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I. COMMISSION BACKGROUND
A. History and Mission of the Texas Forensic Science Commission

In May 2005, the Texas Legislature created the Texas Forensic Science Commission
(“FSC” or “Commission”) during the 79th Legislative Session by passing House Bill 1068 (the
“Act”). The Act amended the Texas Code of Criminal Procedure to add Article 38.01, which
describes the composition and authority of the Commission.! During subsequent legislative
sessions, the Texas Legislature further amended the Code of Criminal Procedure to clarify and
expand the Commission’s jurisdictional responsibilities and authority.?

Texas law requires the Commission to “investigate, in a timely manner, any allegation of
professional negligence or professional misconduct that would substantially affect the integrity of
the results of a forensic analysis conducted by crime laboratory.”® The Act also requires the
Commission to develop and implement a reporting system through which a crime laboratory must
report professional negligence or professional misconduct and require crime laboratories that
conduct forensic analyses to report professional negligence or professional misconduct to the
Commission.*

The term “forensic analysis” is defined as a medical, chemical, toxicological, ballistic, or
other examination or test performed on physical evidence, including DNA evidence, for the
purpose of determining the connection of the evidence to a criminal action.® The statute excludes
certain types of analyses from the “forensic analysis” definition, such as latent fingerprint analysis,

a breath test specimen, and the portion of an autopsy conducted by a medical examiner or licensed

1 See, Act of May 30, 2005, 79th Leg., R.S., ch. 1224, § 1 (2005).

2 See e.g., Acts 2013, 83rd Leg. ch. 782 (S.B. 1238) 8§ 1-4 (2013); Acts 2015, 84th Leg. ch. 1276 (S.B. 1287) §§ 1-
7 (2015); Tex. CoDE CRIM. PROC. art 38.01 § 4-a(b) (2019).

3 TEX. CoDE CRIM. PROC. art. 38.01 § 4(a)(3) (2019).

41d. at § 4(a)(1)-(2) (2019). Additionally, pursuant to the Forensic Analyst Licensing Program Code of Professional
Responsibility, members of crime lab management shall make timely and full disclosure to the Texas Forensic
Science Commission of any non-conformance that may rise to the level of professional negligence or professional
misconduct. See, 37 Tex. Admin. Code § 651.219(c)(5) (2018).

5 Tex. CoDE CRIM. PROC. art. § 38.35(a)(4) (2015).



physician.® The statute does not define the terms “professional negligence” and “professional
misconduct.” The Commission has defined those terms in its administrative rules.’

The Commission has nine members appointed by the Governor of Texas.? Seven of the
nine commissioners are scientists or medical doctors and two are attorneys (one prosecutor
nominated by the Texas District and County Attorney’s Association and one criminal defense
attorney nominated by the Texas Criminal Defense Lawyer’s Association).® The Commission’s
Presiding Officer is Jeffrey Barnard, MD. Dr. Barnard is the Chief Medical Examiner of Dallas
County and Director of the Southwestern Institute of Forensic Sciences in Dallas.

B. Investigative Process

The Commission’s administrative rules set forth the criteria by which it determines whether
to conduct a formal investigation in response to a complaint or laboratory self-disclosure as well
as the process used to conduct the investigation.'® The ultimate result is the issuance of a final
report that under certain circumstances may result in disciplinary action against a forensic analyst
license holder or applicant. The Commission’s administrative rules include the process for
appealing final investigative reports by the Commission and, separately, disciplinary actions by

the Commission against a license holder or applicant.!!

6 For a complete list of statutory exclusions see TEX. CODE CRIM. PROC. art. 38.35 (a)(4)(A)-(F) and (f) (2015).

7 “Professional misconduct” means the forensic analyst or crime laboratory, through a material act or omission,
deliberately failed to follow the standard of practice that an ordinary forensic analyst or crime laboratory would have
followed, and the deliberate act or omission would substantially affect the integrity of the results of a forensic
analysis. An act or omission was deliberate if the forensic analyst or crime laboratory was aware of and consciously
disregarded an accepted standard of practice required for a forensic analysis. “Professional negligence means the
forensic analyst or crime laboratory, through a material act or omission, negligently failed to follow the standard of
practice that an ordinary forensic analyst or crime laboratory would have followed, and the negligent act or omission
would substantially affect the integrity of the results of a forensic analysis. An act or omission was negligent if the
forensic analyst or crime laboratory should have been but was not aware of an accepted standard of practice. 37 Tex.
Admin. Code § 651.302 (7) and (8) (2020).

8 TEX. CoDE CRIM. PROC. art. 38.01 § 3 (2019).

9 1d.

10 See, 37 Tex. Admin. Code § 651.304-307 (2019).

1137 Tex. Admin. Code § 651.309; Id. at § 651.216.



C. Accreditation and Licensing Jurisdiction
The Texas Code of Criminal Procedure prohibits forensic analysis from being admitted in

criminal cases if the crime laboratory conducting the analysis is not accredited by

the Commission.*? The term “forensic analysis” is defined as follows:

“Forensic analysis” means a medical, chemical, toxicological, ballistic, or other expert

examination or test performed on physical evidence, including DNA evidence, for the

purpose of determining the connection of the evidence to a criminal action (except that the

term does not include the portion of an autopsy conducted by a medical examiner or other

forensic pathologist who is a licensed physician).*3

The term “crime laboratory” includes a public or private laboratory or other entity that
conducts a forensic analysis.4

