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Introduction 
 
Design  
 
Forensic Foundations International 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 Proficiency Tests are designed to test 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 Proficiency 
Tests.  
Thus, all Forensic Foundations 
International Proficiency Tests 
commence with item collection and/or 
receipt and includes all 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 2023-FDEE & 2023-CC2 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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2023-FDEEE & 2023-CC2 
 
The aim of the 2023-FDEEE 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 writings in ink, testing of generic issues such as sample receipt, triage, and continuity of 
items for examination formed part of the overall process.  
 
The aim of the 2023-CC2 was to review the forensic examination, analysis, and reporting 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 

• 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, specifiers). 

 
This proficiency test was distributed to 4 participants, 3 participants submitted results during this 
round of testing. (2 x 2023-FDEEE & 1 x 2023-CC2). 
 
The participants were provided with a letter, which describes information that is not publicly 
known, and has been left anonymously at the door of the Western Police station. 
 
Items were sealed in tamper evident bags and included descriptors for continuity purposes. 
 
 
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 
 
This proficiency test was distributed to 4 participants, 3 participants submitted results during this 
round of testing. (2 x 2023-FDEEE & 1 x 2023-CC2). 
 
2 participants completed the ‘continuity, receipt and description of items’ section of the results 
sheet. 1 participant noted that the description on the bag was not identical with that on the 
submission form, however the information was consistent.  
 
All participants undertook a variety of natural and alternate light source examinations, light 
microscopy and an ESDA examination.  
 
One participant conducted UV-Visible Spectrophotometry, one participant conducted Thin Layer 
Chromatography and one participant conducted a Water Spot Test.  
 
All participants located the indentations ‘Terry – Read this NOW. The two participants undertaking 
the FDE test noted that the A4 piece of paper had been folded when the indentations had been 
created. These two participants also identified the indentation ‘THIS IS ABOUT MICK’ and both 
indicated that this indentation was not made when the scrap of paper was positioned where it was 
stapled.  
 
All participants were able to decipher the original entry under the scribble. The two participants 
undertaking the FDE test were able to distinguish the different inks used for the original entry and 
the scribble. 
 
The two participants undertaking the FDE test were able to distinguish the different inks used on 
the scrap of paper and the scribble, however both participants indicated that these differences 
may be due to different paper substrates. 
 
The two participants undertaking the FDE test indicated what further tests/examinations may be 
conducted if relevant.  
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Laboratory Responses 
 
Continuity, receipt, and description of items 
 

 42884 52414 96150 
Continuity 

Appropriate paperwork provided 
with test items 

Eastern Australian Police Service Examination Request and Item 
Submission. No exhibit reference or 
sealed bag number. 

 Yes 

Security seals intact 

Sealed bag 076137 appears to be intact. However, peel-off receipt 
label for bag 076137 has already been torn off. No suitable chain of 
custody recording 
available on bag. 

 Yes 

Description of any deviations from 
the expected 

Bag number 076137 (which item was in) is not an exhibit bag. No 
exhibit reference, chain of custody, dates, signatures, or details of 
seizure. Item description does not match the description on the 
submission form. 

 Nil 

Receipt 

Description of storage conditions 
(level of security, temperature, 
other) 

No temperature requirements. Kept in 
secure storage whilst in xxxx custody. In QD kept in fire safe within 
secure unit. 

 NA 

Transfer within the laboratory 

Laboratory Management System 
(LIMS) 

LIMS system used to record items and barcodes produced. Submitted 
case/subcase given unique barcoded 
references. 

 Yes 

Laboratory utilizing barcodes 
during receipt and transfer of items 
between sections of the laboratory 

Exhibit given unique barcode on receipt in laboratory submissions unit. 
Barcode’s movements tracked in LIMS by ScanPal. 

 Yes 
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 42884 52414 96150 

Laboratory utilizing barcodes 
during process and analysis of 
samples 

Exhibit barcode to track location of item in laboratory and QD via 
ScanPal. 

 Yes 

Other electronic means   Yes 

Paper based record keeping 
Paper continuity and submission 
information also kept in file. 

 No 

Description of item 

Sample description corresponds to 
accompanying paperwork 

Description on bag does not match description on submission form. 
However, description on submission form appears to match description 
of item in bag number 076137. No exhibit reference 

 Yes 

Description of any deviations 
from the expected 

As above  Nil 

 
 
Forensic Foundations International’s comments 
 
Laboratory 96150 enrolled in 2023-CC2, which required reporting of examination, analysis, interpretation and reporting only, however they 
completed the ‘Continuity, receipt, and description of items’ table for completeness. 
 
Laboratories 42884 and 52414 enrolled in 2023-FDEEE which was an end-to-end proficiency test examining all aspects of the forensic process.  
 
Laboratory 42884 thoroughly completed the details with respect to continuity, receipt, and description of items. They correctly indicated that there 
was no recorded chain of custody with this item if this were an actual case the chain of custody may have been recorded other than on the actual 
tamper evident bag. Participant 42884 also noted that the description on the bag does not exactly match the description on the submission form -  
this can occur when different individuals complete different records. In this case the descriptions were consistent if not identical.  
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Examination / Analysis 
 

Methodology 42884 52414 96150 

Visual inspection  Yes  
Difference in papers 
No difference in blue inks 
Nothing of significance with the 
staple 
Paper difference could impact visual 
and specialised light comparison of 
inks 

 

Natural light Yes, see Appendix 1 Yes 
Difference in papers 
No difference in blue inks 
Paper difference could impact visual 
and specialised light comparison of 
inks 

Yes 

Oblique lighting Yes, see Appendix 1 Yes 
Indentations seen 
Can be seen without aid but also 
visible using side light facility on VSC 
40HD 

Yes 

Alternative light sources Yes, Video Spectral Comparator: Yes 
Difference in papers 
Differences in inks when viewed 
under IR and Visible regions 
Obliteration could be deciphered 
using IR 
Foster & Freeman VSC 40HD used 

Yes 

Light microscopy Yes, see Appendix 1 Yes 
Able to determine printing process 
Inks differ on how they transfer paper 
between A4 and scrap 
Unable to decipher obliteration 

Yes 
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Methodology 42884 52414 96150 

Different types of paper may impact 
how the pen ink transfers to the 
paper surface.  
Wild M3Z with illumination used. 

ESDA Yes, see Appendix 1 Yes 
Indentations found on A4 sheet of 
paper, front and back 
Indentations could be deciphered. 
Lifts generated and kept as part of 
file.  
ESDA 2B used. 

Yes, see Appendix A 

Thin Layer Chromatography  Yes, Samples of both papers, the ink 
on the scrap of paper and the ink of 
the number and obliteration on the 
A4 page 
Used an archived method and very 
basic method due to the technique 
being rarely used. Not part of our 
accredited procedures. 

