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I. BACKGROUND

A. History and Mission of the Texas Forensic Science Commission

The Texas Forensic Science Commission (Commission) was created during the 79th 

Legislative Session in 2005 with the passage of HB-1068.  The Act amended the 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.1  

The Commission has nine members appointed by the Governor of Texas.2 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).3 The Commission’s 

Presiding Officer is Jeffrey Barnard, MD. 

B. Commission Jurisdiction

1. Investigations of Professional Negligence and Professional Misconduct
Resulting from Laboratory Self-Disclosures

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 a crime laboratory.”4  The term “forensic analysis” 

is defined as a medical, chemical, toxicological, ballistic, or other examination or test performed 

1 See e.g., Acts 2013, 83rd Leg. ch. 782 (S.B. 1238) §§ 1-4 (2013); Acts 2015, 84th Leg. ch. 1276 (S.B. 1287) §§ 1-
7 (2015), Acts 2023, 88th Leg. ch. 742 (H.B. 3506) §§ 1-2 (2023), Acts 2023, 88th Leg. ch. 1149 (S.B. 0991) § 1 
(2023). 
2 TEX. CODE CRIM. PROC. art. 38.01 § 3. 
3 Id.  
4 TEX. CODE CRIM. PROC. art. 38.01 § 4(a)(3)(A). 
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on physical evidence, including DNA evidence, for the purpose of determining the connection of 

the evidence to a criminal action.5  

Crime laboratories must self-report professional negligence or professional misconduct to 

the Commission.6 The statute does not define the terms “professional negligence” and 

“professional misconduct.” The Commission defined those terms in its administrative rules.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. 

2. Accreditation Jurisdiction

The Commission is charged with accrediting crime laboratories and other entities that 

conduct forensic analyses of physical evidence.8  The term “crime laboratory” includes a public 

or private laboratory or other entity that conducts a forensic analysis subject to article 38.35 of the 

Code of Criminal Procedure.9

5 TEX. CODE CRIM. PROC.  art. 38.35(a)(4). 
6 Id. at art. 38.01 § 4(a)(1)-(2) (2019); See also, 37 Tex. Admin. Code § 651.219(c)(5) (2020). 
(Pursuant to the Forensic Analyst Licensing Program Code of Professional Responsibility, members of crime 
laboratory 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). 
7 37 Tex. Admin. Code § 651.302 (7), (8), and (10) (2020). The term "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 term includes acts or omissions that would call into question the integrity of the forensic 
analysis, the forensic analyst or analysts, or the crime laboratory as a whole regardless of the ultimate outcome in the 
underlying criminal case. 
8 TEX. CODE CRIM. PROC.  art. 38.01 § 4-d(b). 
9 Id. at art. 38.35(a)(1).  



3 

3. Licensing Jurisdiction

Under Texas law, a person may not act or offer to act as a forensic analyst unless the person 

holds a forensic analyst license issued by the Commission.10 While accreditation is granted to 

entities that perform forensic analysis, licensing is a credential obtained by individuals who 

practice forensic analysis. The Texas forensic licensing program took effect on January 1, 2019. 

The law defines the term “forensic analyst” as “a 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.”11   

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 

or applicant for a license committed professional misconduct or violated Texas Code of Criminal 

Procedure Article 38.01 or an administrative rule or other order by the Commission.12  If the 

Commission determines a license holder committed professional misconduct or 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.13  The Commission may place on probation a person whose license is 

suspended.14  Disciplinary proceedings and the process for appealing a disciplinary action by the 

Commission are governed by the Judicial Branch Certification Commission.15 

10 Id. at art. 38.01 § 4-a(b); 37 Tex. Admin. Code § 651.201(c) (2018). 
11 Id. at art. 38.01 § 4-a(a)(2). 
12 Id. at art. 38.01 § 4-c; 37 Tex. Admin Code § 651.216(a) (2024). 
13 37 Tex. Admin Code § 651.216(a)(1)-(4) (2024). 
14 Id. at (b). 
15 TEX. CODE CRIM. PROC. art. 38.01 § 4-c(e); 37 Tex. Admin. Code § 651.216(d) (2024). 
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4. Jurisdiction Applicable to the Disclosure

The disclosing crime laboratory, the Harris County Institute of Forensic Sciences  (HCIFS), 

is accredited by the Commission and the ANSI National Accreditation Board (ANAB) under 

International Organization for Standardization (ISO) standard 17025: 2017, and falls within the 

Commission’s jurisdiction.16 The individual who is the subject of the disclosure, Cassandra 

Cavazos, was employed as a Toxicology Analyst at HCIFS at the time the disclosure was filed. 