In addition to its crime laboratory accreditation authority, the 84th Texas Legislature
expanded the Commission’s responsibilities by creating a forensic analyst licensing program that:
(1) establishes the qualifications for a license; (2) sets fees for the issuance and renewal of a
license; and (3) establishes the term of a forensic analyst license.’®> The law also defines the term
“forensic analyst” as ‘“a person who on behalf of a crime laboratory [accredited by the
Commission] that technically reviews or performs a forensic analysis or draws conclusions from
or interprets a forensic analysis for a court or crime laboratory.*® The law further requires that any
person who on behalf of a crime laboratory accredited by the Commission “technically reviews or
performs a forensic analysis or draws conclusions from or interprets a forensic analysis for a court
or crime laboratory” must hold a forensic analyst license issued by the Commission, effective
January 1, 2019.Y7

Pursuant to its licensing authority, the Commission may take disciplinary action against a

license holder or applicant for a license on a determination by the Commission that a license holder

12 Tex. CoDE CRIM. PROC. art. 38.35 § (d)(1) (2015).

13 Tex. CoDE CRIM. PROC. art. 38.01 § 2(4) (2019).

14 Tex. CoDE CRIM. PROC.. art. 38.35 § (a)(1) (2015).

15 Tex. CoDE CRIM. PROC. art. 38.01 § 4-a(d) (2019).

16 TEX. CoDE CRIM. PROC. art. 38.01 § 4-a(a)(2) (2019).
171d. at § 4-a(b).



or applicant for a license has committed professional misconduct or has violated Texas Code of
Criminal Procedure Article 38.01 or an administrative rule or other order by the Commission.18
If the Commission determines a license holder has committed professional misconduct or has
violated an administrative rule or order by the Commission, the Commission may, (1) revoke or
suspend the person’s license; (2) refuse to renew the person’s license; (3) reprimand the license
holder; or (4) deny the person a license.19 The Commission may place on probation a person
whose license is suspended.20

In reaching a decision regarding disciplinary action against a licensee, the Commission
considers certain mitigating factors such as the seriousness of the violation, including the impact
the violation has with respect to the integrity of the analyst’s future forensic casework; the
analyst’s experience level and level of licensure; the analyst’s candor in addressing the incident
or error; the analyst’s conduct history, including any investigative history by the Commission, if
any; and other factors specific to the case facts. Disciplinary proceedings and the process for
appealing a disciplinary action by the Commission are governed by the Judicial Branch
Certification Commission.21
D. Jurisdiction Applicable to this Self-Disclosure

The forensic discipline at issue in this final investigative report is Forensic Biology—a
forensic discipline subject to accreditation and licensing requirements by the Commission. The
submitting laboratory in this case, Signature Science, LLC (“Signature Science”) is accredited by

the Commission and the ANSI-ASQ National Accreditation Board (“ANAB”) under the

18 TEX. CODE CRIM. PROC. art. 38.01 §4-c (2019); 37 Tex. Admin Code § 651.216(b) (2019).

19 1d. at 651.216(b)(1)-(4).

20 1d. at (c).

21 Tex. CoDE CRIM. PROC.. art. 38.01 § 4-c(e) (2019); 37 Tex. Admin. Code § 651.216(d) (2019).



International Organization for Standardization accreditation standard 17025 (“ISO”).?? Caitlyn
Mercer, the individual who is the subject of the self-disclosure submitted by Signature Science, is
not licensed by the Commission. Mercer was an evidence technician in the Forensic Biology
section of Signature Science at the time of the incident described herein. Based on the description
of Mercer’s job duties as provided by the laboratory and Mercer, her position as evidence
technician was not subject to licensing requirements by the Commission.
E. Limitations of this Report

The Commission’s authority contains important statutory limitations. For example, no
finding by the Commission constitutes a comment upon the guilt or innocence of any individual.?
The Commission’s written reports are not admissible in civil or criminal actions.?* The
Commission has no authority to subpoena documents or testimony. The information the
Commission receives during the course of any investigation is dependent on the willingness of
stakeholders to submit relevant documents and respond to questions posed. The information
gathered in this report has not been subject to the standards for admission of evidence in a
courtroom. For example, no individual testified under oath, was limited by either the Texas or
Federal Rules of Evidence (e.g., against the admission of hearsay) or was subject to cross-
examination under a judge’s supervision.
Il. BACKGROUND AND SUMMARY OF SELF-DISCLOSURE
A. Self-Disclosure and Investigative Decision by the Commission

At its June 12, 2020 quarterly meeting, the Commission voted to form an investigative
panel (“Panel”) to assist the Commission in determining whether Signature Science’s conclusion

regarding professional misconduct by its employee, Caitlyn Mercer, is supported by the facts and

22 See, http://www.txcourts.gov/fsc/accreditation/ for a list of accredited laboratories.
23 1d. at § 4(g) (2019).
2 1d. at § 11 (2019).




circumstances of the incident and any available documentation. The Panel included
Commissioners Jasmine Drake, Ph.D., Dennis “Pat” Johnson, M.S. and Mark Daniel, Esq.
B. General Summary of Reported Incident

The self-disclosure reports that Caitlyn Mercer, an evidence technician at Signature
Science, failed to open a sexual assault kit for evidence processing, and to cover up her mistake,
initialed and back dated evidence tape on the sexual assault kit to make it appear as though the kit
had been opened the day she initially processed it. Further, Mercer falsified a back dated note
added to the Chain of Custody Master Sheet that stated “SAK opened upon receipt to check the
presence of liquid blood” to support the cover-up of the error. Mercer admitted the described
events when questioned by laboratory management and when interviewed by the Panel as
described in Section I11-A below. Mercer’s actions were detected within one day of the incident.
The incident did not impact any DNA analysis but rather raised serious questions regarding the
integrity of the laboratory’s evidence handling practices in light of the employee’s decision to
falsify case documentation to conceal a mistake. The laboratory notified the appropriate criminal
justice stakeholders and the Texas Forensic Science Commission within one day of the incident.
(See, Exhibit A)
C. Key Facts

Signature Science received the sexual assault kit in question on January 23, 2020. In
accordance with standard operating procedure, an evidence technician is required to open the
sexual assault kit upon receipt to check for the presence of liquid blood so the evidence can be
refrigerated if present. The action is then noted on the Chain of Custody Master Sheet by the
evidence technician once complete.