 

UV-Visible 
Spectrophotometry 

  Yes, see Appendix A 

Infrared luminescence Yes, see Appendix A   

All light sources Yes, see Appendix A   
Infrared luminescence Yes, see Appendix A   
Side light and various 
wavelengths 

Yes, see Appendix A   

Water spot test Yes, see Appendix A   
UV Light Yes, see Appendix A   
Micrometer Yes, see Appendix A   

 
Additional notes provided by Laboratories 42882 and 96150 are contained in Appendix A. 
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Conclusions and reporting 
 
Collation of findings sourced from both examination/analysis section, the conclusions section and witness statement (where relevant)  
 
 42884 (FDE) 52414 (FDE) 96150 (CC-Ink) 
Identification of Printer Inkjet using black ink Inkjet using black ink  
Identification of Font Calibri post ‘docx’ extension in Word   
Detection of ‘Terry -Read this NOW’ 
on the A4 paper 

Recorded as Terry -Read this NOW’ Recorded as ‘TERRY – READ THIS 
NOW’ 

Recorded as ‘Terry – Read this Now’ 

Identification of evidence of folding 
resulting in multiple indentations 

Yes Yes  

Detection of ‘THIS IS ABOUT MICK’ Yes Yes  
Note that scrap of paper hadn’t been 
folded 

Yes   

Identification of location of scrap of 
paper in relation to the A4 paper 
when indentations were made  

Yes Yes  

Indentations on scrap of paper   No unsourced indentations 
recovered 

Identification of pen type Not ballpoint ink 
Gel pen, Gel pen hybrid, or roller ball 

‘blue ball pen’  

Deciphering of original entry under 
scribble 

0463275648 
 

0463275648 
 

04632756 (4) 8 
Side lighting and IR 

Analysis of elements of scribble Yes   
Identification of different inks used 
for original entry and scribble 

Yes, under infra red luminescence 
and side light. Also using Spot test 

Limited decipherment was effective 
under IR indicating that there may be 
slightly different inks used. Small 
difference demonstrated using TLC 

Unable to distinguish using IR & UV-
Vis 

Identification of same ink used on 
the scrap of paper and the scribble 

Differences maybe due to different 
paper surfaces 

Small difference demonstrated using 
IR & TLC  Differences maybe due to 
different paper surfaces 

Unable to distinguish using IR & UV-
Vis 

Comparison of all inks  Based on TLC, weak evidence to 
support the proposition that three 
different inks were used. However, 
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 42884 (FDE) 52414 (FDE) 96150 (CC-Ink) 
as TLC is an archive method this 
would not be reported.  

Other examinations which could be 
undertaken 

a. Comparison of the following 
handwritings with suitable 
reference handwriting(s) should 
they be obtained: 
• ‘THIS IS ABOUT MICK’, 
• ‘0463275648’ (original 

obliterated entry) 
• ‘Terry – Read this NOW!’ 

(indented impressions) 
• ‘Letter left at Western Police 

Station’ on Tamper Evident 
Bag 076137 (if relevant) 

b. Comparison of the torn edges 
of the scrap of paper with 
reference torn paper should it be 
recovered. This paper is coated 
paper – likely one-sided, matt, 
inkjet paper. 

c. Comparison of the scrap of 
paper with reference paper 
stock should it be recovered. 
This paper is coated paper – 
likely one-sided, matt, inkjet 
paper. 

d. Comparison of the indented 
impressions ‘Terry – Read this 
NOW!’ with its source writing 
‘Terry – Read this NOW!’ should 
this writing be recovered. This 
source writing could have been 
written on an envelope; possibly 
a DL size envelope. 

e. Comparison of the black printed 

Any torn pieces of paper found 
during the investigation may be 
compared with the torn scrap of 
paper in order to determine if a 
physical fit could be made. Any 
pieces of paper bearing the words 
‘Terry Read This – Now’ if found 
during the investigation may be 
compared with the writing on the A4 
sheet of paper in order to determine 
if a link could be made. 
 
It is also possible to carry out a 
handwriting comparison between the 
handwriting on the scrap of paper 
and any specimen handwriting 
obtained during the course of the 
investigation. 
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 42884 (FDE) 52414 (FDE) 96150 (CC-Ink) 
text on the A4 piece of paper 
with a reference inkjet printer or 
other reference inkjet printing 
should they be recovered. 

f. Comparison of the A4 piece of 
paper with reference A4 paper 
stock should it be recovered. 

g. Comparison of the offset black 
ink on the back of tamper 
evident bag 076137 with black 
ink writing such as on another 
tamper evident bag should it be 
recovered. 

h. Comparison of the torn 
remnants of a label on tamper 
evident bag 076137 with a 
reference receipt label 
numbered 076137 should it be 
recovered. 
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Forensic Foundations International’s comments 
 
Laboratories 42844 & 52414 undertook a full document examination. Laboratory 96150 primarily 
undertook ink examination.  
 
All laboratories outlined the approach and methodology they used to examine the items. 
 
VISUAL AND LIGHT SOURCE EXAMINATION  
 
All participants conducted a visual inspection of the submitted documents by way of both natural 
lighting, oblique lighting, light microscopy and alternative light sources. All participating 
laboratories utilised alternative light sources for examination of the inked/obliterated entries.  
 
INDENTATION EXAMINATION – ESDA  
 
All participating laboratories conducted an ESDA and oblique light examination.  
 
All laboratories correctly identified the presence of the unsourced indentations (‘Terry – read this 
NOW!’) and all deciphered and/or interpreted the indentations correctly i.e. in that they were 
correctly transcribed according to the source document. However, only one laboratory (42884) 
recorded the indentation correctly i.e. uppercase, lowercase, underlining. 
 
The two laboratories undertaking the full FDE examination provided additional information relating 
to the ‘Terry – read this NOW!’ indentations and the state of the exhibit they were located on when 
the impressions were generated i.e. ‘the paper must have been folded…at the time the writings 
were made’. This observation concurs with the test design.  
 
The two laboratories undertaking the full FDE examination reported on the detection and 
positioning of the sourced entries ‘THIS IS ABOUT MICK’. Observation relating to both detection 
and relative positioning at time of entry, may/may not have relevance to the investigation and the 
inclusion is recommended.  
 
The laboratory undertaking the ink analysis did not indicate that they observed the ‘THIS IS 
ABOUT MICK’ indentation on the A4 paper but did note that ‘No unsourced… indentations 
recovered’ from the scrap of paper.  
 
OBLITERATED INKED (PEN) ENTRY  
 
All laboratories were able to correctly decipher the obliterated entry under the ‘scribble’ by way of 
various light source techniques.  
 
One laboratory correctly reported that different inks had been used to generate the phone number 
and the obliteration, one laboratory reported that limited decipherment was obtained, one 
laboratory was unable to distinguish the two inks.  
 
All participating laboratories were inconclusive as to whether the same or different inks had been 
used to generate each of the inked entries within the test; the phone number, obliteration ‘scribble’ 
and ‘This is about Mick’ entries. Respondents citing that variables i.e. substrate, could affect the 
behavior of inks under various wavelengths as support for inconclusive opinions with respect to 
this question. Respondents reported their observations without overstating the significance of the 
evidence, refraining from conclusively determining whether the examined inks originated from the 
same or different sources.  
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PRINTED ENTRIES  
 
The two laboratories undertaking the full FDE examination correctly identified that the source of 
the printed entries was an inkjet printer.  
 
