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SUMMARY

The Texas Court of Appeals, Third District, affirmed Jordan Stephens’s misdemeanor DWI conviction.
The court held that the evidence—including erratic driving, officers’ observations, field sobriety test
performance, alcohol odor and containers, Stephens’s admission to drinking, and refusal to provide a
blood sample—was legally sufficient to establish intoxication under the impairment theory.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Stephens appealed his misdemeanor DWI conviction after a jury found
him guilty in the County Court at Law No. 2 of Bell County.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviewed all evidence in the light most favorable to the
verdict and asked whether any rational factfinder could have found the
essential elements of the offense beyond a reasonable doubt. It
measured the evidence against a hypothetically correct jury charge,
deferred to the factfinder's resolution of conflicts and credibility
determinations, and did not reweigh the evidence.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Nonprecedential memorandum opinion; the opinion is marked 'Do Not
Publish.'
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the evidence was legally sufficient to prove beyond a reasonable doubt that Stephens was
intoxicated, under the impairment theory, while operating a motor vehicle in a public place.

HOLDINGS

1. The evidence was legally sufficient for a rational juror to find beyond a reasonable doubt that Stephens
lacked the normal use of his mental or physical faculties because of alcohol while operating his vehicle.
The court therefore affirmed the DWI conviction.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“From the evidence detailed above, a rational juror could have found beyond a reasonable doubt that at the
time Stephens was operating his vehicle, he lacked “the normal use of mental or physical faculties by reason
of the introduction of alcohol.”” (13)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

At approximately 2:55 a.m., a motorist reported that Stephens was driving erratically on I-35, repeatedly
crossing lanes, driving on the shoulder, nearly striking a barricade and a semi-truck, and varying his speed.
Officers stopped Stephens, smelled alcohol, observed glossy or glassy eyes, and testified that he performed
poorly on standardized field sobriety tests. Stephens admitted consuming two or three drinks, refused to provide
a blood sample, and officers found alcohol bottles and fresh liquid in his truck. The defense presented testimony
challenging the administration and reliability of the field sobriety tests.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A jury convicted Stephens of misdemeanor driving while intoxicated. The trial court sentenced him to 120 days
in jail and a $1,000 fine, suspended the sentence, and placed him on eighteen months of community supervision.
Stephens challenged the legal sufficiency of the evidence proving intoxication while driving; the court of appeals
overruled his sole issue and affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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