On January 28, 2020, the DNA analyst performing triage on the sexual assault kit in

question noticed there was no note on the Chain of Custody Master Sheet indicating the evidence



technician had opened the kit to check for the presence of blood. The DNA analyst looked at the
kit to see if it had been opened and discovered it had not. The Kit still contained the original
evidence tape from the submitting agency. The DNA analyst sent an email to Mercer inquiring
about the issue.

The next day, January 29, 2020, the DNA analyst observed that a note dated January 23,
2020 indicating the kit was opened had been added to the Chain of Custody Master Sheet and
initialed by Caitlyn Mercer. Additionally, the DNA Analyst noticed new evidence tape that was
not present the day before. The new piece of tape was also initialed by Mercer and back dated to
January 23 as if the kit had been opened on that date.

Laboratory management met with Mercer to discuss these events and Mercer admitted to
the described events. The laboratory immediately terminated Mercer. The laboratory self-
disclosed the incident to the Texas Forensic Science Commission on January 30, 2020.
Commission staff notified Ms. Mercer of the self-disclosure on February 4, 2020.

Ms. Mercer submitted a written response to the self-disclosure on April 3, 2020. (See,
Exhibit B). In her response, Ms. Mercer characterizes her conduct as a mistake and a lapse in
judgment, and accepts responsibility for her actions. She describes the work environment at
Signature Science as “very toxic” and states her role at the lab and the expectations of her were
unclear. She describes some of her negative prior performance feedback at the lab. Regarding the
incident in question, Mercer states she went into a “panic mode” when she received an after-hours
email from the DNA analyst about the unopened sexual assault kit. The email copied three of her
supervisors. The next day, when she discovered the sexual assault kit was not opened as it should
have been, she opened the kit and added tape to incorrectly reflect the kit was opened on the date

received. There were no blood samples in the kit. Ms. Mercer included an apology for her actions.



III. COMMISSION INVESTIGATION

A. Investigative Notice to Analyst and Interview Request

On June 12, 2020, the Commission notified Ms. Mercer the self-disclosure was accepted
for investigation and requested to interview Ms. Mercer. (See, Exhibit C). On July 14, 2020,
Ms. Mercer spoke with the Panel by teleconference. The Panel and staff reviewed the
description of the incident. The Panel explained the laboratory alleged Mercer misrepresented
that she opened a sexual assault kit to check for blood evidence and further revised the
chain of custody documentation to make it appear as if she had opened the kit. The Panel asked
Mercer to describe her perspective, and she did not disagree with any of the key facts as reported
by the laboratory. Panel members inquired about Ms. Mercer’s training history in evidence
processing, including any training on the limitations of her job duties and training with respect
to quality incidents in the laboratory. Mercer described how quality incidents are typically
handled by the laboratory—an employee discovering the error immediately reports to her
supervisor and the supervisor reports the error to the quality director or management as
necessary. Mercer confirmed this is the normal standard of practice in the laboratory for
disclosing mistakes discovered such as the unopened kit in this incident. Mercer confirmed she
was aware of the standard practice and procedure at the time, and that she failed to follow the
standard procedure. Mercer understood how her actions in the incident could impact the
integrity of the results and the credibility of the laboratory in the criminal justice system.
Mercer confirmed there are no other incidents in which she deviated from the standard of
practice and failed to report the incident. Mercer described certain organizational contributing
factors (systemic pressures and conditions) that were present in the circumstances of the incident
that impacted her decision to cover up her mistake. She feared being reprimanded for her
mistake. Mercer took responsibility for her falsification of the record in the case and appeared to
regret her decision not to report the mistake. Mercer expressed concern over her future eligibility

for licensure by the Commission as she planned to become a DNA Analyst and pursue a career in

8



forensic science. The Panel explained her license eligibility is considered at the time she applies
for licensure and that the issue regarding her licensure is not before the Commission at this time.
B. Additional Inquires of Signature Science

On August 27, 2020, the Panel and Commission staff met virtually with representatives of
Signature Science to discuss the details of the disclosure. Interviews were conducted separately
with the following Signature Science employees involved in the incident—Laboratory Director
Leslie Parke, DNA Technical Leader Jaime Haas, DNA Analyst Ashley Foster, and Evidence
Technician Haylee Baca.

Generally, all four interviewees confirmed the facts reported in the disclosure—that Ms.
Mercer failed to follow the standard of practice for reporting a mistake and falsified the case record
to cover up her mistake.

Ms. Parke described the training Ms. Mercer received at Signature Science, including the
process of supervision before being cleared to work independently. Regarding Ms. Mercer’s
allegation of a toxic work environment, the lab director noted a number of previous issues with
Ms. Mercer that resulted in counseling sessions and a personal improvement plan. Parke stated
her believe that the incident in question was an isolated event by Ms. Mercer. She identified the
root cause as an intentional act due to a lapse in judgment by Mercer, addressed by her termination.

DNA Technical Leader Haas described her discussion with Ms. Mercer about the incident.
From Haas’ perspective, Ms. Mercer’s main concern seemed to be that she would be “in trouble”
for not opening the sexual assault kit to check for blood. It appeared to Haas Ms. Mercer may not
understood the implications of her conduct.