She has been licensed by the Commission in both the Seized Drugs and Toxicology disciplines 

since the inception of the licensing program in January 2019.  Her license was most recently 

renewed in 2024 and will expire on January 31, 2026. Her current license status is “inactive” 

because she is no longer employed by a Texas-accredited crime laboratory, a threshold 

requirement for licensure in either the Seized Drugs or the Toxicology discipline. The focus of this 

report is on the Seized Drugs category of licensure, specifically the proficiency testing 

requirement. 

C. Investigative Process

The Commission’s administrative rules set forth the process by which it determines 

whether to accept a self-disclosure for investigation as well as the process used to conduct the 

investigation.17  The Commission’s rules also describe the process for appealing final investigative 

reports by the Commission including possible disciplinary actions against a license holder or 

applicant.18 

16 See, https://fsc.txcourts.gov/AccreditedLabPublic# for a list of accredited laboratories. 
17 37 Tex. Admin. Code § 651.304-307 (2019). 
18 37 Tex. Admin. Code § 651.401 (2024). 



5 

D. Limitations of this Report

The Commission’s authority contains important limitations. For example, no finding by 

the Commission constitutes a comment upon the guilt or innocence of any individual.19 The 

Commission’s written reports are not admissible in civil or criminal actions.20 The Commission 

does not have the authority to subpoena documents or testimony; information received during any 

investigation is dependent on the willingness of affected parties to submit relevant documents and 

respond to questions posed. Information gathered in this report was not subjected to standards for 

the 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.  

II. SUMMARY OF THE SELF-DISCLOSURE

The disclosure submitted by HCIFS alleges that Toxicology Analyst Cassandra Cavazos, 

who originally worked in the Seized Drugs section of the laboratory but subsequently transitioned 

to the Toxicology section, altered a Proficiency Testing Certification Form that had been 

completed and signed by the HCIFS Senior Director of Quality before the analyst submitted this 

incorrect form to the Commission with her license renewal application in November 2024. After 

investigation, HCIFS management concluded the analyst knowingly altered the form to give the 

false impression that she had been proficiency tested in the discipline of Seized Drugs when she 

had not.  (See, Exhibit A: HCIFS Disclosure and Timeline). 

19  TEX. CODE CRIM. PROC. art. 38.01 § 4(g). 
20 Id. at § 11. 
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A. Notice and Investigative Decision

On, January 8, 2025, staff contacted the analyst requesting a response to the allegations in 

the self-disclosure. She responded in writing on January 26, 2025. (See, Exhibit B:  Analyst 

Response) At its January 31, 2025, quarterly meeting, the Commission voted to accept the 

disclosure for investigation by staff.21 

B. Staff Investigation

Staff reviewed the documents provided by HCIFS and the response submitted by the 

analyst, as well as the Commission’s historical records regarding the licensing and proficiency 

monitoring certificates submitted by the analyst between 2018 and 2024.   

On March 6, 2025, staff interviewed the analyst, Cassandra Cavazos. On April 1, 2025, 

staff interviewed Dr. Teresa Gray, Director of Forensic Toxicology, and Michal Pierce, Senior 

Director of Quality Management.  

III. COMMISSION OBSERVATIONS AND FINDINGS

A. Commission Licensing Program Rules Regarding Proficiency Monitoring

The Texas Administrative Code sets forth the rules related to the Commission’s Forensic 

Analyst Licensing Program in Chapter 651, Subchapter C.  In general, Rule 651.207(b) requires a 

Forensic Analyst to renew their license every two years. An applicant for a license renewal is 

required to complete and submit to the Commission a current Forensic Analyst License Renewal 

Application provided by the Commission.22    

An applicant for a Forensic Analyst License renewal employed by an accredited laboratory 

is required to provide an updated copy of the Commission’s Proficiency Monitoring Certification 

form demonstrating the applicant participates in the laboratory’s process for intra-laboratory 

