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Introduction 
 
Design  
 
Forensic Foundations International’s Proficiency Tests are designed to address the following 
points: 

• 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 
• Cost affordability for the laboratories 

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

 An outline of the methodology used; and 
 Their opinion in the format that they would provide to the court. 

 
Forensic Foundations International’s 
Proficiency Tests are designed to 
evaluate the end-to-end forensic 
examination process. The AS 5388 and 
the ISO 21043 series of Standards 
describe the forensic examination 
process from collection to reporting. 
This figure1 illustrates the inter-
relatedness of all steps in this process 
and was used as the basis of the 
Australian Standards’ development. 
The figure is also used as the basis of 
the development of Forensic Foundations International’s Proficiency Tests.  
 
Thus, all Forensic Foundations International’s Proficiency Tests may commence with item 
collection and/or receipt and includes some or all of the subsequent examination / analysis steps, 
culminating in the reporting of results, the process therefore reflects actual forensic casework.  
 
Individual laboratory results remain confidential.  
 
The Final Report of this 2022-FDE2 round of Proficiency Tests is publicly available via the 
Forensic Foundations International web site. Participating laboratories may use the report as 
outlined in their respective laboratory policies. Any request to review and/or 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 International.  

 
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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2022- FDE2 Forensic Document Examination 
 
The aim of this test was to review the end-to-end forensic examination, analysis, and reporting 
process. Thus, in addition to interpreting and reporting the results from known and unknown 
samples, 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 facilitate2,3&4: 

 Management of risk 
 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 

 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 

 Corrective action (where required)  
 Confidence building with interested parties (e.g. customers, accreditation bodies, 

regulators, and specifiers). 
 
This proficiency test was distributed to nine participants. Seven laboratories submitted responses. 
 
The participants were provided with a diary with handwritten entries throughout. 
 
 
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. 

 

  

 
2 ISO17025 (2017) General requirements for the competency of testing and calibration laboratories. 
3 NATA (2021) General Accreditation Criteria Proficiency Testing Policy 
4 ANAB ISO/IEC 17025:2017 – Forensic Science Testing and Calibration Laboratories Accreditation Requirements (2019) 
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Report Summary 
 
Continuity, receipt, and description of items 
 
The information provided by the laboratories varies but all concurred with the packaging, labelling 
and samples as distributed.  
 
One laboratory indicated that further known samples should be requested. 
 
Examination / Analysis  
 
Four laboratories undertook handwriting analysis, and seven of the laboratories undertook the ink 
analysis. 
 
With respect to the handwriting analysis, three laboratories provided opinion scales and two 
laboratories provided charts.  
 
With respect to the ink analysis two laboratories provided opinion scales and four laboratories 
provided charts. 
 
Reporting 
 
With respect to the handwriting analysis, two laboratories were unable to form a conclusion, one 
laboratory provided an incorrect conclusion and one laboratory provide a weak opinion in support 
of the questioned handwriting having been completed by the specimen writer, however described 
this as being far from conclusive and recommended the collection of further samples of 
handwriting.  
 
With respect to the ink analysis, all participating laboratories were able differentiate pen 3 and pen 
4 from pen 1 and pen 2. Six laboratories indicated that they could not differentiate pen 1 and pen 
2.   
 
One laboratory incorrectly indicated that the first two lines of writing on each page ‘should (sic) be 
written in the same ink’. 
 
Handwriting and ink analysis conclusions have been expressed in various different ways by the 
participants.  Given the known results regarding the manufacture of the questioned document, it 
may be of value for all participants to review the wording they have employed to ensure their 
wording accurately reflects the evidence they would provide.    
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Laboratory Responses 
 
Continuity, receipt and description of item 
 
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.  
 
Laboratories were requested to provide this information using a supplied proforma table. This 
facilitated both consistent responses and the collation and comparison of responses. Laboratories 
were requested to respond to each statement with a ‘Yes’ or ‘No’ and ‘Comments’ where 
appropriate. 
 
All laboratories used the proforma table provided. The responses are collated in Table 1 
(attached) 
 
Laboratories 20678-1, 20678-2, 96150A and 96150B provided comments in relation to continuity. 
 
