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Introduction

Design
Forensic Foundations’ Proficiency Tests are designed to address the following:

+ Relevance to forensic science laboratories

» Limitation of any potential context information
» The end-to-end forensic process

+ Knowledge of the ‘ground truth’ of samples

* Importance of consistency between tests and
» Cost affordability for the laboratories.

In addition to this exercise being a test of laboratory procedures using controlled items, we
also anticipated that it would enable participants to evaluate the quality of their analytical
results against those from other laboratories and observe how other laboratories express
their opinions or advice to clients. To enable this, we requested that participants submit the
following:

e Information regarding receipt and continuity

e An outline of the methodologies used

e Test results and

e Their opinion in the format that they would provide to court.

Forensic Foundations’ Proficiency
Tests are designed to test the end-to-  Forensic Science Standards
end forensic examination process.
The AS5388 and the ISO21043 series g
of Standards describe the forensic Alossiicnmin

examination process from collection to SR & e~
. . . . - < nalysis nterpretation eportin
reporting. This figure' illustrates the e oo SAAdard Sandard

inter-relatedness of all steps in this R —_ R —r—
process and was used as the basis of A nori s, Y [0 RN
the Australian Standards’ it sl L e e
development. The figure is also used s i | kel e

as the basis of the development of
Forensic Foundations’ Proficiency Tests.

Thus, all Forensic Foundations’ Proficiency Tests commence with item collection and/or receipt
and all the subsequent examination / analysis / interpretation steps, culminating in the reporting,
therefore reflecting actual forensic casework.

Individual laboratory results remain confidential.

The Final Reports of this 2021 round of Proficiency Tests are publicly available via Forensic
Foundations web site. Participating laboratories may use the report as outlined in their
respective laboratory policies. Any request for a review and/or to appeal the evaluation of a
laboratory’s performance should be made via the agency responsible for the distribution of the
test or directly to Forensic Foundations.

1James Robertson, Karl Kent & Linzi Wilson-Wilde (2013) The Development of a Core Forensic Standards Framework for Australia, Forensic
Science Policy & Management: An International Journal, 4:3-4, 59-67
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Forensic Document Examination 2021-5

The aim of this test is to simulate genuine casework and to assess the end-to-end forensic
examination, analysis, and reporting process. Thus, in addition to interpreting and reporting the
results from specimen and questioned signatures, testing of generic issues such as sample
receipt, triage, and continuity of items for examination formed part of the overall process.

In order to minimise contextual bias in the interpretation, the information relating to the ‘offence’
was minimal.

This test provided a mechanism for participating laboratories to review their results and those of
other laboratories to facilitate?3:
e An evaluation and appraisal of their performance including
o Comparison of a facility’s performance with other facilities
o monitoring of a facility’s long-term performance
e Continuous improvement including
o staff education, training and competence monitoring
o evaluation of methods, including the establishment of method precision and
accuracy
o contribution to a facility’s overall risk management process
e Corrective action (where required)
e Confidence building with interested parties (e.g. customers, accreditation bodies,
regulators, specifiers).

This proficiency test was distributed to four laboratories and three laboratories submitted results
during this round of testing.

The laboratories were provided with 16 reference signatures and one questioned document
bearing three questioned signatures. The signatures were available for download. .

Disclaimer:

The data contained in this report and any observations made are based on the material
provided by the participants; however, it is understood that the laboratories may hold
additional material which supported the findings reached.

215017025 (2017) General requirements for the competency of testing and calibration laboratories.
3 NATA (2021) General Accreditation Criteria Proficiency Testing Policy
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Report Summary

Continuity, receipt, and description of items

As the receipt and chain of custody for items, subject to forensic examination and analysis, is
significant to the final outcome, information pertaining to receipt, continuity and a description of
the items formed part of this test.

One laboratory provided this information. One laboratory provided a copy of their Work
instructions relating to continuity, receipt and description of items. One laboratory did not
reference continuity or receipt.

Examination and interpretation

The opinions provided by participating laboratories are variable. The differences are primarily
associated with the protocols applied when examining non-original signatures.