21 See, 37 Tex. Admin. Code § 651.307(d) (2024). 
22 37 Tex. Admin. Code § 651.208(d) (2024). 
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comparison, inter-laboratory comparison, proficiency testing, or observation-based performance 

monitoring requirements in compliance with and on the timeline set forth by the laboratory’s 

accrediting body’s requirements.23 The form must be signed by the laboratory’s authorized 

representative (typically a representative from the laboratory’s quality division), and designate the 

specific forensic discipline in which each Forensic Analyst actively performs forensic casework 

or is currently authorized or participating in a training program to become authorized to perform 

supervised or independent forensic casework.24 After the form is completed by management, it is 

provided to employees so they may upload it to the Top Class application system with their license 

applications. In this case, the 2024 PT Form was signed by the laboratory’s Senior Director of 

Quality on October 17, 2024.  The PT Form was subsequently distributed to the multiple analysts 

whose proficiency testing compliance was included. The completed PDF document was not locked 

down and was editable by the form’s recipients.  

B. Cavazos’ Laboratory Work and Licensing History

Cavazos started working at HCIFS in the Seized Drugs Section of the laboratory in 2014. 

Between 2017 and 2019, Cavazos and a few other analysts from Seized Drugs were cross-trained 

and assisted in the Toxicology section of the laboratory.  Cavazos applied for a transfer to the 

Forensic Toxicology section in 2019, which was granted. 

Cavazos initially applied to the Texas Forensic Science Commission licensing program in 

late 2018. She was among the first group of candidates to apply. At the time, she applied for and 

was granted licensure in both Seized Drugs and Toxicology.  She was compliant with the 

proficiency testing requirements for both disciplines in 2018 and 2020 according to the Proficiency 

23 Id. at § 651.208(e) (2024). 
24 Id. at § 651.208(e)(1) and (2) (2024). 



Testing Certification Forms submitted during those licensing cycles.  She has been licensed by 

the Commission in both disciplines since that time. 

1.2022 Renewal Application

In November 2022, Cavazos submitted a renewal application to be licensed in Toxicology only. 

However, shortly after submission (the same day), she emailed Commission staff stating: “I 

wanted to confirm if I had selected both seized drugs and toxicology (general, non-

interpretive) for my license.  If not, how do I update.” Commission staff informed her she had 

only selected one discipline (Toxicology) on her renewal application and offered to “update 

discipline(s) if you wish.”  Cavazos confirmed that “Yes, I wish to update to both disciplines 

Seized Drugs Analyst and Toxicology Analyst (general, non-interpretive).”  Staff updated her 

renewal application to include both disciplines.  (See, Exhibit C: Nov. 2022 email).  

However, there is no record that Commission staff requested a proficiency testing form for 

Seized Drugs at this time.  The HCIFS Proficiency Testing Certification Form for 2022 listed the 

analyst as being as in compliance with the proficiency testing requirements in Toxicology only.  

Thus in 2022, the Commission should have denied Cavazos’ request to continue including 

Seized Drugs as a discipline on her license.     

C. Cavazos’ 2024 Application and Proficiency Monitoring Certification Form

On November 24, 2024, Cavazos submitted a license renewal application seeking licensure 

both as a Seized Drug Analyst and as a Toxicology Analyst (General, Non-Interpretive). 

Uploaded as an attachment to the application was a TFSC Proficiency Monitoring Certification 

Form.  The PT form submitted with her application listed her as compliant with the accrediting 

body’s proficiency testing requirements for both Seized Drugs and Toxicology (General, Non-

Interpretive) (See, Exhibit D: Altered PT Form).  The form states that “[a]ll licensed analyst and 

technicians, whether voluntary or mandatory licensees, must participate in a proficiency 

8 
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monitoring program that corresponds to the forensic analyst or forensic technician’s specific 

discipline and job duties.” 

D. Issues with the 2024 Proficiency Monitoring Certification Form

On December 6, 2024, Cavazos had a meeting with Dr. Teresa Gray, the Director of 

Forensic Toxicology and Cavazos’ supervisor. During this meeting, Cavazos asked Dr. Gray 

whether she should maintain her Seized Drugs license.  Dr. Gray referred her to the Senior Director 

of Quality. 

