Partnership 

Has the department completed a community 
corrections plan as required by law? 

Judicial Officials 
Is there an agreed upon system of progressive 
sanctions for violations? 

Assessment Process 
Are risk and criminogenic evidence-based tools 
used in the assessment process? 

Intake and Field Supervision Strategies 

Are probationers assigned probation officers by 
geographical regions for supervision and reporting 
purposes? 

Programs 
Do programs have a clearly defined target 
population? 

Sanctioning Strategies and Incentives 
Are there mechanisms to monitor the utilization of 
the progressive sanctions? 

Data Systems 
Does the department operate its own case-
management system? 

Research Capabilities 

Are there effective research, audit and/or 
assessment based feedback systems to provide 
performance and administrative accountability? 

Internal Outcome and Process Accountability 

Are there routine process reports generated for 
officers and managers to use to monitor 
accountability for process outcomes? 

Personnel Training 

Are there personnel training strategies directed at 
enhancing key skills like motivational interviewing 
and case work skills? 

Personnel Evaluations 

Do personnel evaluations include measuring 
performance along EBP supervision planning and 
casework strategies? 

Site Specific Issues 
Are key personnel in the organization ready to 
support an EBP operational model? 

 

                                                
2
 Council of State Governments, Justice Center.  Probation Department Organizational Assessment Guide, July 2009. 
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The organizational assessment included interviews with line staff, administrators and key 

stakeholders.  As part of the interview protocol, persons interviewed were asked to sign a 
confidentiality form.  The form stated that: (a) participation in the interview was voluntary; (b) 
persons participating could refuse to answer any question at any time during the interview; and, 
(c) the assessment team would not quote or refer to any person interviewed specifically, 
although the results of the interviews will be reported as part of the assessment.  In focus 
groups, the persons participating were advised that the assessment team will maintain the 
confidentiality of what was said but to be aware that other peers in the group were not subject to 
the same confidentiality requirements. Interviews were conducted individually or as part of focus 
groups. 

 
  The assessment team spent over 50 person days on site interviewing personnel, 

visiting facilities, assessing documents and making presentations as appropriate.  Almost one-
third of the department personnel were interviewed individually or in groups as part of this 
process (123 interviews).  In addition, data were collected from various sources including the 
countyôs computer system and the state computerized probation records system (Community 
Supervision Tracking System or CSTS).  Site visits were conducted to all residential programs 
including site visits to other Bexar County programs.   

 
Interim presentations were made individually or in groups to the Bexar County judges. 

Key members of the Bexar County legislative delegation were briefed at different points during 
the assessment process.  An interim report was developed and presented to the judges and 
district attorney on August 11th and 12th  and September 14th  depicting the direction of the 
assessment, some early findings and recommendation to re-organize the ñcourt assignment 
probation systemò (discussed below).  The report was also used to brief new County Court 
judges during a September 28, 2009 meeting. This early report was not made public to allow for 
internal discussions before a final report was released.  District and County judges also had an 
open invitation to talk as needed with Dr. Fabelo, the head of the assessment team. 

 
The findings of the assessment team, the suggested work plan and the departmentôs 

strategic plan were presented by Dr. Fabelo to all the managers of the probation department on 
November 5, 2009 and to all department staff on November 12, 2009.  Dr. Fabelo followed-up 
with presentations to the Bexar District Attorney and County Court judges on November 17, 
2009 and to selected County Commissioners on November 18, 2009 and to the District Court 
judges on November 19, 2009.  A written summary of the report was given to judicial officials 
during these briefings.  This summary was then presented to the San Antonio Express-News 
Editorial Board meeting on November 30, 2009 by Dr. Fabelo and Bexar County Senators Jeff 
Wentworth and Leticia Van de Putte.  The participation of the senators reflects the importance 
that state officials place in the improvements of this department.  

 

 C.  Basic Facts about Bexar CSCD 
 
 Bexar County is the fourth most populous county in the state and San Antonio is the 
seventh most populous city in the country with a population of 1,351,305.3   Table 2 below 
shows the population under direct probation supervision in the ten largest CSCDs in Texas in 
August 2008, the latest statewide information available at the time of this report.  Bexar CSCD is 

                                                
3
 US Census, Population Estimates for the Largest US Cities based on July 1, 2008 Population Estimates, released July 1, 2008;  

Resident Estimates for the 100 Largest US Counties, July 1, 2008.   
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responsible for the third largest probation population under supervision in the state (20,268) 
representing over 7% of the probationers in Texas. 
 