OTHER POSSIBLE EXAMINATIONS  
 
The two laboratories undertaking the full FDE examination suggested additional examinations. 
The suggestion of potential further examinations such as these are beneficial with respect to 
providing information to the investigating officer or client about the potential value of additional 
examinations, with the potential to value add with respect to evidence building relating to the 
matter being investigated.  
 
THIN LAYER CHROMATOGRAPHY (TLC)  
 
One laboratory conducted TLC, however; acknowledged that this was an archived methodology 
no longer used at the laboratory. It is generally accepted that ‘Alternative Light Source’ 
examination techniques are the preferred first line ink analysis examinations, in general due to the 
ease, simplicity and non-destructive nature of the examination process. In the absence of results 
with this technique alternatives may be considered if they do not compromise the document or 
entries for future/alternative examination types.  
 
WATER SPOT TESTS  
 
Examiners should be aware that water spot tests are typically non-specific, providing speculative 
or presumptive results with respect to ink identification. They may provide sufficient information to 
determine that two inks are not of the same formula, however, the examiner should consider the 
evidentiary value of the potential result in conjunction with the potential loss of evidence with 
respect to further testing. Reproducible differences between ink samples may indicate that the inks 
investigated do not have a common origin, however, batch variation within ink formula should also 
be a consideration. 
 
The results may be useful with respect to evidence building in association with other examination 
types. Care should also be taken not to damage or obliterate entries that may have evidential 
value for alternate examination types i.e. handwriting analysis. In this case, water spot testing of 
‘scribble’ was not going to comprise further investigation. Laboratory 42884 used a range of light 
sources not used by the other two laboratories  
 
The water spot test and TLC can be considered ‘Destructive’. In a real case the examiner should 
seek authorisation from the informant before conducting such examinations. 
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Laboratory specific comments  
 
42884 
 
Laboratory 42884 provided a comprehensive summary relating to the examination and analysis of 
the submitted material including; initial observations, examinations undertaken, 
techniques/equipment used and associated findings. They also supplied a copy of the Witness 
Statement.  
 
Possible investigative leads are reported e.g., ‘…it is possible that the writing which caused the 
indented impressions was made on a DL size envelope’, whilst care is taken not to overstate the 
significance of such statements e.g., ‘… other possibilities exist’. 
 
The inclusion of images relating to ink differentiation & interpretation of the obliterated entry and 
ESDA foils to assist the fact finder in interpreting and understanding the contents of reports is 
good practice, aids in understanding the conclusions documented and may minimize confusion 
that could arise from ‘wordy’ scientific reportage. 
 
The ability to describe and report on scientific practice in layman’s terms so that the fact finder 
understands the conclusions should be considered when developing reporting proformas and the 
use of imagery (such as included here) has been clearly shown to facilitate greater understanding 
of scientific concepts. Additional observations and detailed notations relating to other examinations 
that the investigator or client may want to consider are included.  
 
Each section of the summary response is sub headed according to examination type, other 
observations etc. – this is good practice for clarity and easy referencing especially when referring 
to specific sections if reporting is used within a judicial environment. The summary of conclusions 
is a useful inclusion to reporting as it is often the first go to for investigators/clients in order to gain 
an overall understanding of the outcomes of the examination – this should not replace detailed 
reporting and analysis included within the body of reports. 
 
52414 
 
Laboratory 52414 provided a detailed summary relating to the examination and analysis of the 
submitted material including; initial observations, examinations undertaken, techniques/equipment 
used and associated findings. Images are not included, techniques/equipment used for 
examination conducted are not specified i.e., how were indentations visualized? 
 
It is not clear as to whether this is typical of this laboratory’s practice or the reporting observed 
here is simplified for the purposes of the test taking exercise. TLC is mentioned as providing weak 
evidence for the proposition that the three inks examined are different, ( two of which originate 
from the same pen), however; clarification is provided that this would not be reported on in this 
manner in official reporting  ‘…If reported without the use of an archived and non-accredited 
method the evidence as to whether or not the blue ball pen inks on the A4 sheet of paper and the 
scrap of paper were written by the same pen would be inconclusive’ 
 
No further clarification is provided with respect to differentiation of the inked phone number entry 
and the associated ‘scribble’ entry as either being of the same or different. Suggestion of further 
examination is included which may assist the investigator/client i.e., ‘…any torn pieces of paper 
found during the investigation may be compared with the torn scrap of paper in order to determine 
if a physical fit could be made.’. ‘…any pieces of paper bearing the words ‘Terry Read This – Now’ 
if found during the investigation may be compared with the writing on the A4 sheet of paper in 
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order to determine if a link could be made.’, ‘…it is also possible to carry out a handwriting 
comparison between the handwriting on the scrap of paper and any specimen handwriting 
obtained during the course of the investigation.’. 
 
Suggestion of hard drive examination is potentially outside the scope/expertise of the examination 
requested here ‘…laptop or computer may seized and the hard drive searched in order to find the 
original text file of the document used to print out the A4 sheet of paper’, however; it is noted that 
this is likely for note taking, evidence gathering purposes only and would not be included in final 
reporting.  
 
96150 
 
Laboratory 96150 undertook the ink analysis test. They clearly stated that document examination 
was outside their area of expertise. They provided a brief dot point style summary of the 
conclusions relating to the examinations conducted. Images were not included, 
techniques/equipment used for examinations conducted are not specified i.e., how were 
indentations visualized? 
 
Further clarity is required relating to the ink analysis as it appears that no differences were 
observed between the inked phone number and the ‘scribble’ obliterating the phone number entry, 
in contrast to the findings from the other two laboratories. 
 
With the benefit of the test result now known it may be a worthwhile exercise to re-examine the ink 
analysis section of the test, the examination techniques used and subsequent reporting of the 
observations relating to this analysis.    
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APPENDIX A 
 
Examination /Analysis: 
 
Outline the examination approach and methodology including any equipment / 
instrumentation used (as you would record in your examination notes / case record). 
 
42884 
 
Natural light/macroscopic 
 
Scanned the items prior to examination in same condition as received. All packaging scanned. Did 
not consider the poly pocket that the Q documents were in on receipt as this was said to be part of 
the packaging (email clarification). Removed the staple which held the scrap of paper to the A4 
piece of paper. 
Paper of printed letter is A4 folded into three horizontally (so as would fit into a DL size envelope). 
The torn scrap of paper is too big to have been folded into a DL size envelope without folding (no 
folds visible on the scrap of paper). 
Delamination of the torn scrap of paper on two edges of the paper. Possibility of a physical fit to 
the remainder of the torn paper if found. 
Scrap of paper and paper of printed letter are different (former is coated paper). 
Possibility of handwriting comparison to handwriting of ‘THIS IS ABOUT MICK’ if reference writing 
obtained. 
Font of printing of letter including ligatures of ti, tt and ff. Letter retyped and found to be consistent 
with Calibri post ‘.docx’ extension in Word (Word 2010) although date of this document doesn’t 
appear to be relevant in this case. 
Offset of black ink on the back of the tamper evident bag 076137. Position and appearance 
suggests could be from writing on the front of another similar TEB. 
 