The expected and reported results are outlined in the table below

Expected | The signatures on pages 2 — 3 of | The signature on page 1 of ltem
Result | Item 17 are completed by the 17 has been completed by the
Lab specimen writer. specimen writer, or that the
Number authorship cannot be determined.
52414 Item 17 Pages 2 and 3 are There is weak evidence to support
genuine signatures by Adrian that Item 17 Page 1 is a forgery by
Dunning, someone other than Adrian
Dunning by some method of
copying
86826 No conclusion
96150A The evidence provides moderate support for the proposition that the
Item 17 signatures are genuine signatures rather than non-genuine
signatures

Where a detailed examination of the best quality images has been conducted, the evidence is
sufficient to establish support for a conclusion that the questioned and specimen signatures
have been completed by the same writer. It is appropriate that a level of qualification is
attached to the opinion due to:

¢ the non-original nature of the signatures,

e the lower complexity of the signature model, and

e the range of natural variation that is apparent.
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Laboratory Responses

Continuity, receipt, and description of items

Laboratories were requested to provide information with respect to the continuity, receipt, and
description of each of the items received using a supplied proforma table. This table was
designed to facilitate both consistent responses and the collation and comparison of responses.
However, only one participating laboratory provided the information requested and this
information concurred with our records.

A second laboratory outlined the procedures which should be undertaken but not did not detail
the actual actions in relation to this proficiency test.

Examination / Analysis

52414:

This laboratory correctly stated that the absence of the original documents / signatures has an
impact on the examination process, and the equipment that could be used.

It is stated that the supplied images ‘were printed out’. It is unclear whether the examination
has been conducted on the scanned images of the signatures provided, or on a printout of
those images. A loss of detail would have occurred if a printed version of the signatures were
examined.

A comparison process, detailing the examination of features that match and do not match, is
described. The use of document sketches, a tick and cross comparison method, and graphic
feature forms are referenced only; they do not form part of the results submission.

86826:

This laboratory has detailed the way a comparison should be conducted but provided only
limited information (in the form of a chart) in relation to the evidence associated with the
signatures being examined in relation to this proficiency test.

The charts provided illustrate some of the differences observed in the questioned and specimen
signatures but do not explain the significance of these differences.

96150A:

This laboratory correctly identified the limitations associated with the questioned and specimen
signatures:
e the limited no. of contemporaneous signatures
the brevit and lack of complexity in the signatures
Q1.3 is the only signature where the size is known
All of the signatures are reproductions
The variability within the specimen signatures (including within the contemporaneous
signatures).
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This laboratory described the examination methods and equipment to be used in detail, and
specific features that were examined and compared.

Forensic Foundations Comments

A succinct description of the examination process provides support to the interpretation of a
report.

All laboratories identified limitations associated with the questioned and specimen signatures
which impact on the analysis.

The description provided by laboratory 96150A is detailed and informative, laboratories 52414
and 86826 have provided some relevant information, although it is brief.

Reporting

Forensic Foundations asked for details including:
¢ the examination method and opinion scale used
details of the basis for your opinion
your opinion
your recommendations
a descriptive chart.

52414
Reference to the FSNI Handwriting Conclusion Scale is provided.

Poor fluency and structure of the Item 17 Page 1 signature is discussed, although without
detailed description.

The fluency and structure of the Iltem 17 Pages 2 and 3 signatures are discussed, although
without detailed description.

Opinions that there is weak evidence to support that Item 17 Page 1 is a forgery by someone
other than Adrian Dunning by some method of copying, and that Item 17 Pages 2 and 3 are
genuine signatures by Adrian Dunning are provided.

A recommendation is made for the original documents to be submitted for examination.

No chart or supporting images are provided, as this is outside the laboratory’s normal
procedure.

86826:

Reference to work instructions is provided. These reference the SWGDOC Standard for
Examination of Handwritten Items.

An overview of the examination method and opinion scale is provided.

Inconsistent pen strokes and pen stops (like hesitation) between the questioned and specimen
signatures are described in both written and image (chart) form.
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An opinion of ‘no conclusion’ is provided. The reason for this conclusion is described as the
lack of specimen signatures from July 2019, the high range of variation and the presence of
inconsistencies in pen strokes and pen lifts (like hesitation).