Forensic Foundations comments 
 
Laboratory 20678-1 and 20678-2 provided template responses to these questions. However, 
Laboratory 20678-2 noted that Scott Russell Gibbs’ known handwriting (numerals) was limited, 
therefore more should be requested. 
 
Laboratories 96150A and 96150B answered the provided questions succinctly in the table 
provided. Laboratory 96150A described further details in their report. 
 
All laboratories except 20678-2 (see above) stated there were no deviations from the expected. 
 
The information provided by the laboratories varies but all concur with the packaging, labelling and 
samples as distributed.  
 
Examination / Analysis 
 
Laboratories were requested to provide information with respect to the Examination and Analysis. 
 
There were two forms of testing that could be undertaken in this proficiency test. Ink analysis and 
handwriting analysis. 
 
Four laboratories undertook handwriting analysis, and all (seven) of the laboratories which 
submitted results undertook the ink analysis. 
 
All of the laboratories which submitted results provided some information with respect to their 
examination and analysis. This information has been collated in Table 2.  
 
Handwriting 
 
Laboratories 20678-1, 20678-2, 96150A and 96150B provided observations and comment in 
relation to the handwriting aspect of this Proficiency Test. 
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Laboratories 20678-1, 20678-2 and 96150B provided an opinion scale, whilst Laboratory 96150A 
did not provide any reference to a methodology or opinion scale. Laboratory 96150A has stated 
that ‘a meaningful handwriting comparison is not possible, and a handwriting comparison was not 
undertaken’ and specified this as the basis for not including reference to a methodology or opinion 
scale.  
 
Laboratories 20678-1, 20678-2 provided detailed charts of their findings. These charts are 
valuable when explaining their findings or demonstrating and explaining to the reader (PT 
reviewer, investigators, courts) the basis of their findings.  No pictorial descriptions regarding the 
handwriting, in the form of charts or otherwise, were provided by Laboratories 96150A or 96150B.    
 
Forensic Foundations comments 
 
Laboratories 20678-1 and 96150A’s responses only reference the presence of dissimilarities 
between the specimen and questioned handwriting, without any comment on similarities.  
 
Such referencing may cause some readers to misinterpret that the dissimilarities are of more 
significance than the similarities, and that this implies some level of support for an authorship 
opinion, even where such an opinion has not been stated.  
 
It is acknowledged that 96150A has not introduced this information into a report format, rather 
provided it as a response to the question asked within the framework of this proficiency test.  
 
Ink analysis 
 
All seven laboratories undertook ink analysis, and all provided an opinion.  
 
Laboratories 20678-1 and 20678-2 provided a referenced ink comparison opinion scale5.  
 
Laboratories 20678-1, 20678-2, 36731 and 65278 provided charts to reference their findings.  
 
Forensic Foundations comments 
 
An opinion scale is a useful tool providing weight and context to the opinion formed.  
As discussed above, charts are valuable when explaining their findings or demonstrating and 
explaining to the reader (PT reviewer, investigators, courts) the basis of their findings 
 
Interpretation and Conclusions 
 
Participants were requested to provide the following information: 

 the examination method and opinion scale used (where relevant) 
 details of the basis for your opinion 
 your opinion 
 your recommendations, and 
 a descriptive chart (where relevant) 

 
However, it is noted that not all the information requested was provide by all participants. This 
made the analysis of results and comparisons between laboratories difficult. 
 

 
5 SWGDOC Standard for Test Methods for Forensic Writing Ink Comparison (ver.2013-1) & internal laboratory scale 
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Details of the interpretations and conclusions provided by the participants are given in Table 3 for 
comparison purposes. 
 
Where the subject is technical, the use of charts provides a visual representation of the evidence 
and assists the reader in their interpretation of the observations and conclusions.  This is of 
particular relevance where the report reader does not have greatest level of technical knowledge 
on the subject (see above). 
 
Handwriting Conclusions – Results summarised 
 
Laboratories 96150A and 96150B stated that they could not form an opinion or make an 
assessment of the handwriting.  
 
Laboratory 20678-1 stated that the specimen handwriting on each questioned page had not been 
completed by the same writer. Based on the opinion scale used, this is the strongest possible 
opinion. This is incorrect. 
 