Oblique Light 
 
See below (ESDA and oblique light) 
 
Light microscopy 
 
A4 piece of paper bears black ink printing. Ink: black only: sinks into paper shows a jagged edge 
and shows some offset to characters (i.e. joining at slight angle mid character). Consistent with 
black inkjet printing. Possible link to an inkjet printer or other inkjet printed documents if found. 
Blue liquid ink writing on torn scrap of paper – shows tramlines. Not ballpoint ink therefore 
tramlines suggest a pen such as a gel pen, gel pen hybrid or roller ball. Describe as blue liquid ink 
to cover all possibilities. 
Nature of white coating on the front of the torn scrap of paper. Quite smooth white coating but not 
reflective. Coating fragments at the point of tear a bit like ‘tippex’. Coated paper: could be matt 
inkjet paper (coated on one side only). Comparison with purchased ‘inkrite’ one sided inkjet matt 
130gsm photopaper; similar appearance at tear. Similar surface texture. Tests on purchased 
‘inkrite’ inkjet paper show similar appearance of gel pen and roller ball ink writing on surface with 
‘tramlines’. 
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ESDA and Oblique light 
 
Indented impressions from an unknown source found on the back, middle panel, of the A4 piece of 
paper. These are quite clear (also visible under oblique lighting). My best interpretation of these 
indented impressions is: 

Terry - Read this NOW! 
These indented impressions repeat in such a way that the A4 paper must have been folded in 
three at the time this writing was made. The front of these indentations luminesce under 485-590 
spot at 665 IR (likely others). This luminescence could come from transfer of a printed surface or 
ink transfer of the luminescent element through the paper. Can’t see any visible component which 
may be expected if it was printing inside an envelope. It is also in a roughly central position on the 
back mid folded panel of the A4 piece of paper. The position suggests that the writing was made 
on an envelope e.g. a DL size envelope which once contained the folded letter. Therefore, 
possible link to the source writing if found (and this writing could be on a DL envelope). 
Additionally, the torn scrap of paper is too big to have been folded into a DL size envelope without 
folding and therefore could only have been stapled to the A4 piece of paper after it was taken out 
of a DL envelope (if it was indeed in a DL envelope). Although could have been any other size 
envelope in theory or just a piece of paper in real life you would expect that this sort of folding 
would be done in order to put into a DL envelope as would fit best into an envelope of this size. 
 
‘THIS IS ABOUT MICK’ 
from the scrap of torn paper found indented onto the front of the A4 printed letter. 
 
This shows that ‘THIS IS ABOUT MICK’ was written on the scrap of paper when it was resting on 
the front of the A4 piece of paper. Position of indented impressions is away from the position that 
the scrap was in when it was stapled to the letter. Although it may be possible to pull the piece of 
paper into that position when it was stapled together there would be little point in doing this and 
would be awkward. 
Therefore, it was likely that the scrap was not stapled to the A4 piece of paper when the writing 
was made. The position of the indentations is such that the paper could not have been in a 
folded-up position at the time the writing was made. Additionally, since the scrap of paper shows 
no evidence of folding, it is almost impossible that the scrap could have been stapled to the sheet 
of paper when it (the A4 piece of paper) was in a folded position. It is impossible that it was 
stapled to the A4 piece of paper if it was folded and in a DL envelope. 
 
ESDA lifts provide records of delamination of torn scrap of paper for possible physical fit to the 
remainder if found and records of the position of folds of the printed letter. 
 
VSC (various) 
 
The inks of the obliterating ‘scribble’ and the original obliterated writing on the A4 piece of paper 
both appear as blue liquid ink (possibly gel or roller ball). Visually they look very similar and 
behave similarly under most light sources. However, I found that I was just able to distinguish the 
original obliterated and obliterating ‘scribble’ inks under infra red luminescence particularly at spot 
380-485 filtered at 725nm (but also at other surrounding points) I have interpreted the underlying 
characters (i.e. original obliterated entries) as: 
0463275648 
 
(see also side light below) 
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Side Light/Infrared Reflectance 
 
Using infrared reflectance (blue ink becomes transparent) together with side light can see the 
indentations of the original entry and interpret as: (see also infrared luminescence above) 
 

0463275648 
 
Also drawn over enlarged image of the obliteration to separate the obliterating ‘scribble’ lines from 
the underlying characters in different coloured inks. 
This is consistent with the format of an Australian mobile phone number (04632 start represents a 
‘spare’ number according to Wikepedia) 
 
The blue liquid inks of ‘THIS IS ABOUT MICK’ (on the scrap of paper) and the original obliterated 
(and obliterating ‘scribble’) entries on the A4 paper all have a similar pictorial appearance (taking 
into consideration different paper) in terms of colour and appearance of writing line (possibly gel 
pen, gel pen hybrid or roller ball pen). They also show close similarities in their behaviours under 
all light sources. 
However, since the paper that it is on is significantly different to that of the A4 piece of paper this 
may influence the results particularly in respect of the minor difference in luminescence. 
 
Water Spot Test 
 
Based on the understanding that many gel pens contain pigment (non-soluble) colourant whereas 
hybrid gel pens contain dye and pigment colourant and rollerballs contain mainly dye colourant the 
water solubility of the blue inks may be a discriminating factor. Therefore, a small spot of water 
applied to 
different areas of ink of the A4 piece of paper entry (in obliterating ‘scribble’ and original obliterated 
areas). Obliterating ‘scribble’ ink runs slightly (particularly luminescing fractions seen under the 
VSC) whereas the original obliterated entry did not run significantly in the luminescing areas. This 
is a significant difference and reenforces the visual discrimination of ink for obliterating ‘scribble’ 
and original obliterated entries. The ink of the entry on the torn scrap of paper was also water spot 
tested. This showed only extra luminescence within the pen line but the coated paper (likely inkjet 
paper) may well affect this test and therefore this is still considered inconclusive. Inkjet paper is 
designed to reduce the running of inks. 
Concerns that there could be more than one obliterating ‘scribble’ ink. This is a possibility in a real 
crossing out case. There appear to be three main elements of the crossing out: Angled to the 
vertical right, angled to the vertical left and near horizontal. Obviously these cross over each other 
and over the original obliterated entry meaning that there could be a dragging of ink elements. 
The horizontal elements appear somewhat heavier (deeper) than the angled elements. The 
original entries also appear quite deep. The horizontal elements appear to show more of a 
tramline effect which is also visible in areas of the original obliterated entry but less visible on the 
angled elements. The water drop test found it difficult to isolate the horizontal elements only 
although these did appear to run and luminesce but could this be due to ink from the surrounding 
other elements? 
Overall conclude that the original entry has been obliterated with a different ink but can’t exclude 
that more than one ink has been used (even if indistinguishable). 
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UV and visual comparisons (paper) 
The torn scrap of paper consists of UV dull substrate with UV bright matt coating on one side only. 
This is some kind of coated paper likely to be matt, inkjet printing paper. 
 
