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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.  
 
Annually, within each discipline, there 
are end-to end Proficiency Tests which 
commence with item collection and/or receipt and include all the subsequent examination / 
analysis steps, culminating in the reporting of results, the process therefore reflects actual forensic 
casework. 
 
In addition, there may be Proficiency Tests which examine one or more activities within the end-to-
end process.  
 
Individual laboratory results remain confidential.  
 
The Final Report of this 2023 FDE1 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-FDE1 Signature Analysis 
 
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 8 participants, and 7 participants submitted results during 
this round of testing.  
 
The participants were provided with 10 genuine signatures and 2 questioned signatures. 
 
Items were provided via download on the FFI website. 
 
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. 
 
Some participants were located in countries with first languages other than English. It is 
acknowledged that, the context of the information provided may change, particularly where 
technical terms are used. It is assumed that the translated information is an accurate 
reflection of the original report. 
 
 
  

 
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 8 participants, and 7 participants submitted results during 
this round of testing.  
 
All participants discussed their methods with varying levels of detail. Laboratory 42884 and 52414 
discussed their examination processes with particular reference to this proficiency test. 
 
Laboratories 42884, 52414, 86826-1, 86826-2 and 96150 provided opinion scales. 
 
Laboratories 34323, 42884, 86826-1, 86826-2 and 96150 provided signature analysis charts. 
 
Laboratory 34323 stated that the author of the specimen signatures wrote the signatures on both 
the questioned documents. 
 
Laboratory 42884 stated there is very strong support for proposition that the signature on item 11 
was written by the author of the specimen signatures. 
Laboratory 42884 stated there is moderate support for the proposition that the signature on item 
12 was written by the author of the specimen signatures. 
 
Laboratory 52414 stated that the evidence supports the proposition that the signature on item 11 
was written by the author of the specimen signatures. 
Laboratory 52414 stated weak support for the proposition that the signature on item 12 was written 
by the author of the specimen signatures. 
 
Laboratory 86826-1 stated that the signatures on items 11 and 12 were probably written by the 
author of the specimen signatures. 
Laboratory 86826-2 stated that the signatures on items 11 and 12 were completed by the author of 
the specimen signatures. 
 
Laboratory 96150 stated that there was moderate support for the proposition that the questioned 
signature on item 11 was written by the author of the specimen signatures. 
Laboratory 96150 stated that there was approximately equal support for the proposition that the 
signature on item 12 was a genuine signature and for the proposition that the questioned signature 
on Item 12 is a non-genuine signature. 
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Laboratory Responses 
 
*Paragraphs in italics are copied from participants submitted reports. 
 
Examination / Analysis 
 
Laboratory 34323  
 
Laboratory 34323 used a Microscope Regula 5001 MK and Video Spectral Comparator 6000 HS 
equipment. However, it is not clear how the instruments were used.  
 
Laboratory 42884 
 
“Equipment used: examination of electronic images of signatures. Therefore, signatures examined 
using computer image apps to view signatures to the required level of magnification (i.e. zoomed in 
electronically on signatures as this is the best evidence). Did not use microscope as would for 
original signatures.” 
 
Laboratory 52414 
 
“The images of items 1 – 12 were printed out for examination. As these items were copy images it 
was not possible to examine them using a microscope.  
A record of the item details including the item number, description and date of the document were 
recorded within the case notes. The specimen and questioned signatures were sketched out. A 
specific paper form for the recording of document case notes was used. 
 
The letter designs and construction of the questioned signatures, items 11 – 12, were compared to 
the specimen signatures, items 1 – 10, to determine whether there were similarities or differences 
and how well any similarities matched. A tick and cross method was used to denote this. An 
additional form was used to compare other graphic features of the signatures such as the slope, 
artistic quality, relative heights and sizes, letter spacing and intra-alignment.” 
 
Laboratory 86826-1 
 
Laboratory 86826-1 used a Glass Magnifier, and used the ACE method (Huber,1959). This 
laboratory copied their Work Instruction for Handwritten Items Examination. 
 
Laboratory 86826-2 
 
Laboratory 86826-2 used the ACE method. 
 