On December 9, 2024, Cavazos sent an email to the Senior Director of Quality stating she 

had been maintaining her Seized Drugs and Toxicology Licenses since 2018. She asked whether 

it was “OK” for her to maintain both as she had not been proficiency tested in Seized Drugs since 

2019.  The Senior Director of Quality responded via email that she should only have renewed 

under Toxicology as the required PT certification form did not include Seized Drugs.  The Senior 

Director of Quality subsequently asked: “Just to be clear – you renewed recently, and they [TFSC] 

renewed you for both disciplines, despite the PT Form only saying Tox?”   

Ten minutes later Cavazos responded “I did renew recently for both disciplines and got 

approved.  However, I just checked the PT form I submitted. When I went through it the first time, 

I inadvertently messed with the drop-down box on mine and [a Seized Drugs Analyst’s] 

disciplines.  I must have saved it incorrectly and appeared to have submitted the wrong one which 

makes sense now why it got approved in the first place.”  She included a screen shot of the section 

of the form that contained her name and showed her as PT compliant in both disciplines.  Cavazos 

continued: “This was not my intention as I know I have only had PT for Tox.” The Senior Director 

of Quality asked her for the version of the PT form she submitted to the TFSC.  Cavazos attached 

a copy of the incorrect form and stated:” This was the version I must’ve submitted which was 

incorrectly saved.” (See, Exhibit E Email). 
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On the same day, the Senior Director of Quality confirmed that the PT form sent to Cavazos 

on October 17, 2024, correctly listed her as completing proficiency testing only in Toxicology.  

(See, Exhibit F:  Correct PT Form). 

E. Cavazos’ Explanation of Altered PT Form to Laboratory Management

When asked how and why an altered version of the form was submitted for license renewal, 

Cavazos stated that she clicked on the dropdown menu belonging to the Seized Drugs Analyst 

listed directly below her on the PT Certification Form and thought she had changed it back before 

saving it as a new document. “When I received the signed form, I must have messed with [the 

other analyst’s] dropdowns on the form. I meant to put it back the way it was for [the other analyst]. 

But then I must have clicked the wrong box, the one above hers, which was the one below mine.  

And I did not notice I had clicked on the Seized Drugs box under mine, instead of hers, since the 

boxes are so close together.  And I saved the form on my desktop and then uploaded that for my 

license application.” She maintained she did not realize she clicked on her own dropdown menu 

in addition to the other analyst’s and the addition was inadvertent. During later discussions with 

laboratory management, Cavazos attributed the error to a “glitch in Adobe.”   

Using the native audit trail feature in Adobe, HCIFS management concluded that Cavazos 

did change the drop-down menu for her own disciplines on her saved copy of the PT Form after 

the Senior Director of Quality signed the certification.  However, since the audit trail does not 

show a change when a drop-down menu is changed to a new value then changed back to the 

original value before resaving, it cannot be determined if Cavazos actually changed the dropdown 

for the other analyst. 
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F. Cavazos Explanation of the Altered PT Form to Commission Staff

When interviewed by Commission staff, Cavazos explained that when she was scrolling to 

find her name on the form, she accidentally clicked on the other analyst’s name and since the form 

was editable, she inadvertently changed the other analyst’s discipline to something else and was 

trying to correct it.  According to Cavazos, her Adobe “had a kind of lapse, or whatever kind of 

glitch.” She claimed she must have highlighted the section above hers accidentally. She also 

claimed she was “in a rush” and just saved it.  She thought she saved it correctly and didn’t realize 

it was wrong. Cavazos maintains she did not notice the error until it was brought to light during 

her discussions with the Senior Director of Quality.  

When pressed further regarding the fact that simply scrolling over other analysts’ names 

does not change anything in the form, she stated she must have accidentally clicked on the name 

when she was scrolling and somehow changed something. She claimed she was then just trying to 

change it back to what the other analyst originally listed as her discipline. She claimed the page 

display was off from where she was scrolling, and she must have accidently hit the field and 

changed the discipline due to the misalignment she described in Adobe. 

When the field above the other analyst’s name is clicked, it reads: “Please select discipline” 

and the user must scroll down a list of possible disciplines. Because the disciplines are listed 

alphabetically, Seized Drugs is toward the end of the list of options.   