DNA Analyst Foster discovered the unopened kit error by Mercer and described her
observations of the sexual assault kit both before and after her email to Ms. Mercer. She

immediately notified her supervisors in the lab of the issue.



Evidence Technician and peer of Ms. Mercer, Haylee Baca, reported the laboratory trained
its employees to notify management of errors and to seek guidance. Regarding allegations of a
toxic work environment, the technician observed the job can be stressful and occasional conflicts
arise, but these factors should not affect mistake recognition, reporting and appropriate corrective
action.
IV. COMMISSION OBSERVATIONS AND FINDINGS
A. Basis of Commission Findings
The Panel and Commission staff reviewed and considered all documents provided by
Signature Science. The Panel and Commission also considered written and oral responses
submitted by Mercer and the comments provided in the Signature Science staff interviews as
described in Section Ill. B. above. Following is a list of documents considered by the Panel:
e Self-Disclosure by Signature Science
e Mercer’s Written Letter to Commissioners
e Materials submitted by Caitlyn Mercer
e (aitlyn Mercer’s Tasks, Job Description, and Prior Performance Improvement Plan
e Interview with Caitlyn Mercer on July 14, 2020
e Interviews with Signature Science Staff on August 27, 2020
B. Assessment Regarding Professional Misconduct
“Professional Misconduct” means the forensic analyst or crime laboratory, through a
material act or omission, deliberately failed to follow a standard of practice that an ordinary
forensic analyst or crime laboratory would have followed, and the deliberate act or omission would

substantially affect the integrity of the results of a forensic analysis. An act or omission is

10



deliberate if the forensic analyst or crime laboratory was aware of and consciously disregarded an
accepted standard of practice.?®

The phrase “would substantially affect the integrity of the results of a forensic analysis”
does not necessarily require that a criminal case be impacted or a report be issued to a customer in
error.?® The phrase includes acts that would call into question the integrity of the forensic analysis,
the forensic analyst, or the crime laboratory as a whole regardless of the ultimate outcome in the
underlying criminal case.?’

In Texas, “forensic analyst” means a person who on behalf of a crime laboratory accredited
under Article 38.01 84-d, Code of Criminal Procedure, technically reviews or performs a forensic
analysis or draws conclusions from or interprets a forensic analysis for a court or crime laboratory.
At the time of the incident, Ms. Mercer was an evidence technician whose job duties did not require
licensure as a forensic analyst.”?® She was, however, an employee of the crime laboratory and thus
was expected to perform her duties in accordance with the laboratory’s policies and procedures.

The Commission agrees with Signature Science that the act of making a false entry on the
Chain of Custody Master Sheet and the placing of back dated evidence tape on the sexual assault
kit constitutes professional misconduct, because it violates the standard of practice an ordinary
forensic analyst or crime laboratory would have followed. In this context, Ms. Mercer was acting
under the supervision and on behalf of the crime laboratory as its employee. The Commission finds
the actions taken by Ms. Mercer in this incident were deliberate and could call into question the
integrity of the crime laboratory as a whole. As such, while Ms. Mercer is not a licensed forensic
analyst and thus the disciplinary provisions of the licensing rules do not apply to her, Signature

Science’s disclosure of the incident was appropriate considering the importance of evidence

25 37 Tex. Admin. Code § 651.302 (7) (2019).
26 37 Tex. Admin. Code § 651.302 (10) (2019).
27 See, Id.

28 TeEX. CODE CRIM. PROC. art. 38.01 § 4-(a)(2).

11



handling to the integrity of the laboratory’s results. Should Ms. Mercer decide to apply for a
forensic analyst license at a future date, the Commission will consider applicable mitigating and
aggravating factors at that time in determining whether to grant a license and under what

conditions, if any.

12
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8329 North Mopac Expressway
Austin, Texas 78759
Telephone: (512) 533-2000

INCIDENT REPORT #20200129-01

To: ADA Matt Campbell, Travis County District Attorney’s Office

Detective Brian Miller, Pflugerville Police Department

From: Leslie Parke, Director

Copy: Jamie Haas, Technical Leader; Leah Allen, Unit Manager
Date: 30 January 2020

Subject: Falsification of Record for Case LS52020-00131 .

Case LSS2020-00131 (agency case #17080485, DA case #2018-302951) involved a sexual assault kit that
was received on 23 January 2020. On 28 January, the DNA analyst performing triage on the case noted
that there was no comment on the Chain of Custody Master Sheet indicating that the Evidence
Technician had opened the kit to check for liquid blood. The analyst looked at the kit to see if the kit had
been opened, and it had not. Only the original evidence tape from the submitting agency was present at
that time.

On 29 January, the analyst observed that the note had been added to the Chain of Custody Master
Sheet and the note was dated 23 January. The analyst looked at the kit on 29 January, and new evidence
tape was observed that was not there the previous day. One piece of tape was initialed and back dated
as 23 January as though the kit had been opened that day.

The Director, the Supervisor, and the employee in question met to discuss these events in the presence
of the Human Resources Manager. The employee admitted to the described events and was terminated
immediately.

On 30 January, ADA Matt Campbell was notified by phone and this IR was provided to Mr. Campbell and
to Detective Brian Miller of the Pflugerville Police Department (the submitting agency representative).
Also that day, a note was added to the Chain of Custody Master Sheet to clarify the actual date that the
kit was opened and checked for liquid blood.

/{?w@ PN

Leslie Parke
Director, SigSci Forensic Lab



b 3 r' Forensic Laboratory

Sy, 4 EELA G RA e FFRM-004M, Version 2

Effective Date: 28 April 2017
Chain-of-Custody Master Sheet

Shipment# 0)00122-C2  Submitting Agency: Tc O B
yyyymmdd-xx

INITIAL RECEIPT OF PACKAGE:
Item(s) Received from _ Accepted by

Printed Name;

WAl oalling | Allson Lo
41009 / UL 1 Q0o gBho.