This laboratory also provided a list of instruments they would have used if original items were 
submitted but did not mention what they did use in this situation. 
 
Laboratory 96150 
 
Laboratory 96150 stated their methods by discussing 

1. Propositions 
2. Examination process 
3. Evaluation and interpretation 
4. Levels of opinion 
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Forensic Foundations International’s comments 
 
All participants discussed their methods in varying levels of detail. 
 
Laboratory 42884 and 52414 discussed their examination processes with particular reference to 
this proficiency test. 
 
Two laboratories utilised the ACE method; however, this method may have limitations with respect 
to non-original documentation. These laboratories may wish to consider the use of the ACE-V 
method, where V indicates verification.  
 
Laboratory 96150 described their methods in a logical and distinct manner, however did not 
discuss their methods with reference to this proficiency test. 
 
Laboratories 34323 and 86826-1 reported the use of a form of magnification however, as the 
images provided were digital, this was inappropriate. 
 
Laboratory 86826-2 listed all the techniques available for signature comparison but did not indicate 
which were used in this proficiency test.  
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Analytical Results & Conclusions 
 
Laboratories 34323, 42884, 86826-1, 86826-2 and 96150 provided signature analysis charts. 
Please view the attached document for the provided charts. 
 
Laboratory 34323 
 
Laboratory 34323 provided signature analysis charts for Item 11. 
 
“… I conducted the intrinsic and extrinsic analysis of the questioned signatures against the 
undictated samples of Mr. Brian Darcey, and observed the following: 
 
The construction of the first grapheme was carried out in two stages, which is evident when 
comparing the questioned sample with the comparison samples. 
 
Sharp feature visible in the upper left area of the second grapheme of the questioned sample, 
similarly, this feature was observed in the specimen samples. 
 
Low junction in the lower area between the second and third graphemes visible in the questioned 
sample and the specimen samples. 
 
Garland link observed in the middle graphemes of the specimen samples and the comparison 
sample. 
 
Raised eyelet observed in the upper area in the last grapheme of the comparison samples and the 
questioned sample.It is concluded that Mr. Brian Darcey wrote the signatures on the questioned 
documents. 
Note: The conclusions of this report are opinions based on the use of accepted professional and 
scientific practices.” 
 
There were no comparison charts provided for the signature on item 12. This does not mean 
analysis was not undertaken. 
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Laboratory 42884 
 
Laboratory 42884 provided signature analysis charts. 
 
“Signature 11: High degree of similarity, no significant differences. Fluency appears good. Size 
and proportions within that of the reference signatures. 
 
Consideration of findings given that each proposition is true: 
• If A true: I consider these findings to be very likely for signature 11 
• If B true: I consider these findings to be very unlikely for signature 11. 
 
Therefore, I consider that my findings provide very strong support for proposition A: that the 
(original of the) Item 11 signature was written by Brian Darcey (rather than by some other person 
writing in imitation of Brian Darcey’s signature style).  
 
I have considered the following possibilities to explain the differences in the final flourish: 
 
a. Brian DARCEY may produce a large final flourish in his signature when the space is 
available 
b. Brian DARCEY has deliberately altered his signature to produce a large final flourish with a 
view to subsequent disavowal 
c. another person attempting to simulate Brian DARCEY’s genuine signature style has 
introduced a large final flourish 
 
Of these I consider that c. is the least likely because whilst the rest of the signature shows close 
similarities in detail the large final flourish is noticeably outside the range shown in the reference 
signatures. This is a bit of a circular argument because if 12 is a highly accurate simulation of a 
genuine signature then it means that the writer actually does do a larger final flourish. 
 
Consideration of findings given that each proposition is true: 
• If A true: I consider these findings to be likely for signature 12 
• If B true: I consider these findings to be unlikely/quite unlikely for signature 12. 
 
Therefore, in my opinion, my findings provide moderate support for proposition A: that the (original 
of the) Item 12 signature was written by Brian Darcey (rather than by some other person writing in 
imitation of Biran Darcey’s signature style). This opinion includes possibilities a. and b. above. 
 
