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Reginald E. Childers II was convicted of first-degree promoting contraband
for bringing a controlled substance into the Kodiak Community Jail.! AtChilders’s trial,

the State relied upon the testimony of John Martin, a toxicologist and technical
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supervisor at Redwood Toxicology Laboratory, to prove that Childers’s urine test was
positive for buprenorphine (i.e., suboxone).

Martin testified that although he did not personally run the tests on
Childers’s urine sample, he was a technical supervisor and was responsible for reviewing
and confirming the results of tests performed by other employees in the lab. He testified
that he had reviewed all of the records of the testing of Childers’s sample, including the
identification of the person who provided the sample, the analytical information, and the
results. Martin had then independently interpreted the data generated by the tests, and,
based on his analysis of this data, concluded that the sample contained buprenorphine
and norbuprenorphine.

On appeal, Childers contends that he was denied his right of confrontation
because Martin did not personally perform the underlying tests. Our resolution of
Childers’s case is governed by our decision in Robbins v. State.”

In Robbins, we confronted another situation where the forensic analyst
testified about the test results obtained by a second analyst (working at the same
laboratory) who performed portions of the testing under the first analyst’s supervision.
We held that this testimony did not violate the confrontation clause:

Gingras testified that he was the forensic analyst who was
personally assigned to Robbins’s case. Gingras explained
that, even though Lowe conducted certain aspects of the
testing (i.e., the testing to determine the precise level of [the
drug] in Robbins’s blood), Lowe’s test results were
forwarded to Gingras, and Gingras was responsible for
reviewing those test results and certifying them . . . as the
official test results obtained by the Toxicology Laboratory.

2 Robbins v. State, 449 P.3d 1111 (Alaska App. 2019).
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Given these circumstances, we conclude that Gingras
could properly testify regarding the results of the [drug]
testing performed by Lowe."!

The record here likewise shows that Martin was a technical supervisor and
that, as part of this responsibility, Martin was expected to review the other analysts’
work, and to either certify or reject their test results. Martin testified that, after reviewing
the testing data in this case, he reached his own independent conclusion that the test
results were accurate, and he therefore certified those results.

Applying our holding in Robbins to the facts of Childers’s case, we
conclude that Martin’s testimony did not violate Childers’s right to confrontation.

The judgment of the superior court is AFFIRMED.

3 Id. at 1115,
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