When she was asked about “saving” the changes, Cavazos stated she did not know the form 

was wrong and she thought it was back to the way it was originally sent to her by the Senior 

Director of Quality.  She explained that the form hadn’t been saved on her computer yet and it 

needed to be saved so she could upload it with her renewal application. 
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Cavazos was asked to explain the issue with Adobe she was experiencing, she indicated 

she had an older version of Microsoft Windows on her computer and that it had been months since 

any updates and her computer tended to “lag a lot.”  Cavazos explained that she had “glitches” in 

Adobe a lot of times it would “do weird things.” She stated that sometimes Adobe would crash, 

and she would have to reopen the PDFs again.  She also claimed that sometimes when applying 

electronic signatures, it would end up outside of the page rather than on the page itself.  She also 

stated that she submitted a Help Desk ticket because the computer was running slow. 

G. Alleged Confusion Over the PT Requirements

During her interview, Cavazos expressed uncertainty over the requirement to be 

proficiency tested in Seized Drugs to maintain a license in the Seized Drugs discipline.  She 

claimed she didn’t realize that she needed to be proficiency tested in both Seized Drugs and 

Toxicology, and that is why she applied for both disciplines in her 2024 renewal application.  When 

the Senior Director of Quality informed Cavazos she should have only applied for Toxicology, she 

claims that “came as a surprise to her.”  

However, the documentary record contradicts Ms. Cavazos’ assertion that the PT 

requirement was a surprise. At various points, Ms. Cavazos appears to have known that she had to 

be proficiency tested in Seized Drugs to maintain a Seized Drugs license.  For example, in June 

2019, the Senior Director of Quality emailed Cavazos to ask if she intended to maintain licensure 

in both Seized Drugs and Toxicology. Cavazos answered affirmatively stating she would like to 

maintain her license for Seized Drugs as well as keeping her ABC Fellow Certification for Drug 

Analysis.  Cavazos listed the requirements of 8 hours of Toxicology training courses plus 8 hours 

of Seized Drugs training courses every two years and proficiency testing for both Toxicology and 
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Drug Chemistry every year, and asked “is this correct?”.  The Senior Director of Quality responded 

“Yes, that is currently correct.”  (See, Exhibit G:  6.2019 email) 

In August of 2019, Cavazos emailed the Senior Director of Quality and inquired: “I just 

wanted to see if I needed to be in this round of proficiency tests for Drug Chem in order to maintain 

my license for both Seized Drugs and Toxicology, as well as my ABC fellow certification.”  The 

Senior Director of Quality responded that “Technically you don’t need to be in this round, 

because you have already participated in a PT round this year.” (See, Exhibit H:  8.2019 email) 

In February 2020, Cavazos emailed the quality division asking: “I was wanting to see if I 

was going to be part of the Drug Chemistry proficiencies at some point this year.  I was attempting 

to continue to be proficient for my TFSC license in Seized drugs and Toxicology as well as my 

status for my Fellow status for my ABC certification in Drug Analysis.”  The Quality Division 

indicated they were referring the query to a certain person in the laboratory and added 

“hopefully one of the tests on this round will be assigned to you.”  (See, Exhibit I 2.2020 email). 

Cavazos acknowledged these emails but stated “If I did know that in 2019, I don’t 

remember.”  “I guess I forgot a few years later, because when I asked to have both titles again in 

2022, I sent an email to the Texas Forensic Science Commission asking if I could. I wasn’t 

reminded that proficiency testing was required for both disciplines.” While it is true that 

Commission staff in 2022 erred in approving her request to add Seized Drugs to her application, 

her claims of confusion regarding the proficiency requirements in 2024 are not supported by the 

documentary record. First and foremost, she applied for licensure in both disciplines. Second, 

when she came to the realization that she really should not be licensed in Seized Drugs and reached 

out to the Senior Director of Quality asking how to correct the issue with the Commission, the 

Senior Director of Quality immediately expressed her disbelief that she was approved for licensure 
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in both due to lack of current proficiency. When the Senior Director of Quality asked her point 

blank what she submitted on the proficiency form, the analyst acknowledged having submitted the 

“wrong one which makes sense now why it [the Seized Drugs discipline] got approved in the first 

place.” This indicates her understanding that PT was indeed required for each discipline, and only 

an error or oversight could have led to licensure in a discipline for which an analyst has not 

maintained documentation of proficiency.  