Laboratory 20678-2 provided a weak opinion in support of the questioned handwriting having been 
completed by the specimen writer, however described this as being far from conclusive (in 
accordance with the opinion scale used).  The limitation in the examination process was identified 
as an insufficient quantity of specimen handwriting. A recommendation is recorded that further 
handwriting should be requested. 
 
Ink Analysis Conclusions – Results summarised 
 
All participating laboratories could differentiate pen 3 and pen 4 from pen 1 and pen 2. 
 
Laboratories 20678-1, 20678-2, 65278, 96150A, 96150B and 96150C all provided the correct 
opinion that although the inks in pen 1 and pen 2 are similar, no conclusion can be reached to 
differentiate them conclusively. 
 
Laboratory 96150C was unable to exclude the proposition that the ink for the specimen writing 
could share a common origin with the ink found in the first two lines of each questioned page, 
however there is no reference to the alternative proposition.  
 
Laboratory 36731 stated that the first two lines of writing on each page ‘should be written in the 
same ink’. Based on this wording this is incorrect, however, it is noted that translation of the results 
may have impacted the manner in which the opinion has been expressed.  
 
Forensic Foundations comments 
 
Handwriting and ink analysis conclusions have been expressed in various different ways by the 
participants. Given the known results regarding the manufacture of the questioned document, it 
may be of value for all participants to review the wording they have employed to ensure their 
wording accurately reflects the evidence they would provide.    
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Table 3 
 
Laboratory 20678-1 
 
In regard to handwriting, 20678-1 commented: 
 
The handwriting on the ‘Personal Information’ page and the page opposite with the handwriting on 
the pages dated July 1, July 22, August 19, September 16, and October 7 they have not been 
completed by the same writer. 
 
Comparison pictures and a descriptive chart were attached to provide evidence for this opinion. 
 
With regards to the ink analysis, 20678-1 commented: 
 
-The ink on the ‘Personal Information’ page and the page opposite is the different as the ink lines 
3,4,5,6 and 7 on the pages dated July 1, July 22, August 19, September 16 and October 7 
-The ink on the ‘Personal Information’ page and the page opposite is not different as the ink lines 1 
and 2 on the pages dated July 1, July 22, August 19, September 16 and October 7 but there is no 
conclusion because the comparison has not been found significant physical properties. 
 
The ink on the ‘Personal Information’ page and the page opposite is the different as the ink lines 
3,4,5,6 and 7 on the pages dated July 1, July 22, August 19, September 16 and October 7 when 
examinations with Video Spectral Comparator (VSC 8000) by using Spot light 
(IR Fluorescence) 
 
The ink on the ‘Personal Information’ page and the page opposite is not different as the ink lines 1 
and 2 on the pages dated July 1, July 22, August 19, September 16 and October 7 when 
examinations with Video Spectral Comparator (VSC 8000) by using Spot light 
(IR Fluorescence) 
 
Comparison pictures and a descriptive chart were attached to provide evidence for this opinion. 
 
Laboratory 20678-2  
 
With regards to handwriting, 20678-2 commented: 
 
The questioned numeral handwriting on the pages dated July 1, July 22, August 19, September 
16, and October 7 and the known numeral handwriting of Scott Russell Gibbs on the ‘Personal 
Information’ page and the page opposite have few similarities features such as: 
1. The initial position of number “0” 
2. Terminal stroke of number “2” 
3. Angle formation of number “2” that lookalike alphabet “Z” 
4. The connecting stroke between numbers 
 
However, it is a very weak opinion due to the known was limited, therefore, in this case, could not 
give a conclusion as the opinion scale used (No.3). 
 
Based on the comparison, it has been found that the questioned numeral handwriting on the 
pages dated July 1, July 22, August 19, September 16, and October 7 and the known numeral 
handwriting of Scott Russell Gibbs on the ‘Personal Information’ page and the page opposite have 
some similarities but the evidence is far from conclusive. 
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Comparison pictures and a descriptive chart were attached to provide evidence for this opinion. 
 
With regards to the ink analysis, 20678-2 commented: 
 
1. The ink on the first and second lines on each page of questioned documents (dated July 1, 
July 22, August 19, September 16, and October 7) does not differ from the ink of known 
documents (the ‘Personal Information’ page and the page opposite), however, there is no 
conclusion because it has not been found significant physical properties to do the conclusive. 
 