A recommendation is made for comparable specimen signatures, from July 2019, to be
sourced.

Charts are provided that describe the inconsistencies observed in the questioned signatures,
and the range of variation observed in specimen signatures.

96150A:
The examination method and opinion scale are described.

Features of the questioned signatures are described in summary form, including reference to
writing fluency, pen pressure variance and tapered terminations.

The specimen signature model is described as simplistic and highly variable.

An opinion that the evidence provides moderate support for the proposition that the ltem 17
signatures are genuine signatures rather than non-genuine signatures is provided.

A recommendation is made that further specimen signatures from different dates close to the
date of ltem 17 be obtained.

No examination chart is provided, although images of the signatures were provided.

Forensic Foundations comments:

Laboratory 52414 has described that there is weak evidence to support that Item 17 Page 1 is a
forgery by someone other than Adrian Dunning by some method of copying. This is incorrect,
although the low value of the opinion according to the scale described, is apparent.

It is unclear in this description whether the reference to a ‘copying’ method in the opinion is
related to a physical signature simulation process, or a machine reproduction process.

This laboratory response references photocopied signatures. It is unclear whether this
laboratory has accessed the higher resolution images provided for comparison. The higher
resolution images show ink stroke characteristics of the questioned and specimen signatures
(except for the Item 10 specimen signature, which is not original) and significantly overcome the
loss of detail that is typically observed when examining a low quality photocopy.

Laboratory 86826 has concluded that there is insufficient evidence to answer the question of
authorship. It is observed that only inconsistencies are described in the result submission.

Laboratory 96150A has described that the evidence provides moderate support for the
proposition that the Item 17 signatures are genuine signatures rather than non-genuine
signatures. This is correct.

This laboratory has provided a description of the limitations that affect the opinion provided.
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General comments

Whilst the examination request related to the examination of signatures, it is noted that
additional physical examinations could occur if the original documents were submitted. These
examinations could address writing impressions, writing ink characteristics, substrates, and
printer inks.

The absence of sequential paragraph numbers from page 1 to page 2 of Iltem 17 could also be
noteworthy.

It is acknowledged that recommendations in relation to further examinations are influenced by
operating procedures and protocols in place for each laboratory.
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APPENDIX A

INVESTIGATION: Corruption allegation

DATE OF INVESTIGATION: July 2021

ITEMS SUBMITTED FOR EXAMINATION

Items 1 — 16 are high resolution images of signatures from specimen documents; and
ltem 17 is a high resolution image of the signatures appearing on the questioned
document.

High Resolution images can be downloaded from
https://www.forensicfoundations.com.au/download/

A summary of the images (low resolution) is attached.

EXAMINATION REQUESTED

1. We are requesting an independent examination of documents that are the subject
of a fraud allegation.

2. Specifically, we are seeking the examination of signatures associated with the
name Adrian Robert Dunning.

Background

3. Adrian Robert Dunning, 68 years of age, died on 31 December 2020.

4. The cause of death is recorded as a cardiovascular disease (heart attack). Adrian
had been hospitalised in September 2020 following an earlier cardiovascular
episode but was otherwise in reasonable health.

Documents
5. A schedule of documents is attached, which details that:
a. ltems 1 — 16 are documents bearing specimen signatures; and
b. Item 17 is a questioned document.
The original documents are not currently available for your examination.
Images of the signatures have been obtained directly from the specimen
documents (ltems 1 — 16), and these are provided to you. Please note that
information surrounding some of the specimen signatures has been removed for
privacy / security reasons on some of these images. The signatures have not
been altered.
8. A scan of the three page questioned document (ltem 17) is provided. Images of
the Adrian Dunning signatures have been obtained directly from each page of Item
17 and are provided to you.
9. All high-resolution signature images are to scale, and an image of an ltem 17
(Page 3) signature, with a rule scale, has been provided for your reference.
10.We advise the following:

a. The signatures on ltems 1 — 16 (specimen signatures) have been sourced by
investigators from business documents allegedly completed by Adrian
Dunning. There is no concern regarding the authenticity of the specimen
signatures, nor the dates on which they are alleged to have been signed.

b. The Adrian Dunning signatures on Item 17 are in dispute. This document
was sighted at the Probate Office of the Supreme Court of Victoria but has
not been released from the Court at this time.