In expressing the evidential significance of my findings, I have used the following scale of 
opinions: 
• Extremely strong 
• Very strong 
• Strong 
• Moderately strong 
• Moderate 
• Weak 
• Inconclusive” 
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Laboratory 52414 
 
Laboratory 52414 did not provide signature analysis charts. 
 
“There is mostly good similarity between the questioned Brian Darcey signature on the Sales 
Agreement dated May 2023 in item 11 and the specimen signatures of Brian Darcey. 
 
There are mostly similarities between the questioned Brian Darcey signature on the Sales 
Agreement dated May 2023 in item 12 and the specimen signatures of Brian Darcey. The 
proportions of the signature – the height of the upper loop and lower tail and width of the ‘arce’ did 
not match. 
 
Considering alternative hypotheses – the incorrect proportions could be a mistake by a forger or 
an extreme version of Mr Darcey’s very variable signatures. There is no other evidence of forgery 
and item 5 does show a long terminal stroke indicating that Mr Darcey can extend his proportions. 
Whi[l]st the signature has more features supporting it being genuine, the lack of full and original 
documents hampers an assessment and more specimens should be asked for. 
 
The opinion is as follows: 
 
In my opinion, the handwriting evidence supports the proposition Brian Darcey is the 
writer of the Brian Darcey signature on the Sales Agreements dated May 2023 in item 
11. 
 
In my opinion, the handwriting evidence weakly supports the proposition Brian Darcey is 
the writer of the Brian Darcey signature on the Sales Agreement dated May 2023 in item 
12. 
 
These are points 3 and 4 on our conclusion scale. 
 
Handwriting Conclusion Scale 
1. Very strongly supports the proposition that the subject is the writer 
2. Strongly supports the proposition that the subject is the writer 
3. Supports the proposition that the subject is the writer 
4. Weakly supports the proposition that the subject is the writer 
5. Handwriting evidence is inconclusive 
This conclusion scale can apply to the subject not being the writer 
6. Weakly supports the proposition that the subject is not the writer 
7. Supports the proposition that the subject is not the writer 
8. Strongly supports the proposition that the subject is not the writer 
9. Very strongly supports the proposition that the subject is not the writer” 
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Laboratory 86826-1 
 
Laboratory 86826-1 provided signature analysis charts. 
 
“The Brian Darcey signatures on Items 11 and Items 12 were probably written by the same 
individual as the specimen signatures.  
 
The opinion was supported by the statements that 
(1) there are a sufficient number of significant similarities observed between the  
questioned signature and specimen signatures. 
(2) Similarities in pen-path, line quality, pen direction, influence on connecting  
strokes, influence on beginning and ending strokes between the questioned and specimen 
signatures are specifically red arrows indicated as shown in a descriptive chart.  
 
It has been concluded that The Brian Darcey signatures on Items 11 and Items 12 were probably 
written by the same individual as the specimen signatures because of the highly variable of the 
specimen signatures and some conditions of the item submitted for examination. 
 
Opinion scale used  
1. Was written (signature) by the same individual (Identification) 
2. Was probably written (signature) by the same individual (Probable) 
3. Some similarities were found but the evidence is far from conclusive (Indications) 
4. No conclusion / inconclusive / non comparative 
5. Some different were found but the evidence is far from conclusive (Indications did not) 6. Was 
probably not written (signature) by the same individual 
(Probably did not) 
7. Was not written (signature) by the same individual (Elimination) 
Reference: SWGDOC Standard for Terminology for Expressing Conclusions of Forensic 
Document Examiners (ver.2013-2)” 
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Laboratory 86826-2 
 
Laboratory 86826-2 provided signature analysis charts. 
 

“The questioned signatures item 11,12 and specimen signatures item 1 to 10 of Brian 
Darcey had similar individualizing characteristics in the:  

1. The proportion of letter “B”.  

2. The starting of the vertical line of letter “D” is higher than the initial of the bow.  

3. The pen path of all signatures of item 1 to 12 are a good match.  

4. The upper loop of letter “y” of item 2 to 12 had the light strokes while the lower 
loop had the heavy strokes.  

5. The smoothness, stroke quality, writer skill level and alignment.  
 

The Brian Darcey signatures on Items 11 and Items 12 were probably written by the same 
individual as the specimen signatures. 