H. Contemporaneous American Board of Forensic Toxicology Examination
Laboratory Requirements

Around the same time as the 2024 renewal application and processing, Cavazos was 

studying for a challenging examination for certification by the American Board of Forensic 

Toxicology.  In the Toxicology Section of HCIFS, it is a requirement that an analyst successfully 

complete this examination within three years.  If an analyst does not pass this examination, they 

could be demoted to laboratory technician, transferred to another section, or released from 

employment. According to HCIFS management, Cavazos was concerned about passing the ABFT 

exam. During her interview, Cavazos acknowledged being worried about passing the exam, as it 

is perceived as difficult.  She further acknowledged that she had thought about becoming a drug 

chemist again if she did not pass the exam. 

I. Help Desk Ticket Resolved

Staff inquired of HCIFS whether Cavazos had reported issues with her computer hardware 

or Adobe software before the PT form was altered.  The Information Technology (IT) department 

responded with all Help Desk tickets submitted by Cavazos and observed that Cavazos reported 

“some applications are running slow on my computer such as Adobe and Microsoft Excel.”  “My 

computer hasn’t had any software/Windows updates since June.”  She requested that IT perform 

the latest updates.   
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The IT employee who serviced the request reported that the ticket was closed on September 

30, 2024.  He specifically noted that the computer “has Adobe P(r)o 9 that did not have any issues.”  

He sent an email to Cavazos on that date asking to be notified if the computer still ran slowly.  No 

further tickets were submitted, and the Proficiency Monitoring Form was not completed by the 

Senior Director of Quality until October 17, 2024.      

J. Professional Misconduct Finding

“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.25  

The Commission finds that Cavazos intentionally and deliberately altered the Proficiency 

Monitoring Certification Form after it was signed by the Senior Director of Quality and submitted 

it along with her renewal application for a license in both Seized Drugs and Toxicology (general, 

non-interpretive).  This finding is based on several facts.  First, the analyst applied seeking 

licensure in both Seized Drugs and Toxicology.  Second, the number of steps required to alter the 

form signed by the Senior Director of Quality makes an unintentional alteration highly unlikely.  

The analyst would have to scroll to her name, click on the drop-down menu to select a particular 

discipline, and then scroll down the menu towards the bottom of the list and select “Seized Drugs” 

by clicking on the option.  The analyst would then have to save the document as altered.  

Furthermore, the “Adobe glitch” explanation is contradicted by the records produced by the IT 

department that closed the ticket several days before the alteration was made.  The fact that the 

25 37 Tex. Admin. Code § 651.302(7) (2020). 
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disciplines selected in the altered form corresponds exactly with the license application supports 

the notion that this was an intentional alteration.  The fact that the analyst was concerned about 

passing the ABFT certification exam and contemplated possibly returning to the Seized Drugs 

discipline if unsuccessful, lends support to the finding that this alteration was not accidental. 

K. Cavazos violated the Texas Administrative Code (Code of Professional
Responsibility for Forensic Analysts and Crime Laboratory Management) when
she submitted an altered Proficiency Testing Certification to the Texas Forensic
Science Commission.

The Texas Code of Professional Responsibility for Forensic Analysts provides that a 

forensic analyst shall accurately represent his/her education, training, experience and areas of 

expertise.26  By submitting an altered PT Certification Form to the Commission for licensing as a 

Seized drugs Analyst, Cavazos misrepresented her training as including a passed proficiency test 

in the Seized Drugs discipline when in fact no such test had been taken for the time period in 

question. 