N
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Examination Request

11.We seek your opinion as to whether the signatures associated with the name
Adrian Dunning on Item 17 have, or have not, been completed by the writer of the
specimen signatures.

12.We seek your advice on any further examinations that may be conducted in
relation to Item 17.

Reporting
13.Please ensure your report contains all relevant information. To assist, we would
appreciate the following details be included:
¢ the examination method and opinion scale used
e details of the basis for your opinion
e your opinion
e your recommendations
¢ a descriptive chart.
14.This detail is particularly important as we expect that your report will be evaluated
by document examiners already involved in this matter.
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PROFICIENCYTESTING@FORENSICFOUNDATIONS
2020-5 FORENSIC DOCUMENT EXAMINATION

MANUFACTURER’S INFORMATION
Issued 27/10/2021
Revised 19/012022

This revision of the manufacturer’s information has been issued following an internal
review of proficiency test documentation. This version of the manufacturer’s
information contains information which was previously provided in the ‘Program Plan’.

Introduction

The test was designed to simulate a scenario for which a signature examination may be
requested. The test used legitimate signatures.

The examiner was required to conduct a thorough examination and form an opinion
which should be supported by evidence, any limitations of this opinion and/or the
evidence should also be reported. The examiner should use their routine procedures
including examination / analysis and reporting whilst undertaking this test.

Scenario provided to the participants

We are requesting an independent examination of documents that are the
subject of a fraud allegation.

Specifically, we are seeking the examination of signatures associated with the
name Adrian Robert Dunning.

Adrian Robert Dunning, 68 years of age, died on 31 December 2020.
The cause of death is recorded as a cardiovascular disease (heart attack). Adrian
had been hospitalized in September 2020 following an earlier cardiovascular

episode but was otherwise in reasonable health.

Test Production

The tests were produced at Forensic Foundations’ facilities and at the offices of
Document Examination Solutions Pty Ltd.
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Specimen Signatures

authentic documents and used with the permission of the
writer. These are naturally completed signatures by the one
writer which are primarily original ink signatures. Signature of director/secretary

Sixteen (16) specimen signatures were obtained from /@ }

The date described for each of the signatures, except for

those not dated, closely describes when they were signed. : A
Example of a specimen signature

All specimen signatures were assessed as suitable for

comparison purposes in this Proficiency Test.

To ensure that each participant received identical materials for examination, the original
specimen signatures were not provided for examination, rather images of the signatures have
been provided.

Questioned Signatures

The original Will was created as a Word document and printed on an Epson WF-7720 inkjet
printer.

The ‘Adrian Dunning’ signatures on the original Will were completed at one time by the writer of
the specimen signatures whilst that writer was seated at a table in a typical writing position, with
the witness signatures and details endorsed at that time. The signatures were naturally written.

All parties used the same black ink ball point pen when completing the Will.

Va0

n Robert Dunning

Signature on Will page 2 Signature on Will page 3

A replacement page 1 for the Will was created by altering the content of the original electronic
version of the Will. The replacement page 1 was printed on the same printer used to produce
the original Will, with no adjustment made to the format settings.

Forensic Document Examination 2021-5 Final Report
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The original page 1 of the Will was removed and the bbb bt

replacement page 1 inserted. This was signed on a later

date by the specimen writer when in an irregular writing )
position; lying on a bed at a 20-degree angle with the page \_@ (
on a small table next to the bed. Beyond the influence of / !
the writing position, there was no attempt by the specimen
writer to disguise or alter the signature. The replacement
page 1 signature was completed with a black ink ball point

pen that was different to the pen used for the original
signatures.

Signature on replacement page 1

To ensure that each participant received identical materials for examination, the original
questioned signatures are not available for examination. Images of the signatures have been
provided.

Image Capture

Images of all specimen and questioned signatures were obtained using a Canon EOS 70D
DIGITAL camera. The same camera settings and lighting conditions were used throughout.