2. The ink on the third and onward lines on each page of questioned documents (dated July 1, 
July 22, August 19, September 16, and October 7) differ from the ink of known documents (the 
‘Personal Information’ page and the page opposite). 
 
3. The ink on the first and second lines on each page of questioned documents (dated July 1, 
July 22, August 19, September 16, and October 7) differ from the ink on the third and onward 
lines. 
 
4. The ink on the third and fourth lines on each page of questioned documents (dated July 1, 
July 22, August 19, September 16, and October 7) differ from the ink on the fifth and onward lines. 
 
Comparison pictures and a descriptive chart were attached to provide evidence for this opinion. 
 
Laboratory 36731  
 
With regards to the ink analysis, 36731 commented: 
 
1. Through visual inspection, the handwriting is all formed by blue ball-point pen; 
2. Through fluorescence test and visible light absorption and reflection test, it is found that:  
 For ink, no obvious difference among S1, S2 and S3 - L1, S3 - L2, S4 - L1, S4 - L2, S5 - L1, 
S5 - L2, S6 - L1, S6 - L2, S7 - L1, S7 - L2 in signature of fluorescence and visible absorption; 
 The ink of S1, S2 and S3 - L3, S3 - L4, S3 - L5, S3 - L6, S3 - L7, S4 - L3, S4 - L4, S4 - L5, 
S4 - L6, S4 - L7, S5 - L3, S5 - L4, S5 - L5, S5 - L6, S5 - L7, S6 - L3, S6 - L4, S6 - L5, S6 - 
L6 , S7-L3, S7-L4, S7-L5, S7-L6, S7-L7 are different;  
 
According to the above test results, S1, S2 and S3-L1, S3-L2, S4-L1, S4-L2, S5-L1, S5-L2, S6- 
L1, S6-L2, S7-L1, S7-L2 should be written in the same ink; Meanwhile, S1, S2 and S3 - L3, S3 -  
L4, S3 - L5, S3 - L6, S3 - L7, S4 - L3, S4 - L4, S4 - L5, S4 - L6, S4 - L7, S5 - L3, S5 - L4, S5 - L5, 
S5 - L6, S5 - L7, S6 - L3, S6 - L4, S6 - L5, S6 - L6, S7-L3, S7-L4, S7-L5, S7-L6, S7-L7 should be 
written in different ink 
 
Laboratory 65278  
 
With regards to the ink analysis, 65278 commented: 
4.1 No obvious difference was detected between P1 and P3-L1/P3-L2, P4-L1/P4-L2, P5-L1/P5-
L2, P6-L1/P6-L2, P7-L1/P7-L2. 
P1 is not the same as P3-L3/P3-L4/P3-L5/P3-L6/P3-L7, P4-L3/P4-L4/P4-L5/P4- L6/P4-L7, P5-
L3/P5-L4/P5-L5/P5-L6/P5-L7, P6-L3/P6-L4/P6-L5/P6-L6 and P7-L3/P7- L4/P7-L5/P7-L6/P7-L7. 
4.2 No obvious difference was detected between P2 and P3-L1/P3-L2, P4-L1/P4-L2, P5-L1/P5-
L2, P6-L1/P6-L2, P7-L1/P7-L2. 
P2 is not the same as P3-L3/P3-L4/P3-L5/P3-L6/P3-L7, P4-L3/P4-L4/P4-L5/P4- L6/P4-L7, P5-
L3/P5-L4/P5-L5/P5-L6/P5-L7, P6-L3/P6-L4/P6-L5/P6-L6 and P7-L3/P7- L4/P7-L5/P7-L6/P7-L7 
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Laboratory 96150A  
 
With regards to the ink analysis, 96150A commented: 
 
• the same ink or inks with similar optical properties have been used to produce the entries 
on SG1, SG2 and the 1st and 2nd rows of Q1-1 to Q1-5 
• the entries on the 3rd and 4th rows of Q1-1 to Q1-5 have been produced by a different 
second ink, or set of inks with similar optical properties, and 
• the entries on the remaining rows of Q1-1 to Q1-5 have been produced by yet another 
different third ink, or set of inks with similar optical properties 
 