Pite— ) Unit/Department: Date:

cy/Courier: e
Pl dor i P | 12400 | Beceoon  |1723/20
Tracking # (if applicable); Condition of package(s):
NG gond _Sealed
RECEIPT INTO SIGSCI FORENSIC LAB:
ltem(s) Delivered by Accepted by Date
ignature: Signature:
VUG Cald 1O |
e O*»ﬂ %@%\é\)&’% Unit/Department: l-22- 20
Receptitin SsLli-T -
PACKAGE DETAILS:
~ SSLLC Case(s) 3320 ltem(s) o

SO0~ 01K | 4 SAk, denueldee,

K SAL 0pentd WP reLeiptOChLe g, +ILPIeSen Ce oFf Lauud
blooh o (232 6@

& Wsolze
) Ugend ‘{lm—w clarttizatpa witte EM, The 94K wes Page # 5

ok on 1]-2.4.]-20 el eheckad L Hﬂt‘r{— not ;élﬁlﬁw




EXHIBIT B




A Wi ing NS RN N e s RNSe. 1o the

——jauegoding Forwordied To e Sommission

mgmmg MY ACONS i Janwuang, 2020,
S A p@rtou\'v 10 estab\\sh \.L{LGVDNT “haT
*‘mé MSTOkL was the esult of an enor
WA ¢ 9 MENT, and A+ s uwhar T conveyRal
m AE %LkQQI\ASOY LPON v TRIUM 1D WOrle
ol\owng okOuu AC Qm T Qo ful)

= mgg@ng\\ou i Lo ray 10pSe 1 Judg M.

oG sadd ¥naT, 1imd\u C\skﬂw&um
Halke WD consideraHan +he” conteyt beRinok
AL e PIS0dL.. TS AS N NO WAy designed

0 dimanuis i M Seveyr \‘V}O\C mu QQhCn \o&u—‘
e NApSs WAl Shed same. \Wg ntonol

| sySremotic Slaw wma ey Tonic workplace
RAADAMRITE. My NOpe T piywidung s
Lcontent \S o hcp@‘\u\a pre vent & fukue,

Len(P\ON R BN €OCING & 1M \GK W Tk
LenV VDN ORI,

Before AAAIRSSING SpRUAGRNRNS , T

Awoudd W foryou Touunderst and tne

L AUTU O SIGNCIWIE. SCen( . 0N AUGUST
13,200, T began My youumey o signoduse
|sAence, eQgey and ki ted o \laundn my

L FOenSIS car®®r asan BEvidence Technidan

LOETRr vecently graduuating wath my Masters
"N ForensicsA (Q/ £ruon -the Unversity o€ Flodda.




LMy RO TN PSSION O N8 WO ke @D Amentt
(O SIgNATURE, SURNCR. Was genrally positive,
and TN A T several Mot were, good.
L et LWwe T demon Strated a steady
earning paCe. qeeQt Q- wWovkers and
1\ nip, andl weceived avery posiyive.
Quarterly gerformance. waed. There,
W, MOWRNVEY A feau) Co-wovleere Hhax
..Qm\oudtj WO NeAA MR e e&r\\jm Adodut
Junax ALsN lbbed as q'('\jrox‘\ CwWOvk
L RMNAYLA TNRNT " uniCn HMne yy KA e medd
0 “excrreme. FA O ST From g |
- NONAGeMERAT 10 A foinl SRieC employees.
My AL R OCHON WOS o respond that
I3 WK PLACR e xpenenCes Some
1IN0V Since. T 4end o avod drama.
[T €A% opimiSHOU thaT T would not get
19gedinro it os lonGg As T worked hard
I gave my RSt efXort. n hadsignt &
wvwaan L had'padd wote afiention to+hese
L warmingsS vastior fhan ousm‘(sgmg Hhom.
1 WSt uani eSSt arved changing
oE T became, pertonally and ne qﬂvelaj
|affec ted b:, TN cuture. &+ S’\%&O;\%
Sdente.. The sero\ogist resigned, causing
L Buidence Manager with unem \'d Y
beenN w4 dose,tv To o\ y EnisSh iner
[rainng and’move ONTO & newd rote . At that



S pQNT oy AR ANA @APCHATINS \neIL NOYT
MNAAL Q\QCUF wnspile of oy vepeacted

e USTS for clanty . suddenly T found
IN\VECA S \QQA'C\% mﬁm&ﬂb%m DOuecer
aﬁex NG O \d AT “all ot Hhe analysrs

 had oSt st WML, and Mot T wWOSn+

MNREHING € Y PLLTATINS. TTMiIS WOS Comuo\etelu
ghoc\q@ TOM- S T oo Omu TQCQA\)QO!

- o very PRSITVe. per—formance apprcusqj ond

na O AOT \Neourd A sing e, neg AHve . com renT
[ fam any OF Hha anaXySts Higmselwes
| N HISS T took Yais AS conSimuctuve,
QRN UL, <inCe. TN\, cumovu Sted t©
I\ 3 Ny \\{gf QS ifHhere s O\L\.QQ!\}& mgm N
,‘(lor N PeMeNt. AR r Cmveu&g?cm\ -

| Y0 T needed 1o e Cledr on

(s wasexpeckrd Of MR, he DiRCior

JIESRATEBED QONE_ e A SPL@AHCFASK LST. Thig

el ped R fee MuUeh mote Secure, M

.W\OW\ WO My AUERS o Aexpetations

U MUSSICN taen ved\wed asound.

v - go\xw 0g M TUSTOE He ANA\WYSTS aen
n olivecx0r d e idQd 10 POST PN mg

| ‘\awm passed, v BEwvdence Manager
| became signi ficantly 1ess invplved (nHw
lemdine pReess, andl assuumed a mores

3 rechnicd R . A N Buvidente Techni da)




WaS hired , and tnon the case \dac bﬁu&r\
O ANCreGSe, dam axically . Thrug N i g
_ranSitiien T coninued O STy Qs
Lo perception of M analysts, and
Lwond approctn tham duvectly £ T €t
m\z W AURSHINING My AeCisioN -
~MAING PIRCeSS | wniles ¥ envi Yon pnent
L yemod JOMRLUNAT PASSI V& - QGG TESRIVE,
Ax fely W \k WAS AY IRAST impoving . At
ot point T \oeg(ln‘t‘(mmr\? 0g aun.