 

Table 2: Population under Direct Probation Supervision in Ten Largest Community 
Supervision and Corrections Departments (CSCDs) in Texas, August 2008 

 

CSCD Felons % of 

Statewide 

Felons Total 

Misdemeanor % of Statewide 

Misdemeanor 

Total 

Total % of 

Statewide 

Total 

Dallas 22,556 13.2% 9,584 9.3% 32,140 11.7% 

Harris 20,237 11.8% 9,796 9.5% 30,033 11.0% 

Bexar 10,982 6.4% 9,286 9.0% 20,268 7.4% 

Tarrant 10,024 5.9% 5,250 5.1% 15,274 5.6% 

Travis 6,139 3.6% 6,428 6.2% 12,567 4.6% 

Hidalgo 6,567 3.8% 2,865 2.8% 9,432 3.4% 

El Paso 4,933 2.9% 3,031 2.9% 7,964 2.9% 

Collin 2,506 1.5% 2,994 2.9% 5,500 2.0% 

Nueces 3,831 2.2% 1,521 1.5% 5,352 2.0% 

Cameron 3,215 1.9% 1,685 1.6% 4,900 1.8% 

Top 10 Total 90,990 53.3% 52,440 50.9% 143,430 52.4% 

Texas 170,777  102,975  273,752  

Source:  Texas Department of Criminal Justice, Community Justice Assistance Division Statistics.   
 

 
 Table 3 below shows the number of offenders under direct probation supervision in 
Bexar County from FY 2005 to FY 2008.  During this period the total number of offenders under 
direct supervision increased by 3.4%.  Felons under direct supervision increased 6% while 
misdemeanants under direct supervision increased 0.5%.  The number of probationers in all 
categories decreased between FY 2005 and FY 2007 but started increasing in FY 2008. 
 

Table 3: Total Number of Probationers under Direct Supervision in Bexar CSCD, 
FY 2005 ï FY 2008 

 
  Felony 

Probationers 
Misdemeanor 
Probationers 

Total 
Probationers 

FY 2005 10,361 9,244 19,605 

FY 2006 10,589 8,807 19,396 

FY 2007 9,768 8,507 18,275 

FY 2008 10,982 9,286 20,268 

% Change 6.0% 0.5% 3.4% 

Source:  Texas Department of Criminal Justice, Community Justice Assistance Division Statistics. 

  
Table 4 below shows the offense distribution of the persons under direct probation 

supervision in Bexar County.  Over half of the felons and almost 40% of the misdemeanants are 
on probation for DWI/DUI and controlled substances violations.  An estimated 24% of felons and 
almost 21% of misdemeanants are on probation for property offenders, larceny and forgery.  
Less than 5% of felons and less than 1% of misdemeanants are under supervision for 
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committing a severe violent offense like Homicide, Kidnap, Robbery, Sex Offenses and Sexual 
Assault. 
 
  

Table 4:  Offense Distribution of Persons under Direct Probation Supervision in Bexar 
CSCD, FY 2008 

 
Offense Felons Percent 

of Felons 
Misdemeanor Percent of 

Misdemeanor  

DWI/DUI 1,164 11.0% 
 

2,544 27.4% 

Controlled 
Substance 

4,601 42.0% 
 
 

1,152 12.4% 

Total Above 5,765 53.0% 3,696 39.8% 

Burglary 615 6.0% 
 

158 1.7% 

Other 
Property 

604 5.5% 
 
 

186 2.0% 

Larceny 1,098 10.0% 
 

1,579 17.0% 

Forgery 253 2.3% 
 

9 0.1% 

Total Above 2,570 23.8% 1,932 20.8% 

Other 
Offenses 

802 7.3% 
 

2,219 23.9% 

Assault 1,142 10.4% 
 

1,402 15.1% 

Homicide 11 0.1% 
 

0 0.0% 

Kidnap 22 0.2% 
 

0 0.0% 

Robbery 198 2.0% 
 

0 0.0% 

Sex 
Offenses 

296 3.0% 
 
 

37 0.4% 

Sexual 
Assault 

99 0.9% 0 0.0% 
 

Sum Total 10,905 100%* 9,249 100% 
Source:  Texas Department of Criminal Justice, Community Justice Assistance Division Statistics 

 *Rounded 
 
 
 

Table 5 below shows the funding for the Bexar CSCD as calculated by the TDCJ-CJAD.  
The state provides approximately 67% of the funding for the department with the rest of the 
funding generated by probationer fees.  Between 2005 and 2008 state funding for the 
department was over $57 million.  State funding increased by 37% during this period while 
locally collected fees stayed about the same.  The total state funding during 2005 and 2010 is 
projected to be over $88 million.  The amount of state funding, and the fact that the department 
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supervises over 7% of the state probation population means that the effectiveness of the Bexar 
CSCD is of great significance to the state criminal justice system. 
 