The paper of the torn scrap of paper is different to the paper of the printed letter. Paper of the 
scrap of paper is some form of coated paper likely matt inkjet paper (vs purchased matt inkjet 
paper) whereas the A4 piece of paper is ordinary (possibly recycled?)_ Different UV properties. - 
Quite a few fibres visible under UV). The different paper types in this case affect the ink 
comparisons and the visual appearance of the ink lines. 
Minor UV line patterns found on A4 printed letter paper. 
Thickness of A4 piece of paper found to be approximately 109 microns Thickness of torn scrap of 
paper found to be approximately 123 microns 
The above may be used in comparisons with reference paper supplies if submitted for comparison. 
 
Overall ink Comparisons 
 
Comparison of inks is limited to specialised lighting VSC 6000 HS, visual appearance and water 
spot tests only. 
On comparison of the obliterating ‘scribble’ and original obliterated entries I find that they are just 
distinguishable under spot luminescence so that the original obliterated characters can be 
deciphered. This difference is very marginal but since it can be deciphered then it follows that the 
inks must be distinguishable. I also find that water spot tests behave differently between 
obliterating ‘scribble’ and original obliterated entries. 
The behaviour of the ink of ‘THIS IS ABOUT MICK’ under specialised lighting is closely similar to 
the inks of the original and scribbling out entries. A water spot test caused extra luminescence 
within the ink 
line. However, because of the significantly different paper for the scrap of paper vs the A4 piece of 
paper the comparison between the two inks is likely to be affected for both spot luminescence and 
the water spot test. As such my findings are inconclusive regarding whether or not the ink of the 
entry ‘THIS IS ABOUT MICK’ on the scrap of paper is the same or different to the inks of the 
original or obliterating ‘scribble’ entries on the A4 piece of paper. 
 
In terms of what the ink comparisons mean: 
 

1. Original ink entry vs obliterating scribble: 
a. In its own right what is the significance of ‘the same’ or ‘different’ ink if can 
interpret the entry? It doesn’t tell us who wrote each entry or when they were written. 

 
2. ‘THIS IS ABOUT MICK’ entry vs inks on A4 sheet. In the context of the case what do 
‘the same’ or ‘different’ inks mean 

a. If ‘the same’ does it tell us that the same specific pen was used (no) 
b. If ‘the same’ does it tell us who wrote the entries (no) 
c. If ‘different’ does it tell us that different people wrote the entries (no) 
d. Does either tell the order or timings of writings (no) 
e. Even if there is a scenario where the same person uses the same pen to 
produce certain entries you would not be able to say this from the inks alone. 
f. Care would need to be taken in any expression of ink difference or 
indistinguishability to ensure that the court cannot make incorrect assumptions about 
points a-d above. 

 
  



2023-FDEEE & 2023-CC2 This document is UNCONTROLLED if printed Page 21 of 37 
WEF-03-A-5 Issue 3  Date 4/4/23  Issued by DGP 

Possible further comparisons: 
 
Handwriting of ‘THIS IS ABOUT MICK’, ‘0463275648’ (original obliterated), ‘Terry - Read this 
NOW!’ and writing on TEB? With suitable reference writing(s) (to contain like with like 
handwriting). 
Physical fit: Torn scrap vs recovered torn coated paper. Paper stock: coated paper (likely matt 
inkjet paper?) for scrap and different ordinary A4 paper for A4 piece (UVLPs possible? – only very 
minor). 
Source of indented impressions of ‘Terry - Read this NOW!’ – could be written on a DL envelope 
which once contained the folded A4 piece of paper. 
Comparison of printing on A4 piece of a paper with an inkjet printer and/or inkjet printed material 
Comparison of offset ink on back of the TEB 076137 with writing on the front of another TEB. 
Comparison of a sticky label with number 076137 with remnants of label on TEB 076137. 
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52414 
 
The A4 sheet of paper and the scrap of paper were described and photocopied. Initial examination 
was carried out before the staple was removed. 
 
ESDA examination was carried out using the Foster & Freeman ESDA 2B. ESDA lifts were taken 
and labelled and kept within the casenotes. Heavy indentations on the A4 sheet of paper was 
recorded using the VSC 40/HD side lighting facility.   
 
These indentations were deciphered and compared to the handwriting currently on the two pieces 
of paper to see if the handwriting currently on the papers was the source of indentations. It was 
noted that the indentations TERRY – READ THIS NOW! was present 3 times on the A4 page of 
paper indicating that this had been written when the page had been folded over – there was no 
obvious forensic significance in this and it is unlikely it would be mentioned in final report. 
 
The A4 sheet of paper and the scrap of paper were examined visually and under microscopic 
examination. It was noted that the papers were different, one was a standard A4 printer paper 
page and the scrap of paper was a coated paper. The inks were viewed under microscopic 
enlargement and whilst they appeared different in how they applied to the papers this may be due 
to differences in the paper surfaces. The colour could not be distinguished.  
 
The A4 sheet of paper and the scrap of paper were examined using the VSC in Infrared and 
Visible mode and results noted differences in the papers’ responses to UV and Visible lights which 
may affect the specialised light examinations of the inks. 
 
The obliteration was examined under IR and Visible lights. Decipherment was effective under IR 
although the obliterating ink did not disappear but its response under IR facilitated viewing of the 
ink below. This may suggest slightly different inks had been used. 
 
The inks on the A4 page and scrap of paper were compared side by side using IR and Visible light 
regions. Differences were found at some wavelengths most notably in the Visible region. This then 
needed to be interpreted with reference to the influence of the paper substrates which are 
considerably different in terms of surface and chemiluminscent response in the Visible region. It 
was difficult to assess the response of the obliterated ink.  
 
No other techniques are part of our accredited procedure. TLC has been carried out in the past but 
had been archived due to lack of use. A simple and basic TLC technique was used and showed 
small differences in the response of all 3 types of ink (A4 page obliteration, A4 page numbers, 
scrap of paper writing) to each other.  
 