L Aund ean UST 20\Q = veceived AN
L UNRA PR LR ng RAULST Frvmn the Director
|| ‘\mmqgncuelb wet WD e ddvegetorg 0t
SToask ) f overyung was okay and sihe
| Saudd At “some ofF ¥ne ANAIYSTS have
LaonemsS ancl we M\ AUSCUSS further wnthe,
Leenng. L felt Com pletely liind Sighted.
_Iwh © WaS awax 0fF an Teccasional)
YR g faphL (AL D, T wWas Und- g
AMPESHIN AKX they had been addressed.
e tneething involved e diveCtor | vine, A
_redhnicd [eador and tag \RAA In ttuman
L RestuuCes CT have okt aned +Hig conems
— Moy had addiesced intg meeting aldng
Lwatia oy AN TASKS). while T acknuwiedd

| thar T aid male QL PRty p0 graphic@] <oy
B S tnpOrtdnt Ton 0 Fe thatt T was notthe enly




MPINLL WA ALCCESS O respons) o \‘\«j
Qmem\o datal Wwio YNnQ AaY0lphase. . F\m\\r\m mb«l
a_ N2 Fv\ Aen @ Teeh n\UAN had\ WS
- St ted and Wowl d ‘C!‘QQLLQI\TL& CHilze
- AN Aot base. as well. Eveny$ Pnege exrors
o coudd o been correg Sv;\chdtome,
B O Of M0Se AcCUSAHONS were eAyher:
4. Nt o t0Sk Q\%%\Q\’\QO\‘\'QMQ» Uk
- ane. N LN I ass kLmQ_d “£or e SOte.
PurpOSe. OF NeAPING ot an Qvelrwnwreeol,
~under st ffed yedm (e.g. maang up
M@g TNt Someane eise arderd)
- 20 MiSTaesS 0t wex&cumﬁdg f
laadsessed an A\ "\aad cuvmouj been given
Cldarecon on V\CU\O\ML% N LU nStan eSS

L TINR AET e ting v Yy, AreC Yo T
|70 AS ConGT TN AR and knewd
~F coudd and il A M proves. towever T
IWAS N omplete et S pect ful dusagiee -
reentt vath-Pne. accn Satin s Mok inyihy S
L eeing. e deesion was cumdg
LA eiNQdh T pOSTPeNR My HTaining
Lonce again €or O Adays. T was oustrughT
% er agaun oleter muned 1o prove myRIE.
alsO VoA to-¥hg AdUreCter ot IS Hme,

lhat T was on fuseol about wh & had
> |[n0T been made awdre, of e disconnecr




et ween mgSQ\\C and WL NGy SIS. T |
lewplaune A TO NRX Hha T T amapproachalle,
..ou\o\ \Nmud veally apprecsate, st AnaYRTS
| TO M 1+ they oA AN\ SSUe wstreool
,.D-Q FQ \Y\ b\\\’\d\%\ Wt ed &QG.M\ . e
Ao \ydwve's qggwrep\ mQ, HNAt She wos i ful -
| 0G TR YNRNY, and Staxred Ot o communi@icn
prooiemeisted anch promiSed To Spedke
AT e analy ST 10 ense direer
LComM AN CaTHitn mowvng Forward . Iin
Lother wird S e Divee o herCel f
ackenowledgrol HL com MU praldem,
AUt S o Cove parrt of Hhe T warke
lenvAYoN MNent act S\gr\aﬂu\e Sauendo . ovey
M couze Of ML fevt kao ST mer
| vw«h QL AR THOC wWeLle) RUc\n
KA \qu RSS . Ealin we \«\ chelkn
..wo& NOCT becouase SV\% conérmedy
T oo \oeex\ AQNG Well ancl NLre, were.
L NQ OrS TO ST SS. Dunng TS+ me
we vecoived aclarge Ship meit atan
LUnRYL PReFed ML uwnen g O-tner
LBMiANCe TRANNAIG AN WOS Ut O€ g OFfice.
The DiYeceter \OefSOncu\‘j hWelped me  and
L ovsernved FAYST - nand (\Cormxc«mf*ﬂme)
ow T Wan A\ emolenCe. wvake , . She
L epressed At She was ey tmpressedl .
IAYHUS PON T She al\0wed me to- resSuméd,




AN OO0 WANG, Mg W0- A RNy

penQa QY eJr\O\QO;5 W QCober f& My
R CBNGRO ToHIL NG ACHNG Endene
— - MaNn0ger M amuemiorr, 2000, MyTaiung

- NOWRVEY, wiidn T odoSo el depended

e Conviinued To e de\ayed dite 1o \aCk
— ot adequate, personnel o in e

L AUd eneny NG on my end but wos
et wath Ro ong 1o cu My Sampies

_‘*‘,_Hﬁh_cmzx@n_, I

— I had been employed foralmost o
— NRA and ahatt and QS MOt espnSl g
f BERIVNTIY 3 qddgdmmif\m,mcxeﬂm
. et as TR Bvidente Manager
L edned ‘t waS veQ Sonable O oSk
MY LRSS for e paw o e ve flected
—She declned, T &Xsikead 1o e, qwqud
- LoV MY, NOWR, waYn"ig hex case | poal
—Hond Mot fRSPONSIb TS, She dleeined .