 

Table 5:  State and Local Funding of the Bexar CSCD, Fiscal Year 2005 - 2010 
 

 
 
(1)  TDCJ-CJAD withholds from formula and grant funding the cost of employee health insurance and pays premiums to ERS on behalf of 

       the CSCDs.   The above amounts do not include the cost of employee health insurance.

(2)  The State's Basic Supervision formula funding is based on three components reported by the CSCD for each applicable Calendar 

       Year:    Misdemeanor Placements, Felony Direct Cases, and Felony Pretrial Cases.  Misdemeanor Placements are paid at $0.70 per  

       day for a maximum of 182 days.   Felony Direct and Felony Pretrial Cases are paid from the remaining State funds, based on the 

       CSCD's percentage of the statewide total population of Felony Direct and Felony Pretrial.

(3)  The State's Community Corrections formula funding is based on two components from the applicable Calendar Year:   the jurisdiction's

       civil population and the Felony Direct Cases reported by the CSCD.  Each component receives equal weight and is based on the 

       CSCD's percentage of the statewide total populations.  In 2007, the State Legislature reduced the statewide appropriations for

       Community Corrections funding.

(4)  Grants awarded from the State's two grant programs (Diversion Programs and Treatment Alternatives to Incarceration Programs) are

       the result of the CSCD's requests through the Community Justice Plan process.

(5)  Locally Collected Fees consist of Community Supervision Fees (Probation Fees) and Program Participation Fees.  Only three quarters

       are reported for Fiscal Year 2009.  Information on local collections is derived from Quarterly Financial Reports submitted by the CSCD.

 
 
 Table 6 below shows the number of line and non-line staff in the Bexar CSCD compared 
to the departments in the most populous counties in the state in December 2008.  Bexarôs ratio 
of probationers under direct supervision to total staff is the highest in the state:  about 53 
probationers per staff compared to 39 in Travis County, for example.  The ratio of probationers 
under direct supervision to line staff is the second highest in the state after Harris County.  Line 
staff works directly with probationers as defined in the survey that collected this information.   By 
this measure it cannot be said that Bexar County is overstaffed.  

Fiscal 

Year

State Basic 

Supervision 

Formula 

Funding(1) (2)

State 

Community 

Corrections 

Formula       

Funding(1) (3)

State 

Diversion 

Programs 

Grant 

Funding(1) (4)

State TAIP 

Grant 

Funding(1) (4)

Total State 

Funding

Percent 

Change 

in Total 

State 

Funding

Locally 

Collected 

Fees, As of 

07/20/09(5)

 Total 

Annual 

Funding 

(State and 

Local) 

Percent 

Change 

in Total 

Annual 

Funding

Percent 

of State 

Funding

2005 5,716,656$     2,623,834$     2,040,975$    1,352,015$     11,733,480$      6,771,844$   18,505,324$  63%

2006 5,147,941$     2,600,394$     5,856,405$    1,394,714$     14,999,454$      22% 7,127,494$   22,126,948$  16% 68%

2007 5,187,080$     2,598,184$     5,842,015$    878,253$       14,505,532$      -3% 7,177,309$   21,682,841$  -2% 67%

2008 5,519,641$     2,576,036$     7,117,190$    857,893$       16,070,760$      10% 6,936,931$   23,007,691$  6% 70%

Sub 21,571,318$    10,398,448$   20,856,585$  4,482,875$     57,309,226$      28,013,578$ 85,322,804$  67%

2009 5,597,116$     2,316,336$     6,610,351$    857,893$       15,381,696$      -4% 5,037,456$   20,419,152$  

2010 5,421,018$     2,270,081$     6,854,682$    842,146$       15,387,927$      0% -$                

Total 54,160,770$    25,383,313$   55,178,203$  10,665,789$   88,078,849$      61,064,612$ 
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Table 6:  Number of Staff and Ratio of Staff to Probationers under Direct Supervision in 

Six Largest Probation Department in Texas, December 2008 
 
 Line 

Staff 
Pre-
Trial 

in 
Line 
Staff 

Non-
Line 
Staff 

Total Probation 
Population 

Direct  
 

Ratio 
Probationers 

Per Line 
Staff 

Ratio 
Probationers 

Per 
Non-Line 

Staff 

Ratio 
Probationers 

Per  
Total  
Staff 

Bexar 261 0 123 384 20,268 77.6 164.7 52.7 

% 67.97 0.00 32.03      

         