The printing on the A4 sheet of paper was examined under microscopic enlargement. From the 
appearance it was determined to be inkjet printing using black ink only. Despite some deviations 
from typical character formation it was not considered to be anything of forensic significance which 
could be used to link the pages back to a printer, but it would be worth mentioning how the printing 
was produced as the investigator may find it of benefit. 
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Indentations 
 
Examination of the A4 piece of paper and the scrap piece of paper using oblique lighting and 
ESDA revealed the following: 
• Unsourced latent indentations were recovered from the A4 piece of paper. These 
indentations stated – ‘Terry – Read this Now!’ 
• In addition to the abovementioned recovered indentations, what appeared to be potential 
fingerprints were observed on the front of the A4 piece of paper. Further testing by a qualified 
fingerprint expert is required to confirm or refute this finding. 
• No unsourced latent indentations were recovered from the scrap piece of paper. 
Ink examination 
Examination of A4 piece of paper and the scrap piece of paper using the VSC8000 with a 
combination of side lighting and infrared (IR) luminescence revealed the following: 
• The obliterated entry on the A4 piece of paper could be partially recovered and appeared to 
be a sequence of numbers, namely 04632756 (4) 8. 
Please note that the second 4 is a probable entry in that position. 
• It was not possible to distinguish between the ink used for the partially recovered sequence 
of numbers on the A4 piece of paper, the ink used to obliterate the partially recovered sequence of 
numbers on the A4 piece of paper and the ink used on the scrap of paper based on their IR 
luminescence properties. 
Examination of A4 piece of paper and the scrap piece of paper using the technique of UV-Vis MSP 
revealed the following: 
• It was not possible to distinguish between the ink used for the partially recovered sequence 
of numbers on the A4 piece of paper, the ink used to obliterate the partially recovered sequence of 
numbers on the A4 piece of paper and the ink used on the scrap of paper based on their UV-Vis 
spectra. 
• While undertaking analysis of the inks found on the A4 piece of paper and the scrap of 
paper using the MSP, notable differences were observed in the visual appearance of these two 
pieces of paper. This finding suggests to me that the A4 piece of paper and the scrap of paper are 
from different paper sources. Further testing by an expert in paper examinations is required to 
confirm or refute this finding. 
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APPENDIX B 
 
42884 
 

1. I recorded the original position of the scrap of paper which was stapled to the A4 piece 
of paper. Then, in order to aid my examinations, I removed the staple attaching the scrap 
of paper to the A4 piece of paper. 

 
2. I find that the A4 piece of paper bears black ink printing. I find that the microscopic 
features of the printing are consistent with black inkjet printing. I find that the font used for 
the printing is consistent with the Calibri font and that this font incorporates the joining of ‘t’ 
and ‘f’ crossbars (ligatures) when in certain character combinations. These features may 
allow for the earliest date of production to be established although this does not appear to 
be relevant in the current scenario. I note that the A4 piece of paper is folded roughly 
horizontally twice so that it would fold into three approximately equal pieces (it would 
therefore fit into a ‘DL’ size envelope when folded). I find that the paper bears a small area 
of blue liquid ink appearing as ‘scribbling-out’. I have been asked to interpret the original 
‘scribbled-out’ entry if possible (see paragraphs 15 and 16 below). 

 
3. I find that the scrap of paper which was stapled to the A4 piece of paper shows two 
straight edges and two torn edges where delamination is apparent. I find that the surface 
of the front of the scrap of paper shows a white coating which has fragmented where it has 
been torn. The coating and the paper substrate show significantly different features. In my 
opinion, this scrap of paper is some form of coated paper; likely one sided, matt, inkjet 
paper (used for creating higher quality inkjet printing). I find that the scrap of paper bears 
blue liquid ink handwriting: ‘THIS IS ABOUT MICK’. The nature of the coating of the scrap 
of paper is likely to have interacted with the ink of the writing to give a different appearance 
compared to the ink’s appearance on non-coated paper. 

 
 

Indented Impressions of Writing 
4. I have examined both the A4 piece of paper and the scrap of paper for the possible 
presence of indented impressions of handwriting such as may be produced if one document 
is written whilst resting on another. I have used oblique (side) lighting and an ElectroStatic 
Detection Apparatus (ESDA) to carry out my examinations (See Appendix 1 for further 
information). I now produce images of the ESDA lifts from the A4 piece of paper and the 
scrap of paper as ABC/1. 
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5. I find indented impressions of writing from an unknown source on the back of the A4 
piece of paper. These impressions repeat several times showing that the item was folded 
into three when the writing was made. The position of these impressions is consistent with 
the expected position if the source writing was made on an envelope that the A4 piece of 
paper was once in when it was folded in three. When the paper is folded into three it would 
best fit into a DL size envelope, so it is possible that the writing which caused the indented 
impressions was made on a DL size envelope (however, other possibilities exist). My best 
interpretation of the indented impressions is as follows: 

Terry – Read this NOW! 
 

6. I find that the writing ‘THIS IS ABOUT MICK’ on the scrap of paper is indented onto the 
front of the A4 piece of paper but not in the position that it was in when it was stapled to the 
A4 paper. This shows that the writing ‘THIS IS ABOUT MICK’ was made whilst the scrap 
of paper was resting on the A4 piece of paper, but it is likely that it was not stapled to the 
sheet at the time that the writing was made. Additionally, the position of the indented 
impressions show that at the time this writing was made the piece of A4 paper was not in a 
folded-up position. If the A4 piece of paper was once folded inside a DL sized envelope 
(as suggested by the findings in paragraph 12), then the scrap of paper was stapled to it 
after it was taken out of the envelope (as it would not fit in a DL envelope in this 
configuration without being folded and the scrap of paper shows no evidence of having 
been folded). 

 
Obliterated Entry and Ink Comparisons 
7. I have used the VSC 6000/HS (Video Spectral Comparator) to carry out specialised 
lighting examinations of ink on the submitted items. See Appendix 1 for more information 
regarding these comparisons. 
8. Using these methods, I have examined the obliterated handwritten entry on the A4 piece 
of paper. I find that, using these techniques, I am able to distinguish the blue ink of the 
original entries from the blue ink(s) of the obliterating scribble although they react in a closely 
similar manner. Using various lighting techniques including infra-red luminescence, 
microscopic examination, side light and infra-red light I have been able to interpret the 
original obliterated entry. My best interpretation of the original entry is as follows: 

0463275648 
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9.  Below are three images of the obliterated entry produced using normal white light 
(top) and various specialised lighting (the two black and white images). Below the images 
I have annotated my interpretation of the original entry in red text. 

 
10. I also carried out water spot tests on the obliterating scribble and the original entry 
inks. These tests indicate differences between the solubility of the inks in water. Together 
with the differences seen using the specialised lighting tests available in my opinion the 
original entry has been obliterated with a different ink. However, I am unable to exclude 
the possibility that more than one ink has been used to obliterate the original ink. 

 
11. The ink of the writing ‘THIS IS ABOUT MICK’ and the original entry and obliterating 
scribble ink entries on the A4 piece of paper show some similarities to one another both 
visually and under specialised lighting methods but are on significantly different paper. This 
means that these comparisons could be affected and slight differences may not be 
detectable or may be unreliable. Additionally, the water spot test may also be affected by 
the different types of paper. Because of these factors I am unable to offer an opinion as to 
whether or not the ink of the entry ‘THIS IS ABOUT MICK’ is the same or different to the 
inks of the original entry or obliterating scribble entry. As such, on the basis of the tests 
carried out by me my findings are inconclusive in this respect. 