W L was dusappointed, T wa s

HRRS Pty ful ToOward hexr and Continued

[ TO MR P wp MYy progress .

| on JTanuong 28,2010, T veceived an
e~-mau\ ough my ph oNe atter hours
A Lo wovrkerhao “copied all of my

a4 [[SWPemsore (theadl FELTOC the univ managerand




Hhe Tech ni(d ROAL) adduresaing msiokeS
ONAL QSR receayed Jonman, 23 200 thax
HEWAS JUST beeoming cwvie Of. T weny
YO paniC mode ,—Hnin NG ax Al 0 F e
HPYTSS T Nad mnad e, weduld o exraised .
(AS NS was Ot er- nows, and I vecoived
AUS e-mail an my gersonal Hme,, T dud
1Y RS O recUl enentS accraely .
TN NRNY MOFAING T went 10 douwbie -
helle e Case M queSHon ana
e ZRA At vy recollecHion he prior
S NgNY wosin fack wrong. T was o
APSEX AT my SR\AE becotise no madtter
now high e case load WOS, T haad
inever onCR fai\Ral o opena Sewual
AASSAUY KAt upon vecipT. T acknowedge.
Aot ok S point T went into a._omplete.
el mode. . T A+ Yot T had +wd
P ONOMRS ) WAIOA WRIR O WY+ anaky st
and my e Suwpea SO kentw whwatr
N0 NAppened wNitn wasuld exase a\l of
AWl T had dine., orto ve€lect ny
ANMAA €-mMoU YESEONTE, .\ Ot MOMeNYT ot
DPANUC TONO0SR e \atier. TS S adleciSion
HE W FOTVEr YRGRT AsHUS went againgt
Yy chrac ter. 1 opghlogite. %wouxﬁ wpact
A MOy have had on+hé case. T opened

L (e At Sly with Yare. tadl <o reflect




I\ ha\eW ORI ot A veuied. There,
— - WOS NOTNINGTIN *NQ it Hhat needed Tobe,
Srefngeratred o B 2en (no blond Samples)
~and e paperwr ovle was scanned onal
—Plaed locle wn e et pexr-usual

\€ T cola OQ boCle Mtmne and admiy
— o MiStake. vegard \eSS of any
~ o TRUpRCCUSRION, T alpSoluily, wtlg® T
oedign’. g cut come, wnmal ol Wae \oeon
‘dutterent haok +he analy st approctcihed

TN 0NR- 0N - 0N duang ofHE@ Nours.
LN S Somertung Mat g Directer

lassuredme would happen €mm Hng,
LY A u0n SRQ oelen ow \eoged e,
TTOMACenA BN Mt Clacle of  Communiatic
N 0L, or even 1A S case, the ©
DITRATOCS Commun)yCOHCn NRrse 1€, T was
M comple TR ShOCk to Hnd ouy Yot she.
IWAS o OXe Hact Mg kit had not been
Lopened letove. T neln my e anad
I She doc ided nor mbv‘\r\cz T iomy
Jattention uhith Lummcu‘e,ﬁ P\A el M
Ny i Cal du lemmaC. TIRE enuironment
IloS SN ér\o\m SAURNCRNS SUCh At
I MSTAk oS are noy spmacﬁ\xetj brought +o
A [IWIhT ond discu ssed, asin “Row can we




POSUTL S A0St happen again?” o
W OE e sourceS AQy o nNeL O T ensuse.
S enroe 1SNy repedted?t B gain ~the
o nment ot anady ste boek - channeling
0 RAAUrTNIP ™ order TO “cateih® Somesns.
- ey oo noy emdently Wwe does noty
—\RAd tD an Open AU SCUSTIen Q€ progess
,..&murac@. | -

LS My Sncere NOPR. Hhat Yis leter
NS RAA WA e uncolar ﬁ-avndlxr\ﬁ ot
) -+ SinCrely vegred Wow T esponsled o
e Career SHAECS of Wnot ynoment. AT ,
PORAINR A e m OUSILy M rfrmance.
—leNaauarionS honk a \oéﬁ Very pRSITve,,
JONA TN YA G enAavDn MneAtT Hhat |(eads
—— MO MASTMUST aad dangemus \ocl, 6€
N .mspwe)(\@j nad bfen aclenowieddect
ey §i§mm Stente \eaoership. ©
— 0ROt S conte st 1S con Sidered
—unun adore SING my personal failue,
— O ST ond wp andtoe e ey Conseq uences
——— O+ e moment. T also Nope thotthe
—lenNDAMLe Nt Ot SigNnafusre suience
— - AAANG €8 Quilicly SeThat ho oHher VOung,
—— 1 AsSpIring forensics prfesSinal Caces Hie
| & SS 8@ that +ype of wanie atmogphenre .
W [T sincerely hope ¥hat T vt be Given another




oooomm A0 WO e g el d of

PocenSicS, And offer my heart it |

| GUDO\OO}\L fon My acthioN -Wu&oOST M&M

Uuﬂgn Mex ey

CPlease. nOTe. Hiat Jamie Haas has shown

BUpOE, (ea s and o POl (ad SHaNnCe.
MNHO Wovkeplace., not only Toworckme.