Dallas 537 0 134 671 32,140 59.8 239.8 47.9 

% 80.03 0.00 19.97      

         

El Paso 138 27 80 245 9,432 68.3 117.9 38.5 

% 56.33 11.02 32.65      

         

Harris 382 50 234 666 30,033 78.6 128.3 45.0 

% 57.36 7.51 35.14      

         

Tarrant  201 66 108 375 15,274 75.9 141.4 40.7 

% 53.60 17.60 28.80      

         

Travis 180 35 105 320 12,567 69.8 119.6 39.2 

% 56.25 10.94 32.81      

Source: CSCD Staff Report, December 2008 
Line staff is staff that works directly supervising probationers. Not counted above is Residential staff. 
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II. Evidence-Based Practices Model 
 

A.  Elements of the Model 
 
Probation departments across the country are being challenged by increasing demands 

for services and expectations that probation should more effectively reduce recidivism and 
crime.4  Departments have been moving towards an EBP model that orients supervision to 
recidivism reduction.  This entails a shift from a narrow focus on monitoring compliance with 
court imposed conditions to a broader focus on addressing the factors that produce criminal 
behavior.  The change requires the implementation of more effective assessments of the risk 
and needs of the offenders based on scientific tools, the use of supervision strategies that fit the 
needs and risk of the population, progressive sanctions for violations and programs that can 
produce results.   

 
The success of programs and interventions in addressing the criminogenic factors of 

offenders directly relate to the ability to reduce recidivism.  Differentiated supervision based on 
risks and needs of the population is critical for properly managing supervision resources and 
having a positive impact.5 Research also shows that routine probation supervision practices 
have had little effect in reducing re-offending rates while behavioral modification, cognitive-
behavioral treatment that addresses deviant thinking patterns, and multi-modal programs 
targeting a variety of offender problems seem to be the most effective approaches to reducing 
recidivism. 6 

 
A recent review of the research literature shows that the most powerful impact on 

changing criminal behavior and reducing recidivism ñcomes from paying attention to the risk, 
need and responsivity principleò which calls for providing the greatest supervision and treatment 
to medium and high risk offenders, focusing on criminogenic needs and using cognitive and 
behavioral interventions.  The review also shows that the quality of inter-personal relationship 
between probation officer and the offender and the structuring skills of the officer may be a key 
factor in helping probationers succeed.  This may be as important as specific programs and 
graduated sanctions and incentives as a factor in reducing recidivism. 7 
 

The challenge for a modern probation department is to align all the components of the 
EBP model to fit as an operational organization model and culture that can sustain effectiveness 
over time. In this sense, a department has to ñmove beyondò the piecemeal or ñcherry pickingò 
adoption of some aspects of EBP and adopt a purposely designed strategy to implement an 
integrated model that becomes the ñnormalò way of doing business for the organization. 

 
The EBP model elements are inter-related and when adopted as a ñpackageò they are 

bound to make the organization more effective.  For example, a new offender assessment tool 

                                                
4
 Center for Civic Innovation at the Manhattan Institute.  ñBroken Windowsò Probation: The Next Step in Fighting Crime  New York, 

NY, 1999. 
5
 U.S. Department of Justice, National Institute of Justice.  Implementing Evidence-Based Practices in Community Corrections:  The 

Principles of Effective Intervention  Washington, DC 2004. 
6
 Latessa, E.J.  ñWhat Works and What Doesnôt in Reducing Recidivism:  The Principles of Effective Interventionò, Justice System 

Practices that Work, Travis CSCD Conference, 2006;  Taxman, F.S., Shepardson, E.S. and Byrne, J.M. Tools of the Trade: A Guide 
to Incorporating Science into Practice U.S. Department of Justice, National Institute of Corrections and Maryland Department of 
Public Safety and Correctional Services, no date. 
7
 Pending publication: A Framework for Evidence-based Decision Making in Local Criminal Justice Systems  by the National 

Institute of Corrections in collaboration with the Center for Effective Public Policy , Pretrial Justice Institute, Justice Management 
Institute and the Carey Group, 2009. 
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can be adopted but if the process to establish the conditions of supervision is not changed to 
match the assessment then the impact of the tool will be limited or non-existent.  By the same 
token, if supervision strategies are not modified to address the different population types (based 
on risk and criminogenic needs), sanctioning strategies do not support supervision and 
treatment goals, and the judiciary cannot agree on supporting a more uniform supervision and 
sanctioning policy, then the success of the model will be negatively affected by its ñloosely-
coupledò components. 