Laboratory 96150B  
 
With regards to the ink analysis, 96150B commented: 
 
The inks on the “Personal Information “page and the page opposite may have been written when 
the dairy was new. The earlier entries in the dairy (going by the dates) use the inks that are not 
distinguishable from the personal information page and the page opposite. It is possible that the 
same pen was used for this period of time and that the pen was replaced with another pen for the 
entries that were able to be differentiated from the personal information page - these entries are all 
the later dated entries 
 
96150C 
 
With regards to the ink analysis, 96150C commented: 
 
I am unable to exclude the proposition that the ink found in the handwritten notes on the 'Personal 
Information' page and the page opposite the 'Personal Information' page in the 2021- 2022 diary 
could share a common origin with the ink found in the first two lines of the handwritten notes on 
diary pages dated 'July 1', 'July 22', 'August 19', 'September 16' and 'October 7'. 
 
I am also unable to exclude the proposition that an ink similar in composition to the ink found in the 
handwritten notes on the 'Personal Information' page and the page opposite the 'Personal 
Information' page in the 2021-2022 diary could also be a source of the ink found in the first two 
lines of the handwritten notes on diary pages dated 'July 1', 'July 22', 'August 19', 'September 16' 
and 'October 7'. 
 
I am able to exclude the proposition that the ink found in the handwritten notes on the 'Personal 
Information' page and the page opposite the 'Personal Information' page in the 2021-2022 diary 
could share a common origin with the ink found in the third to seventh lines inclusive of the 
handwritten notes on diary pages dated 'July 1', 'July 22', 'August 19' and 'October 7' and the third 
to sixth lines inclusive of the handwritten notes on diary page dated 'September 16' 
 
 

END OF DOCUMENT 
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APPENDIX A 
 

 
EXAMINATION REQUEST 
AND ITEM SUBMISSION 

 

EASTERN AUSTRALIAN 
POLICE SERVICE 

 
OFFENCE: Drug Manufacture 

DATE OF OFFENCE 2022 

BRIEF STATEMENT OF FACTS 
 

1. An illegal drug laboratory has been raided and multiple persons arrested. 
2. The submitted item was located during the raid. 
3. A person, Scott Russell Gibbs, was subsequently located at another address 

and has confirmed that he is the author of the handwriting on the ‘Personal 
Information’ page, and the page opposite. He denies being the author of any 
other entries in the diary. 

 
ITEM SUBMITTED FOR EXAMINATION 

 
An original three page Service Agreement between Russell Gibbs Industries Pty Ltd 
and Thomas Anketell on Provision of IT Services, dated 23/06/2021.  

EXAMINATION 
REQUESTED 

 
1. Compare the handwriting on the ‘Personal Information’ page and the page 

opposite with the handwriting on the pages dated July 1, July 22, August 19, 
September 16, and October 7 and provide an opinion as to whether they 
have, or have not, been completed by the same writer. 
 
and/or 
 

2. Provide an opinion as to whether the ink on the ‘Personal Information’ page and 
the page opposite is the same as the ink on the pages dated July 1, July 22, 
August 19, September 16, and October 7. 
 

3. Provide your findings in a report suitable for court purposes. 
 



2022-FDE2 This document is UNCONTROLLED if printed Page 13 of 20 

WEF-03-A-5 Issue 3  Date 4/4/23  Issued by DGP 

 

APPENDIX B 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

PROFICIENCYTESTING@FORENSICFOUNDATIONS 
2022-FDE2 FORENSIC DOCUMENT EXAMINATION 

 
MANUFACTURER’S INFORMATION 

Issued 14th March 2023 
 
Introduction 
 
The test was designed to provide a legitimate scenario for which a physical examination of a 
document may be requested. 
 
The examiner was required to conduct a thorough examination to provide evidence in support of 
their opinion.  
 
The test was designed in such a way that participants could undertake: 

 Handwriting comparison (numerals), or 
 Ink analysis, or 
 A combination of handwriting comparison (numerals) and ink analysis.  

 
Scenario provided to the participants 
 
An illegal drug laboratory has been raided and multiple persons arrested.  
 
The submitted item was located during the raid.  
 
