TEXAS HAIR MICROSCOPY REVIEW: PROCESS FLOW

Obtain key analytical conclusions
for each case on list.
Responsible Party: Review team.

Was there a “positive,
prohbative association”?

Ifyes, answer the following questions:

Was report language worded appropriately? YES or NO
Was there limiting language on the report? YES or NO
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Identify outcome of criminal case.
Responsible Parties: IPOT in collaboration
with TCDLA and TDCAA.

Was anyone convicted?
If yes, was it by trial or plea?

If convicted by plea;
Report language worded appropriately? YES, STOP REVIEW
Report language worded inappropriately? Set Case Aside

If convicted by trial;
Was DNA testing performed either during the case or
post-conviction? Did it render the hair evidence moot?

RESULT

Notify prosecution & defense. Notification Protocol
Obtain transcript. To prosecutors via TDCAA: phone and

Responsible Party: IPOT, TDCAA, TCDLA & Commission staff. f:.:g:'g{laﬁa:n{.:g;f?.:',n:#:.ﬂ:',';g.:{:mg

services, AP piece. Collaborate with TCJIU.

Rssess significance of evidence
to case outcome.
Responsible Party: IPOT

Was the hair microscopy
evidence significant to the outcome?
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Ifyes, assess the testimony.
Responsible Party: Review team

Did the testimony contain a statement of identification?
Did the testimony assign probability or statistical weight?
Did the testimony contain any other potentially
misleading statements or inferences?

Alert prosecutor, defendant, court

& laboratory of findings.
Responsible Party: Commission Hair Microscopy Panel
with assistance from Commission staff.

If answer to all Step Five questions was NO, alert
prosecutor, defense and lab that review has
been closed for the case.

If answer to any of Step Five questions was YES, describe
the team’s findings in letter to prosecutor, defense, court
and lab. Include appropriate limiting language.
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findings of review team.
Responsible Party: Commission with support from staff,
panel and review team.