 
Other Observations 
12. I note that there is offset black ink on the back of the tamper evident bag 076137 
which contained the items. Although the offset is not sufficient to be able to read handwriting 
that it originated from, the position of the offset suggests that it could be from the writing on 
the front of another similar tamper evident bag. Should another such tamper evident bag 
be recovered the position of the writing could be compared to the offset ink. 

 
Other Possible Examinations 
13. Depending on the requirements of the investigation the following examinations 
could be carried out if further suitable reference materials were obtained: 

 
a. Comparison of the following handwritings with suitable reference 
handwriting(s) should they be obtained: 

i. ‘THIS IS ABOUT MICK’, 
ii. ‘0463275648’ (original obliterated entry) 
iii. ‘Terry – Read this NOW!’ (indented impressions) 
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iv. ‘Letter left at Western Police Station’ on Tamper Evident Bag 
076137 (if relevant) 

b. Comparison of the torn edges of the scrap of paper with reference torn paper 
should it be recovered. This paper is coated paper – likely one-sided, matt, inkjet 
paper. 
c. Comparison of the scrap of paper with reference paper stock should it be 
recovered. This paper is coated paper – likely one-sided, matt, inkjet paper. 
d. Comparison of the indented impressions ‘Terry – Read this NOW!’ with its 
source writing ‘Terry – Read this NOW!’ should this writing be recovered. This 
source writing could have been written on an envelope; possibly a DL size 
envelope. 
e. Comparison of the black printed text on the A4 piece of paper with a 
reference inkjet printer or other reference inkjet printing should they be 
recovered. 
f. Comparison of the A4 piece of paper with reference A4 paper stock should 
it be recovered. 
g. Comparison of the offset black ink on the back of tamper evident bag 
076137 with black ink writing such as on another tamper evident bag should it 
be recovered. 
h. Comparison of the torn remnants of a label on tamper evident bag 076137 
with a reference receipt label numbered 076137 should it be recovered. 
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Summary of Conclusions 
 

14. The chain of custody of the items submitted in tamper evident bag 076137 is 
not intact. 
15. In my opinion: 

• My best interpretation of the original entry on the A4 piece of paper is: 
 

0463275648 
 

• The original entry has been obliterated with a different ink. However, I 
am unable to exclude the possibility that more than one ink has been used 
to obliterate the original ink. 
• Using the tests available to me I am unable to determine whether or not 
the ink of ‘THIS IS ABOUT MICK’ (on the scrap of paper) is the same or different 
to the inks of the original obliterated entry or the obliterating scribble (on the A4 
piece of paper). As such my findings are inconclusive in this respect. 
• Indented impressions of writing which I have interpreted as: 
•  

Terry – Read this NOW! 
 

were made on the back of the A4 piece of paper when it was folded into three. 
The positioning of the writing suggests it was made on an envelope (possibly a 
DL size envelope) when the A4 piece of paper was inside it. 
• The writing ‘THIS IS ABOUT MICK’ was made on the scrap of paper whilst 
it was resting on the A4 piece of paper. The A4 piece of paper was not in a 
folded-up position at the time this writing was made and it is likely that it was not 
stapled to the A4 piece of paper at the time this writing was made. 
• If the A4 piece of paper was once folded inside a DL envelope, then the 
scrap of paper was stapled to it after it was taken out of the envelope. 
• The scrap of paper is made of coated paper; likely one-sided, matt, inkjet 
paper. 
• Other possible examinations could be conducted if suitable further 
reference material was obtained as described in paragraph 20 above. 
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52414 
 
The item comprised a torn scrap of paper bearing handwriting stapled to an A4 page of paper 
bearing printed text and an obliteration. The staple was removed to facilitate examination. 
 
The A4 sheet of paper and the scrap of paper were examined for evidence of indented writing.  
 
Indentations visualised on the back of the A4 sheet of paper read as follows: 
TERRY – READ THIS NOW! 
 
Indentations visualised on the front of the A4 sheet of paper read as follows: 
 
THIS IS 
ABOUT  
MICK 
 
These second set of indentations originate from writing on the scrap of paper. The position of the 
indentations provides evidence that the scrap of paper was written on whilst resting on the A4 
sheet of paper and then moved and stapled to the top of the A4 page of paper. The presence of 
three sets of TERRY – READ THIS NOW! indentations on the A4 page indicates that the A4 page 
was folded into three when written on top off.  
 
The obliteration on the A4 sheet of paper could be deciphered as follows: 
0463275648 
 
The blue ball pen ink on the A4 sheet of paper (obliterations and numbers) was compared to the 
blue ball pen ink on the scrap of paper. The inks were visually similar although when examined 
under specialised lighting conditions different responses of the inks could be seen. It was not 
possible to determine whether or not the differences were due to the inks being different or due to 
the interference in the examination from the differences of the paper. 
 
On the basis of the TLC examination, there is weak evidence to support the proposition that three 
different inks have been used for 1. The obliteration on the A4 sheet of paper 2. The writing of 
numbers under the obliteration on the A4 sheet of paper 3. The writing on the scrap of paper. 
 
(If reported without the use of an archived and non-accredited method the evidence as to whether 
or not the blue ball pen inks on the A4 sheet of paper and the scrap of paper were written by the 
same pen would be inconclusive.) 
 
The printed text on the A4 sheet of paper had the appearance of being printed by an inkjet printer. 
Whilst an inkjet printer might be found during the investigation it is unlikely it could be linked with 
any certainty to the A4 sheet of paper. A suspected laptop or computer may seized and the hard 
drive searched in order to find the original text file of the document used to print out the A4 sheet 
of paper. 
 
Any torn pieces of paper found during the investigation may be compared with the torn scrap of 
paper in order to determine if a physical fit could be made. Any pieces of paper bearing the words 
‘Terry Read This – Now’ if found during the investigation may be compared with the writing on the 
A4 sheet of paper in order to determine if a link could be made. 
 
It is also possible to carry out a handwriting comparison between the handwriting on the scrap of 
paper and any specimen handwriting obtained during the course of the investigation. 
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On the basis samples received and the examinations and testing conducted, I have formed the 
following opinions: 
• Unsourced latent indentations stating ‘Terry – Read this Now!’ were recovered from the A4 
piece of paper. 
• The obliterated entry on the A4 piece of paper stated ‘04632756 (4) 8’, where the second 4 
is a probable entry only. 
• I am unable to exclude the proposition that the ink used for the partially recovered 
sequence of numbers on the A4 piece of paper, the ink used to obliterate the partially recovered 
sequence of numbers on the A4 piece of paper and the ink used on the scrap of paper could have 
all come from the same pen. 
• I am also unable to exclude the proposition that another pen similar to the pen used for the 
partially recovered sequence of numbers on the A4 piece of paper and the ink used to obliterate 
the partially recovered sequence of numbers on the A4 piece of paper could have been used to 
write the message on the scrap piece of paper. 
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APPENDIX C 
 
 

 
EXAMINATION 
REQUEST AND ITEM 
SUBMISSION 

 

EASTERN AUSTRALIAN 
POLICE SERVICE 

 
OFFENCE: Homicide 

DATE OF OFFENCE 2023 

BRIEF STATEMENT OF FACTS 
1. Michael Arthur ROGERS (Mick ROGERS) has been identified as the victim 
of a homicide currently being investigated. 
2. The circumstances surrounding the death of ROGERS have not been 
released publicly. 
3. A letter, which describes information that is not publicly known, has been 
left anonymously at the door of the Western Police station. 
4. The person who prepared this letter, and any other person involved with it, are 
of interest to investigators. 