 
Figure 1 depicts the key elements of the model as a package.  Stakeholders have to 

know that to sustain effectiveness a probation department has to: 
 

 Adopt assessment tools that have been developed based on research identifying risk 
and criminogenic characteristics of the target populations and validated with appropriate 
research 
 

o A risk assessment is needed to identify the probability that offenders that share 
certain characteristics will recidivate and present a public safety threat while 
under supervision.  A needs assessment identifies criminogenic factors that must 
be considered in addressing the supervision and programmatic needs of 
offenders.  These assessments can be done using various tools and should be 
part of a Pre-sentence Investigation (PSI).   

 

 Effectively use assessment tools to recommend to judges the appropriate conditions of 
supervision and treatment 
 

o The assessments should provide court and probation officials with a ñdiagnosisò 
of the probationers that differentiate the risk and programmatic needs of 
offenders and can be used to provide appropriate interventions based on these 
distinctions. 
 

 Develop differentiated supervision strategies based on diagnosis classifications 
 

o Probation officers need to engage in the design of a supervision plan with 
offenders through ñmotivational interviewingò.  This involves more than a 
traditional interview by the probation officer as the officer has to provide the right 
context and questions to identify the offenderôs own strengths and weaknesses 
and get ñbuy inò from the offender that his supervision plan is actually oriented at 
helping him in addressing some of his behavioral or personal needs.  The 
supervision plan should address not only the conditions of probation imposed by 
the courts but also move beyond that to identify specific objectives related to 
addressing behavioral changes (like cognitive skill development), providing 
treatment (for substance abuse) and assisting the offender (by connecting the 
offender with community services and support systems).  In developing a 
supervision approach the officer should consider the motivation, learning styles, 
gender, age and culture of the offenders to be successful (the so-called 
ñresponsivityò principle).   

 

 Integrate effective programs into supervision strategies by targeting appropriate 
populations 
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o The probation department should provide programming based on cognitive-
behavioral strategies and probation officers should provide positive reinforcement 
and engage offenders to seek community support or services as a regular part of 
their supervision approach.  These programs have to be implemented with 
ñfidelityò to the model; otherwise, the programs will address the problems only in 
name and not in practice.  As programs are limited, probation departments 
should establish effective collaboration approaches to take advantage of 
community and neighborhood resources and, if possible, maximize the resources 
in geographical areas in which most of the offenders reside. 

 

 Develop progressive sanctioning strategies and work with judicial officials to use them in 
conjunction with programs or sanctioning alternatives to maximize the possibilities that 
probationers succeed in the community and to reduce revocations for minor rule 
violations 
 

o The deployment of supervision and program resources should be delivered in a 
way to match as closely as possible the needs and risk of the population.  
Moreover, the judiciary has to agree to adapt the conditions of supervision to 
support the supervision strategies and agree on a progressive system of 
incentives and sanctions that match the diagnosis of the offenders.  For example, 
instead of a list of standard conditions of supervision given to all offenders, fewer 
conditions may be applied to offenders at lower risk and need levels to reflect the 
research findings that the least intrusive intervention with these offenders may be 
the most effective.  On the other hand, supervision conditions that can support 
treatment or behavioral changes can be more precisely targeted to the 
population that needs it the most. 

 
The model components have to be well integrated and supported by a strong 

organizational structure.  In particular, the department should: 
 

 Control the deployment of probation officers and caseloads to match risk and needs of 
the population as defined by the diagnostic protocols and special considerations 
imposed by the judiciary 
 

o Departments need to be able to have consistent strategies and use resources 
effectively by controlling the deployment of cases along risk and/or specialized 
supervision.  The department should also target supervision to areas of high 
concentration of probationers.  These ñneighborhood based strategiesò better 
utilize resources but also allow for officers to become familiar with the places that 
influence the probationersô daily life.  Alliances with faith-based and 
neighborhood based non-profit groups, as well as with police, make for more 
effective supervision. 

 

 Administer an effective computerized case management system facilitating the use of 
information among different components of the system and providing for business 
processes that are efficient 
 

o Computerized information systems are critical to effectively integrate all the 
elements supporting the model.  The automation of assessment and supervision 
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plans should allow for the smooth transfer of information among court personnel, 
officers and administrators.   

 

 Measure outcomes like recidivism, improved family relations or lower substance abuse 
to provide accountability to judicial and department administrators for achieving results 
 

o Case management systems, if properly designed, should allow for easy access 
to case information, program participation and program outcome data.  It should 
also allow for research, assessments and/or audits to be effectively conducted 
and for monitoring reports to be routinely generated as part of the management 
feedback system. 