The provided scan of the questioned document (Item 17) was obtained using a Canon 9000F
Mark Il scanner at 600dpi resolution.

Distribution

The testing materials (questioned document and specimen and questioned signatures) were
distributed in high resolution format via a download from the Forensic Foundations’ website.
Correct upload was confirmed, and electronic images are stable and no use by date was
provided. Receipt acknowledged by the recipients.

Expected results

Some variances in the wording of opinions are expected. This will be dependent on the
methodology employed and the reporting scales utilized by the participant laboratories.

The methodology and opinion / reporting scales used are expected to be described in the
examination report.

Results, describing the basis for any opinion provided, should be described with text and
images (in the form of descriptive charts).

The examiner should:

e Overview the document appearance, including the incorrect paragraph numbering
between pages 1 and 2.

e Provide an opinion that the signatures on pages 2 — 3 of ltem 17 are completed by the
specimen writer, although a degree of qualification may be expressed, given the level of
complexity associated with the signature model, and the range of variation that is
present.

e Provide an opinion that the page 1 questioned signature has been completed by the
specimen writer, or that the authorship cannot be determined. The examiner should not

Forensic Document Examination 2021-5 Final Report
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state that the page 1 questioned signature has not been completed by the specimen
writer. The basis for the opinion should be described.

e Outline limitations in the examination process caused by the signatures not being
original.

e Describe additional examinations that could be conducted if the original documents were
available for examination, which would include:

o Impression examination

o Preliminary or advanced ink analysis

o Preliminary or advanced paper analysis

o Preliminary or advanced printer ink analysis

The major source of error by the participant would be incorrect interpretation of the
evidence.

END OF DOCUMENT

Forensic Document Examination 2021-5 Final Report
Page 15 of 18



Forensic Document Examination 2021-5 Feedback

Forensic Foundations prides itself in providing flexible fit-for-purpose forensic programs. The
manufacture, distribution and assessment and reporting of this test has provided and will
provide the basis for continuous improvement for both Forensic Foundations and the forensic
laboratories. To this end we would appreciate your comments to assist us to improve the tests.

Please tick the appropriate box and make any relevant comments.
You can also complete this form at www.forensicfoundations.com.au/feedback

> () > O
= o ) o =0
) o > 25 <
o o) & p o Z
B < < a & A
1. The tes_,t_ was too basic for g g g B B
our facility
2. Th.e samples supplied were - - - 0 0
suitable
3. The. results r.e.qwred were not - - - 0 0
outlined sufficiently
4. Thg final repolrt provided - - . 0 0
suitable detail
5. The tests involved should be - - . 0 0

more challenging
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Please comment briefly on the following:

1. Are there additional aspects which could be included in
the test?

4. Would you like us to contact you to discuss your
feedback?
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Forensic Foundations’ Proficiency Tests are required to be fit-for purpose. To assist us to

provide the relevant tests, please use the following form to suggest further tests for
development. You can also complete this form at

https://www.forensicfoundations.com.au/proficiency-testing/proficiency-test-development/

Recommendation for Proficiency Test development

Contact

Name

Email

Phone

Discipline/ subdiscipline

Specific issues(s) to be addressed*.
Note: The tests can be designed to be
multidisciplinary.

Suggested technical advisor (if known)

Suggested manufacturer (if known)

*  All Proficiency Tests will include the end to end process (receipt & continuity, triage,

description, examination, analysis, data generation, interpretation, reporting) but one aspect
may be of particular interest/focus.

This form can be emailed to quality@forensicfoundations.com.au or you can discuss your

suggestions on either 03 9018 8919 or 0429 966 012.

Forensic Document Examination 2021-5 Final Report

Page 18 of 18


https://www.forensicfoundations.com.au/proficiency-testing/proficiency-test-development/
mailto:quality@forensicfoundations.com.au

	Introduction
	Design

	Forensic Document Examination 2021-5
	Report Summary
	Laboratory Responses
	Continuity, receipt, and description of items
	Examination / Analysis
	Reporting

	APPENDIX A
	APPENDIX B
	Forensic Document Examination 2021-5 Feedback
	Recommendation for Proficiency Test development