A person, Scott Russell Gibbs, was subsequently located at another address and has confirmed 
that he is the author of the handwriting on the ‘Personal Information’ page, and the page opposite.  
He denies being the author of any other entries in the diary. 
 
Manufacturer note: Limited information has been provided intentionally.  This is to minimise 
contextual information that may influence the examination process and methods.    
 
Test Production 
 
The tests were prepared and produced by Forensic Foundations in consultation with industry 
specialists.  
 

PO Box 2279, Ringwood North VIC 3134
Office: 03 9018 8919

Mobile: 0429 966 012

admin@ffint.com.au
www.forensicfoundations.com.au

ABN 23 839 112 155   ACN 130 236 618
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This test was prepared using a 2021 / 2022 diary (page size approximately 167 mm x 82 mm) 
which were sourced in one purchase from one supplier.  Whilst it cannot be guaranteed that 
the diaries were identical, no obvious differences were detected.  
 
Various commercially available pens (described in detail below) were purchased and utilised 
to write the test entries in accordance with a prepared schedule.    
 
Questioned Document – Preparation and Writing Implements 
 
Entries completed on the ‘Personal Information’ page and the page opposite were all written using 
a Papermate Inkjoy Ballpoint 300RT Ultra Smooth 1.0 mm blue ink pen (Pen 1).   
 
Within the diary on the five (5) pages shown in the table below, entries were completed using the 
three described blue ink pens, according to the following schedule:  
 

Pen 
Description 

Pentel Feel It 0.7 mm (Pen 2) 

Artline Ikonic 1.0 mm (Pen 3)    

Pentel Superb BK401 0.7 mm (Pen 4)  

July 1 

0450 345 890 

01/07/2022  #50  $600.00 

14/07/2022  #20  $250.00 

21/07/2022  #30  $400.00 

06/08/2022   #40  $500.00 

12/08/2022   #20  $250.00 

19/08/2022    #30  $400.00 

July 22 

0461 121 900 

01/07/2022  #20  $250.00 

16/07/2022  #100  $1150.00 

20/07/2022  #30  $400.00 

08/08/2022   #20  $250.00 

19/08/2022   #100  $1150.00 

20/08/2022    #30  $400.00 

August 19 

0402 559 641 

02/07/2022  #100  $1150.00 

10/07/2022  #100  $1150.00 

19/07/2022  #40  $500.00 

04/08/2022   #30  $400.00 

16/08/2022   #100  $1150.00 

22/08/2022    #80  $950.00 

September 16 

0461 031 289 

03/07/2022  #90  $1050.00 

11/07/2022  #100  $1150.00 

17/07/2022  #30  $400.00 

29/07/2022   #80  $950.00 

05/08/2022   #50  $600.00 

October 7 

0487 575 882 

04/07/2022  #60  $700.00 

13/07/2022  #80  $950.00 

19/07/2022  #90  $1050.00 

03/08/2022   #80  $950.00 

09/08/2022   #70  $850.00 

15/08/2022    #100  $1150.00 

 N/A 
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Questioned Document – Handwriting 
 
The handwritten entries completed on the ‘Personal Information’ page and the page opposite 
(described as specimen handwriting) were completed by the one writer in their natural handwriting 
style.   
 
All of the handwritten entries within the diary on the five (5) pages shown in the table above (the 
questioned handwriting) were written by the writer of the specimen handwriting. These entries were 
completed in an alternative natural handwriting style with no attempt to disguise the natural writing 
behaviours.  
 
Ink Pre-testing results 
 
The inks of Pens 1 – 4 were pre-tested in the following manner. 
 
Spectral comparisons 
 
Outlined in simple terms, the following evidence is established based on non-destructive testing 
utilising a Foster and Freeman Video Spectral Comparator:  
 
 The ink from Pen 3 can be distinguished as dissimilar to all other inks when examined under 

various lighting conditions (including infrared lighting and filtration).  
 

 The ink from Pen 4 can be distinguished as dissimilar to all other inks when examined under 
various lighting conditions (including infrared lighting and filtration). 
 

 The inks from Pen 1 and Pen 2 display marginal visual variance but no significant dissimilarity 
when examined under various lighting conditions (including infrared lighting and filtration).  

 
NOTE: UV- Visible Spectroscopy and Infrared Spectroscopy data are not included as part of the 
Manufacturer’s Information but are available on request.  
 