 

 Develop organizational strategies to maintain the integrity of programs and integrate 
training and personnel evaluations to support the overall mission 
 

o The model has to be supported by a strong training program that gives the staff 
the proper skills to utilize assessments, engage in motivational interviewing, 
develop appropriate supervision plans and allow for the fair and appropriate shift 
in personnel performance evaluations and program expectations.  The training 
has to be institutionalized and be ñactiveò training in the sense of engaging the 
personnel in exercises supporting the new skills.   
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Figure 1:  Integration of Evidence-Based Practices Model Elements into a Cohesive 
Operational Model 
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III. Overview of Findings:  Bexar CSCD as Organization in Need of 
Modernization 

 

A.  Overview of Findings 
 
Figure 2 below depicts the history of the departmentôs administration.  Since 1965, the 

department has had three Directors, with one director (Caesar Garcia) serving 24 years as 
Director and with 34 years of tenure in the department.  In 1969 the department was a small 
organization run by a close-knit group (as described to the assessment team by somebody 
familiar with the earlier days) and with no state oversight or funding.  San Antonio had a little 
over 500,000 population. During the late 1970ôs and 1980ôs the population of Bexar County 
grew significantly and the demands on the criminal justice system grew accordingly but the 
department failed to keep up with these trends. When Mr. Garcia retired in 2003, the 
department was a large organization, with millions of dollars in state funding and expectations of 
producing ñevidence-based resultsò by state oversight officials.  San Antonioôs population had 
almost tripled since Mr. Garcia was hired to over 1.3 million people, becoming the seventh 
largest city in the country.  Yet, as will be discussed below, the department still operates like the 
ñold days.ò   
 

The assessment shows Bexar CSCD is an organization in need of modernization.  The 
Bexar CSCD is an organization in need of modernization. The department is  operating in an 
environment more reminiscent of how probation departments operated in the past than how 
they operate today.  This is reflected, among other indicators, in the obsolete ñcourt assignment 
probation structureò in which each court controls their own officers and managers and offenders 
placed on probation in an specific court are only supervised by the probation officers assigned 
to that court.  As a result of this form of organization the department cannot effectively deploy 
caseloads based on consistent risk and criminogenic needs policies.  Other areas of 
inefficiencies include:  a) a fragmented assessment process; b) lack of a unified court policy 
related to supervision and sanctioning strategies; c) lack of outcome measures to guide policies; 
d) lack of a computerized case management system; and, e) poor training and personnel 
evaluation policies. 
 

This assessment was not intended to uncover ñsavingsò but a cursory examination of 
costs shows that over $1 million could be ñsavedò or redirected by reforming the department 
along EBP.  Making better use of managers and officers assigned to each court, eliminating the 
practice of supervising the same person on felony and misdemeanor probation using two 
different officers, re-designing the PSI process to reduce duplication, reducing turnover of 
probation officers by having an effective career ladder system and improving processes and 
accountability with a case management system should generate those savings.  Additional 
savings can be generated by having better outcomes.  For example, reducing revocations will 
reduce the number of jail bed days use for this population which will reduce jail costs.  Finally, 
improving reporting of workload information to the state would generate close to $300,000 in 
additional state revenue that was lost last year due to the misreporting of this information. 
 

Line probation officers are aware of the EBP model in general and have indicated they 
would like to adopt some of these practices if the organization would support them.  However, 
the issues mentioned above create overwhelming barriers for them.  It is important to note that 
there are some judges that are eager to move forward by modernizing the department and are 
willing to change the ñcourt assignment probation systemò in which each court essentially runs 
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its own probation department.  During briefings conducted in November 2009 there appeared to 
be a general understanding that the department needs to be modernized.  Bexar is the only 
large county in Texas operating under this ñcourt assignment systemò and the judges realize 
negative probation outcomes indicate that this is not the most effective way to organize a 
modern probation department.  Moreover, the judges are increasingly aware that under the 
present organizational structure they are exposed to claims of administrative acts that expose 
them to personal liabilities. 
 
 In 2005 the legislature amended the Government Code to clarify the three areas in 
which judges have oversight responsibility for probation departments.  These are:  (a) 
establishing a community supervision and corrections department; (b) approve the departmentôs 
budget and community justice plan; and (c) hire and fire the departmentôs director and the Chief 
Budget Officer of the department.  Other activities dealing with the operation of the probation 
department are considered ñadministrative actsò and for these acts there is no immunity against 
personal liability.  Effective since 2005, this law also allows County Court Judges to participate 
in the decision to hire and fire a probation chief, which was previously the exclusive decision of 
the District Court judges (more details discussed below). 