IV. DISCIPLINARY ACTION

On a determination by the Commission that a license holder violated a rule or order of the 

Commission under Article 38.01, Code of Criminal Procedure, 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.27  

Factors considered in determining the appropriate disciplinary action against a license 

holder may include: (1) the seriousness of the violation; (2) the prevalence of misconduct by the 

individual; (3) the person’s conduct history, including any investigative history by the 

26 37 Tex. Admin. Code § 651.219 (2020). 
27 37 Tex. Admin. Code § 651.216(a)(1)-(4) (2024). 
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Commission; (4) the harm or potential harm to the laboratory or criminal justice system as a whole; 

(5) attempts to conceal the act by the individual; and (6) any other relevant factors.28

The Commission also may decide one or more of the following factors warrants less severe 

or less restrictive disciplinary action in a particular investigation: (1) candor in addressing the 

violation, including self-reported and voluntary admissions of the misconduct or violation; (2) 

acknowledgement of wrongdoing and willingness to cooperate with the Commission; (3) changes 

made by the individual to ensure compliance and prevent future misconduct; (4) rehabilitative 

potential; (5) other relevant circumstances reducing the seriousness of the misconduct; or (6) other 

relevant circumstances lessening responsibility for the misconduct.29  The license holder has the 

burden to present evidence regarding any mitigating factor that may apply.30 

The Proficiency Monitoring Certification Form is a signed certification that establishes a 

critical component of the criteria for issuing or renewing a Forensic Analyst license.  Based on the 

totality of the information available including interviews and the documentary record, the 

Commission finds that Cavazos displayed a serious lapse in judgment by altering the form to add 

the “Seized Drugs” discipline after it was signed by the Senior Director of Quality and then 

submitting it to the Commission. This constitutes a serious violation because it goes to the integrity 

of the analyst’s qualifications under the law and could in turn call into question the integrity of the 

laboratory as a whole. The Commission does not view the analyst’s “Adobe glitch” explanation as 

credible, in part because of the number of steps it takes to make the selection she made, in part 

because the “error” just happened to be the same discipline she had previously sought to maintain, 

and in part because she had opportunity to remedy a true error if she had simply checked the form 

28 Id. at § 651.216(c)(1)(A)-(E) (2024). 
29 Id. at § 651.216(c)(2)(A)-(F) (2024). 
30 Id. at § 651.216(c)(3) (2024). 
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saved properly. Notwithstanding these finding, there is no showing of prior misconduct by the 

analyst and the analyst has no prior disciplinary history with the Commission.   

Cavazos’ Forensic Analyst license expires on January 31, 2026, but her license is currently 

“inactive” because she is not currently employed by a Texas accredited laboratory.  Based on the 

serious nature of the violation involved, the Commission suspends Cavazos’ Forensic Analyst 

license through January 31, 2026 (the current expiration date of her license).31  Were Cavazos to 

obtain new employment as a forensic analyst or technician at a Texas accredited laboratory and 

apply to reactivate or renew her license, the Commission will deny or refuse to renew the license 

until January 31, 2028, and may impose conditions for licensure at that time as permitted by 

Commission rule.   

V. APPEALS PROCESS

Any finding by the Commission that includes disciplinary action against a license holder 

(revocation, suspension, probation, etc.) may be appealed to the Judicial Branch Certification 

Commission (JBCC).32 A written request for a hearing before the JBCC must be received by the 

Commission or by the JBCC within twenty (20) days after the date the notice of the disciplinary 

action is received, or the Commission’s decision becomes final and is not subject to further review 

by the JBCC or the Commission.33 

VI. CORRECTIVE ACTION

The analyst was terminated by HCIFS on January 3, 2025.  Accreditation bodies and 

District Attorney’s Offices were notified.  The Quality Division verified the correct categories and 

31 The effective date of a suspension is determined by commission rule 37 Tex. Admin. Code § 651.402(c)-(e), which 
permits final disposition by 1) expiration of a 20-day period after the date the license holder or crime laboratory 
receives notice of the final investigative report; 2) appeal and final hearing by the Judicial Branch Certification 
Commission; or 3) by agreement in the form of a stipulation, a settlement agreement, or a consent order. 
32 Id. at § 651.402(c) (2024). 
33 Id. 
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dates were reflected by the Commission for all other HCIFS employees.  The laboratory does not 

believe any data reported by the analyst was compromised and determined that no court 

proceedings were impacted as the analyst never testified and does not have any pending subpoenas. 

VII. RECOMMENDATIONS

The Commission is authorized to make recommendations to the community, but due to the 

isolated nature of the incident that is the subject of this disclosure, the Commission does not have 

any general recommendations for the forensic community with respect to the findings contained 

in this report.  However, the Commission is revising its process for proficiency certification to 

mitigate the possibility of alterations to the proficiency monitoring certification form after it has 

been completed and signed by laboratory management.  






























































