The major source of potential error during production included omitting a handwritten entry in the 
diary or using an incorrect pen for an entry.  
 
Tests were stored at room temperature prior to distribution using DHL Courier and receipt 
acknowledged by the recipients. Samples are stable and no use by date was provided.  
 

 
Expected results 
 
Some variations in the wording of opinions are expected.  This will be dependent on the methodology 
employed and the reporting scales utilised by the participant laboratories.     
 
The methodology and reporting scales used are expected to be described in the examination report 
provided in response to this proficiency test.   
 
Any deficiencies in the examination process provided should be described, and recommended 
actions to overcome those deficiencies outlined.        
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Handwriting 
 
Outlined below in simple terms, the participant should provide similar opinions in relation to the 
handwriting:      
 
 The specimen handwriting has been completed by one writer with no evidence of contamination. 
 
Subject to local protocols, a statement may be included describing that the inter-comparison of 
specimen handwriting is not completed to the same detail as a comparison between specimen and 
questioned handwriting.  
 
 The writer of the specimen handwriting cannot be excluded as the writer of the questioned 

handwriting.    
 

 Both similarities and dissimilarities are observed between the specimen handwriting and each 
page of questioned handwriting.  Depending on the opinion scales utilised within participant 
laboratories, an inconclusive or qualified opinion may be provided.  

 
In all circumstances, the basis for the provided opinion, and the manner in which dissimilarities are 
accounted for, should be described in detail. 
 
A recommendation that additional specimen handwriting (by the specimen writer) be sourced and 
submitted for examination is expected.  Such recommendation should place particular emphasis on 
handwriting completed with an upright writing slope.    
 
A description of additional resources or examinations that may provide further evidence could be 
outlined.  The ability to undertake further examinations will be influenced by the laboratory 
capabilities and resources. 
 
Ink 
 
Outlined below in simple terms, the participant should provide opinions in relation to the ink:      
 
 Where Pen 3 ink has been used, these entries are indistinguishable from each other but different 

to all other inks.  
 
 Where Pen 4 ink has been used, these entries are indistinguishable from each other but different 

to all other inks. 
 
 Where the Pen 1 and Pen 2 inks have been used, these display similar qualities and are 

indistinguishable from each other to the degree that no conclusive opinion can be expressed 
regarding whether they are or are not the same ink.  

 
Pen 1 is 1.0 mm (medium), and Pen 2 is 0.7 mm (fine).  Whilst the ink is displaying similar qualities, 
the pen width could also be considered as a means of distinguishing similarity or difference.  In 
isolation, an opinion based on pen width would be challenging given the writing is completed on 
different pages, utilising different writing styles, and influenced by the degree of give in the respective 
underlying surfaces.  
  
A description of any additional examinations that may provide more advanced evidence could be 
outlined or described. The ability to undertake further examinations will be influenced by the 
laboratory capabilities and resources.    



2022-FDE2 This document is UNCONTROLLED if printed Page 17 of 20 

WEF-03-A-5 Issue 3  Date 4/4/23  Issued by DGP 

 

 
The major source of error by the participant would be failure to correctly examine the handwriting, 
omit one or more examinations of an entry, or incorrectly interpret the UV-Visible Spectroscopy 
and Infrared Spectroscopy data. 

 
END OF “MANUFACTURING INFORMATION” 
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2022-FDE2 Forensic Document Examination feedback  
 
Forensic Foundations International 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  
 
 

S
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e

 

A
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e

 

D
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S
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o
n
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D
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a
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N
A

 

1. The test was too basic for our 
facility 

     

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………… 
2. The samples supplied were 

suitable 
     

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………… 
3. The results required were not 

outlined sufficiently 
     

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………… 
4. The final report provided 

suitable detail 
     

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………… 
5. The tests involved should be 

more challenging 
     

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………… 
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Please comment briefly on the following: 

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

test? 
 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………… 
2. Any additional comments  
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………… 
3. Facility (optional)  
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………… 
4. Would you like us to contact you to discuss your feedback?   
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………… 
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Forensic Foundations International 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@ffint.com.au or you can discuss your suggestions 
on either 03 9018 8919 or 0429 966 012. 
 