 
In recent years the department has been in turmoil for reasons discussed below with the 

present director resigning in August 2009 effective in January 2010 (pending the completion of 
this assessment). The department has also moved to a new building creating a better work 
environment but disrupting operations during the moving process. However, the underlying 
perception by key personnel is that judicial and county officials would not make the needed 
changes to improve the department along EBP. A common phrase heard in most focus groups, 
after discussions of potential changes that may be necessary to improve the department, was 
ñbut this is Bexar County and nothing will change.ò   
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Figure 2:  Graphic Depiction of Historical Timeline of Bexar County Probation 
Department Administration 
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Table 7 below summarizes the assessment findings and these items will be discussed in 

more detail in this section and the sections that follow but, to summarize, the department is 
behind the times in having EBP.   The fragmented assessment process, the lack of a unified 
court policy related to supervision and sanctioning strategies, the lack of outcome measures to 
guide policies and the involvement of judges in what may be seen as administrative practices 
are ultimately the legacy of executives that were not able to guide changes to modernize the 
departmentôs structure.  The lack of a computerized case management system, the poor training 
and personnel evaluation strategies found in the department are ultimately the legacy of a 
department operating like it was in the 1960ôs and 1970ôs. 
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Table 7:  Summary of Findings of Bexar CSCD EBP Organizational Assessment 
 

Key Guiding Questions Summary of Results 

 
Are risk and criminogenic assessment tools used in the 
diagnosis of offenders and have these tools been 
validated by research? 

 
Only a risk assessment is used and this 
is after the PSI process. The risk 
assessment has not been validated to 
the Bexar population. There is a drug 
screening assessment done as 
mandated by the state. 
 

 
Is the assessment process properly integrated with 
case planning, the imposition of conditions of 
supervision and the development of supervision plans? 

 
PSI is not an effective assessment 
process and is subjected to variations by 
courts and narratives that reduce its 
utility.  The is no uniform policy for 
developing supervision plans. 
 

 
Is the population differentially supervised by risk and 
needs? 

 
Generally, it is differentiated by risk but 
with each court controlling caseload 
assignments and different policies for 
each court, the differentiation is 
operationally meaningless. 
 

 
Does the deployment of supervision and program 
resources match the risk and needs of the population? 

 
Not clear as a lack of computerized case 
management system makes it difficult to 
examine this question. 
 

 
Are programs based on cognitive-behavioral 
approaches using community and neighborhood 
resources? 

 
Generally no and there is no 
neighborhood based supervision with 
probationers reporting to locations that 
are close to their areas of residence.  
There is only one reporting location at 
the main building. 
 

 
Are there mechanisms to certify the quality of programs 
and adjust the capacity of programs to meet changing 
demands? 

 
Not by the department. TDCJ-CJAD 
conducts periodic program audits and 
reports back to the department.  The 
audits in recent years have not been 
positive and have consistently found 
problems with case management and 
information reporting. 
 

 
Is there a judicially agreed-upon system of progressive 
sanctions for violations? 

 
Yes as reported in the departmentôs plan. 
However, in reality there are 19 different 
sanctioning systems as the overall 
progressive sanction system is not 
operational. 
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Table 7 (continued) 
 

Key Guiding Questions Summary of Results 

Are there mechanisms to monitor the use of 
progressive sanctions and the way they are matched to 
the risk and needs of the population? 

 
No.  There is no uniform policy for the 
department.  Monitoring is done by each 
court but in no systematic manner. 
 

 
Does the department have a forum for community 
planning, like a community corrections council that 
meets on a timely basis? 
 

No.  The department community 
corrections council has not met. 

 
Does the department develop a community corrections 
plan periodically and is this plan presented and 
reviewed by community stakeholders? 
 

Yes, as required by the state agency but 
without any active participation of 
stakeholders or community. 

 
Can information systems be used to support 
assessments, program evaluations and performance 
measures? 
 

 
No.  The department does not have a 
modern case management system.  The 
department relies on the countyôs 
mainframe system that does not support 
a flexible reporting case management 
system. 
 

 
Are key personnel in the organization ready to support 
changes in administration and supervision practices 
toward the integrated adoption of essential elements? 
 

Yes, but they are not hopeful that the 
judiciary will support the changes 
needed. 

 
Are there effective research-, audit- and/or 
assessment-based feedback systems to provide 
performance and administrative accountability? 
 