ud Ul 0 € He departMNT. Se waS

SO O Family Medulal Leonve duuninG
Ay Qf-tnese. eI 7 J




EXHIBIT C



TEXAS FORENSIC

SCIENCE COMMISSION
Justice Through Science

June 26, 2020

Via Federal Express 7708 1350 0961 and e-mail to caitie.mercer@yahoo.com

Ms. Caitlyn Mercer
1300 East Riverside Dr.
APT A514

Austin, Texas 78741

Re: Forensic Science Commission Laboratory Self-Disclosure No. 20.13 Signature Science
(Forensic Biology/DNA) — Requested Action by July 28, 2020

Dear Ms. Mercer,

The Commission voted at its June 12, 2020 quarterly meeting to investigate the laboratory
self-disclosure referenced above regarding an incident related to your work at Signature Science,
LLC. Specifically, the Commission is investigating Signature Science’s determination that you
committed professional misconduct in the incident described in the enclosed materials provided
by the laboratory.

Pursuant to Code of Criminal Procedure, Article 38.01 § 4, the Commission is required to
investigate allegations of professional negligence or professional misconduct that would
substantially affect the integrity of the results of a forensic analysis conducted by an accredited
crime laboratory and issue a written report on its findings.! Complaints are investigated by an
Investigative Panel of three or four Commissioners in preparation of a completed, written report.?
The Commission appointed commissioners Dr. Jasmine Drake, Mr. Pat Johnson, and Mr. Mark
Daniel to investigate the allegations of professional misconduct against you. Commission
investigations may include collection and review of documents, case records, review by subject
matter experts, interviews with individuals involved in the incident and other action as
appropriate.’

Please be aware that the outcome of the Commission investigation may have an
impact on your ability to obtain a forensic analyst or technician license in the future. On a
determination by the Commission that a license holder or applicant for a license has committed
professional misconduct, the Commission may (1) revoke or suspend the person’s license; (2)

I TEX. CODE CRIM. PROC. art. 38.01 § 4(a)(3); Id. at § 4(b).
2 Tex. Admin. Code § 651.304.
3 Tex. Admin. Code § 651.307.

[P] 1.888.296.4232 « [F] 1.888.305.2432 « [E] info@fsc.texas.gov



refuse to renew the person’s license; (3) reprimand the license holder; (4) deny the person a license;
or (5) place the license holder on a probationary period.*

The investigative panel requests an opportunity to interview you with respect to the events
and circumstances described in the enclosed self-disclosure. The Commission has received your
April 7, 2020 “Written Letter to Commissioners” and attached supporting materials. We welcome
any further written response either in addition to or in lieu of an interview with you. The
Commission strongly encourages your input, particularly if you disagree with the professional
misconduct finding by Signature Science. Absent other information, the Commission may accept
the misconduct finding by Signature Science which could result in the denial of your forensic
analyst or technician license should you choose to apply. If you wish to respond in writing or
otherwise, the Commission requests your response by July 28, 2020.

The Commission’s investigative process may take several months to complete. A final
written report will be published on the Commission’s website at www fsc.texas.gov concluding
the investigation. Final investigative reports by the Commission issued pursuant to the
Commission’s investigative authority under Code of Criminal Procedure, Article 38.01 §4(b) that
concern an individual not licensed by the Commission are governed by Chapter 2001, Government
Code.> A written request for a hearing before the State Office of Administrative Hearings must be
received by the Commission within thirty (30) days of the date you receive notice of the
Commission’s final investigative report, or the right to a hearing is waived and the final
investigative report by the Commission stands.

To schedule an interview, you may reach me directly by telephone at (512) 936-0661 or
via email at leigh@fsc.texas.gov. You may submit written responses to me electronically or via
regular mail to the address on this letterhead. You may also address the investigative panel
personally if you wish. If you would like to speak to panel members, please let me know so I can
provide you with meeting details and information to facilitate your appearance.

Sincerely,

a%m SW

Leigh M. Savage
Associate General Counsel

encl.

4 Tex. Admin. Code § 651.216.
3> Tex. Gov’t Code Ch. 2001.
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8329 North Mopac Expressway
Austin, Texas 78759
Telephone: (512) 533-2000

INCIDENT REPORT #20200129-01

To: ADA Matt Campbell, Travis County District Attorney’s Office

Detective Brian Miller, Pflugerville Police Department

From: Leslie Parke, Director

Copy: Jamie Haas, Technical Leader; Leah Allen, Unit Manager
Date: 30 January 2020

Subject: Falsification of Record for Case LS52020-00131 .

Case LSS2020-00131 (agency case #17080485, DA case #2018-302951) involved a sexual assault kit that
was received on 23 January 2020. On 28 January, the DNA analyst performing triage on the case noted
that there was no comment on the Chain of Custody Master Sheet indicating that the Evidence
Technician had opened the kit to check for liquid blood. The analyst looked at the kit to see if the kit had
been opened, and it had not. Only the original evidence tape from the submitting agency was present at
that time.

On 29 January, the analyst observed that the note had been added to the Chain of Custody Master
Sheet and the note was dated 23 January. The analyst looked at the kit on 29 January, and new evidence
tape was observed that was not there the previous day. One piece of tape was initialed and back dated
as 23 January as though the kit had been opened that day.

The Director, the Supervisor, and the employee in question met to discuss these events in the presence
of the Human Resources Manager. The employee admitted to the described events and was terminated
immediately.

On 30 January, ADA Matt Campbell was notified by phone and this IR was provided to Mr. Campbell and
to Detective Brian Miller of the Pflugerville Police Department (the submitting agency representative).
Also that day, a note was added to the Chain of Custody Master Sheet to clarify the actual date that the
kit was opened and checked for liquid blood.

/{?w@ PN

Leslie Parke
Director, SigSci Forensic Lab
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