Enquiries have identified several potential persons of interest. 
ITEM SUBMITTED FOR EXAMINATION 

 
A sheet of paper with printed text commencing: ‘Mate You know what happened to Mick ….’ 
with a scrap of paper bearing handwritten entries ‘This is about Mick’ stapled to it. 

EXAMINATION 
REQUESTED 

1.  What information can be obtained from: 
a. The A4 piece of paper 
b. The scrap of paper 

 
2. Can the obliterated writing on the sheet of paper be revealed? If so, what does it say? 
3. Is the original writing and the obliterating scribble the same ink? 

 
4. Does the ink on the scrap of paper match ink on the sheet of paper? 

 
5. Is there any other evidence on the documents that may assist investigators? 

 
Should you have any recommendations regarding further examinations that could be 
conducted, or any items that investigators could be looking for that will assist in confirming 
the source of the document, outline them in your report. 

Note: 
You may remove the staple if this will assist the examination process. 

Please describe your findings in detail as the examination results may be utilised as 
evidence in criminal proceedings. A report suitable for court presentation is required. 
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APPENDIX D 
 

 
 

PROFICIENCYTESTING@FORENSICFOUNDATIONS 
2023-FDEEE FORENSIC DOCUMENT EXAMINATION & 

2023-CC2 INK ANALYSIS 
 

MANUFACTURER’S INFORMATION 
Issued 18/01/2023 

 
Introduction 
 
The test was designed to provide a legitimate scenario for which a physical examination of a number 
of documents may be requested. 
 
The examiner was required to conduct a thorough examination and provide evidence in support of 
their opinion.   
 
The test was designed in such a way that participants could undertake:  

• Physical examination of the documents, or  
• Ink analysis, or  
• A combination of physical examination and ink analysis.  

 
Scenario provided to the participants 
 

1. Michael Arthur ROGERS (Mick ROGERS) has been identified as the victim of a 
homicide currently being investigated.  
2. The circumstances surrounding the death of ROGERS have not been released 
publicly. 
3. A letter, which describes information that is not publicly known, has been left 
anonymously at the door of the Western Police station.   
4. The person who prepared this letter, and any other person involved with it, are of 
interest to investigators.    
5. Enquiries have identified several potential persons of interest.  

 
The investigator is seeking your evidence as to 

1. What information can be obtained from: 
i.The A4 piece of paper 
ii.The scrap of paper 

 
2. Can the obliterated writing on the sheet of paper be revealed?  If so, what does it 
say?  
 
3. Is the original writing and the obliterating scribble the same ink?  
 
4. Does the ink on the scrap of paper match ink on the sheet of paper?  

PO Box 2279, Ringwood North VIC 3134 
Office: 0411 426 656 

Mobile: 0429 966 012 
 

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

 
ABN 23 839 112 155   ACN 130 236 618 

mailto:anna.davey@forensicfoundations.com.auwww.forensicfoundations.com.au
mailto:anna.davey@forensicfoundations.com.auwww.forensicfoundations.com.au


2023-FDEEE & 2023-CC2 This document is UNCONTROLLED if printed Page 33 of 37 
WEF-03-A-5 Issue 3  Date 4/4/23  Issued by DGP 

 
5. Is there any other evidence on the documents that may assist investigators?  

 
Should you have any recommendations regarding further examinations that could be 
conducted, or any items that investigators could be looking for that will assist in confirming the 
source of the document, outline them in your report.    
 
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 ink analysis was conducted at Curtin University.  
 
Ten rollerball pens representing three supplier brands were purchased. These included ‘traditional’ 
liquid inks, gel inks, and ‘erasable’ thermochromic (heat-sensitive) inks. 
The ink was examined using UV-Visible and Infrared Analysis. 
NOTE: UV- Visible Spectroscopy and Infrared Spectroscopy data are not included as part of the 
Manufacturer’s Information but are available on request. 
 
Pilot G-2 (#6) and Pilot G-Tec-C (#7) inks were distinguishable from all other inks based on their 
respective infrared profiles and assessed as suitable for use in this test. 
 
The physical tests were produced at the offices of Document Examination Solutions Pty Ltd. 
 
The Word document was printed on an Epson ET-5800 inkjet printer. All pages were printed on 
standard Reflex Ultra White paper from the same ream.  
 
The phone number ‘0463275648’ was written with pen #7 on the page and then obliterated out with 
pen #6 ensuring that a small portion of the starting 0 and ending 8 are still unmarked.  
 
The letter was folded in 3 and placed into a DL envelope. The words ‘Terry – Read this NOW!’ were 
written in blue ballpoint pen on the front of the envelope.  
 
The letter was removed from the envelope and the envelope discarded. On a separate piece of torn 
gloss paper the words ‘This is about Mick’ have been written in pen #6 while the piece of paper lay 
at an angle on top of the letter. This note was then stapled to the top left corner of the letter. 
 
The letter with the note stapled to the top left corner formed the questioned document for 
examination. 
 
The major source of potential error during production included omitting one or both handwritten 
entries, not using sufficient pressure to leave indentations or using an incorrect pen for an entry.  
 
Tests were stored at room temperature prior to distribution and receipt acknowledged by the 
recipients. Samples are stable and no use by date was provided. 
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Expected results 
 
Some variances 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, 
with any deficiencies in the examination process outlined.     
 
The examiner should provide described opinions as follows:     
 

• Physical examination 
o Impressions of the wording on the envelope, and the wording on the note, 
should be developed on the letter. 

• Ink analysis 
o Using UV and IRL, the phone number should be deciphered as 0463275648. 
o The ink on the note and the ink used to obliterate the phone number should be 
determined to not be distinguishable from one another. 
o The ink on the note and the ink used to obliterate the phone number may be 
determined to be distinguishable from the ink used to write the phone number.  

 
A description of additional examinations that may provide more advanced evidence could be 
outlined.  The ability to undertake further examinations will be influenced by the laboratory 
capabilities and resources.    
 
The major source of error by the participant would be failure to correctly conduct a physical 
examination of the documents, or incorrectly interpret the UV-Visible Spectroscopy and Infrared 
Spectroscopy data. 
 
 

END OF DOCUMENT 
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2023-FDEEE & 2023-CC2 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 International 
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.ffint.com.au/feedback  
 
 

St
ro

ng
ly

 
Ag

re
e 

Ag
re

e 

D
is

ag
re

e 

St
ro

ng
ly

 
D

is
ag

re
e 

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      

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

…………………………………………… 
 
  

http://www.forensicfoundations.com.au/feedback
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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’s 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.ffint.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. 
 

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