No.  The department has no research 
staff and management has not instituted 
formal data driven process and outcome 
feedback systems. 

 
Is the personnel evaluation system oriented towards 
measuring and promoting performance related to case 
work, motivational interviewing and effective 
supervision planning? 
 

 
No.  The personnel evaluation system 
measures mainly paper work compliance 
and does not distinguish among 
performance indicators in any significant 
way. 
 

 
Are there personnel training strategies directed at 
enhancing key skills, like motivational interviewing and 
case work skills? 
 

Partly. A training department has been 
created but training to meet state 
certification standards and safety training 
are the main orientation.  There is 
training staff to conduct EBP training but 
a training agenda to accomplish this has 
not been developed. 
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 B.  Roots of the Dysfunctional Operation 
 

The root of the dysfunctional operation of the Bexar probation system is the way the 
courts are organized in relation to the probation department- along a ñcourt assignment 
probation systemò that has been long-discredited in most jurisdictions.  In Harris County, for 
example, a similar system was discarded in 1983.8  The word to describe this system is 
ñBalkanizationò which is defined in the dictionary as ñto break up into smaller, often hostile units, 
with different groups watching and playing their own things.ò 9 

 
Figure 3 below shows what a modern court-probation department organization that 

promotes EBP looks like.  Offenders placed on probation by the courts should be referred to the 
probation department for diagnosis and intake.  The diagnosis should be done following agreed 
upon protocols for pre-sentence offenders so that the courts have the best available risk and 
criminogenic profile for those being considered for probation.  Once offenders are granted 
probation, the department should be responsible for assigning the person to the appropriate 
caseloads following a unified court policy that is followed by the department.  The supervision 
strategies and conditions of probation should match the diagnosis risk and severity of the 
probationers.  Progressive sanctions should be applied uniformly based on the same premise.  
However, for either the setting of conditions or sanctions, it is understood that judges may make 
reasonable departures that allow for adaptation to specific circumstances.   

 
The department, as mentioned earlier, should then support this model with an effective 

computerized case management system and effective training and personnel practices. The 
courts should demand professional accountability from probation executives for running an 
effective probation department but it should not get involved in administrative actions.  
Organizational protocols should be clear and transparent.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                
8
 Conversation with Paul Becker, Director of the Harris CSCD, August 2009. 

9 http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/balkanization 

http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/balkanization
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Figure 3:  Court and Probation Department Organizational Model to Support EBP 
Operations 
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Figure 4 below shows what the Bexar County ñcourt assignment probation systemò looks 

like.  Namely, in Bexar there are 19 courts operating 19 different probation departments.  This 
does not even consider the fact that another three county courts became operational in 
September 2009 due to the state legislature allowing this expansion.   

 
In Bexar County, each court is assigned a number of probation officers, a court liaison 

and a court manager that work for each court.  Most persons placed on probation are assigned 
to be supervised by an officer assigned to that court (the exception are some specialized 
caseloads as discussed later).  The department has no control over the logical deployment of 
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those cases following a department wide policy considering geographical location, risk, needs 
and resources.   

 
This organizational format is costly.  The Court Liaison Officers and Case Managers 

assigned to each court consume 15% of the departmentôs basic supervision budget (or $2.026 
million in annual payroll costs) and these officers do not directly supervise probationers.  
Moreover, the ñBalkanizationò has lead to a culture in which probation officers and management 
do not see themselves as working for the department.  The paycheck may come from the 
department, but they work for ñthe judgesò. This is not a conducive environment for a well-
managed probation system.   

 
In conversations with focus groups of probation officers there was never a mention of 

ñmy departmentò or ñour departmentò but always a reference to ñmy courtò ñmy judgeò what ñmy 
judgeôs policies areò or ñwhat my judge wants me to do.ò  One overwhelming frustration 
vocalized by the majority of participants in the probation officers focus groups was not having a 
clear mission for their jobs.   Sometimes they feel like agents for collecting fees (one of the 
criteria they are evaluated on); other times they feel like document collectors; and other times 
they feel like case workers needing to provide client services.  They feel that at ñone minute they 
are instructed to increase or concentrate on fee collections, the next they are asked to focus on 
matching defendants with appropriate programs or services and the next asked to work on their 
file documentation.ò   The overwhelming frustration by the officers is the lack of a clear mission 
that is supported by organizational processes.  This is impossible to achieve with the 
ñBalkanizationò culture presently in place in the department; a culture that has been promoted 
by judges through the history of the department and supported by the top personnel for 
decades. 
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Figure 4: Depiction of the Court Assignment Probation System in Bexar County 
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