Based on the comparison, it has been found that the signatures associated with the 
name Brian Darcey on Items 11 and 12 have been completed by the writer of the 
specimen signatures. 

Opinion scale used  

Reference: SWGDOC Standard for Terminology for Expressing Conclusions of 
Forensic Document Examiners (ver.2013-2) 
1. Identification 
2. Probably did write  

3. Some similarities were found but the evidence is far from conclusive 

4. No conclusion/inconclusive/non comparative 
5. Some differences were found but the evidence is far from conclusive 

6. Probably did not write  

7. Elimination” 
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Laboratory 96150 
 
Laboratory 96150 provided signature analysis charts. 
 
“The specimen signatures are highly variable. Items 1-3 appear to have been written on cards and 
are significantly older than the remainder of the specimen. The questioned signatures conform to 
the specimen signatures in terms of construction, overall size and spacing. Both questioned 
signatures share a number of similarities with the specimen. 
 
Item 11 displays variable pen pressure on the large upper loop. The terminal point is blunt 
however this blunt ending is accounted for in several of the specimen signatures. The signature is 
written freely which is what would be expected to be seen if the signature was naturally written by 
the specimen writer. 
 
Item 12 also appears to be written freely however the large lower and upper loops are out of 
proportion when compared with the corresponding loops on the specimen. This may be an 
indication of simulation but also may be a naturally written signature by the specimen author 
outside the range of variation of the specimen signatures. There is a possible touch-up at the 
commencement of the "a", however this is difficult to determine due to the quality of the copy. 
 
Opinion: 
When compared to the specimen signatures on Items 1-10: 
 
(i)The evidence provides moderate support for the proposition that the questioned signature on 
Item 11 is genuine rather than non-genuine. 
 
(ii) The evidence provides approximately equal support for the proposition that the questioned 
signature on Item 12 is a genuine signature, and the proposition that the questioned signature on 
Item 12 is a non-genuine signature. 
 
Levels of opinion - signatures 
Conclusions are intended to convey the degree of support provided by the observed findings for 
one proposition over the alternative. As such they are expressed ni qualitative terms that relate to 
the magnitude of the degree of support, according to a pre-determined scale of conclusions. 
 
When compared to the specimen signatures: 
1. The evidence provides very strong support for the proposition that the questioned signature is a 
genuine signature rather than a non-genuine signature. 
2. The evidence provides strong support for the proposition that the questioned signature is a 
genuine signature rather than a non-genuine signature. 
3. The evidence provides moderate support for the proposition that the questioned signature is a 
genuine signature rather than a non-genuine signature. 
4. The evidence provides approximately equal support for the proposition that the questioned 
signature is a genuine signature, and the proposition that the questioned signature is a non- 
genuine signature. 
5. The evidence provides moderate support for the proposition that the questioned signature is a 
non- genuine signature rather than a genuine signature. 
6. The evidence provides strong support for the proposition that the questioned signature is a non- 
genuine signature rather than a genuine signature. 
7. The evidence provides very strong support for the proposition that the questioned signature is a 
non-genuine signature rather than a genuine signature.” 
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Laboratory Conclusions Summary 
 
Laboratory 34323 stated that the author of the specimen signatures wrote the signatures on both 
the questioned documents. 
 
Laboratory 42884 stated there is very strong support for proposition that the signature on item 11 
was written by the author of the specimen signatures. 
Laboratory 42884 stated there is moderate support for the proposition that the signature on item 
12 was written by the author of the specimen signatures. 
 
Laboratory 52414 stated that the evidence supports the proposition that the signature on item 11 
was written by the author of the specimen signatures. 
Laboratory 52414 stated weak support for the proposition that the signature on item 12 was written 
by the author of the specimen signatures. 
 
Laboratory 86826-1 stated that the signatures on items 11 and 12 were probably written by the 
author of the specimen signatures. 
 
Laboratory 86826-2 stated that the signatures on items 11 and 12 were completed by the author of 
the specimen signatures.  
Note: It is recommended that laboratories avoid the use of unqualified, absolute statements in their 
stated opinions in their conclusions. 
 
Laboratory 96150 stated that there was moderate support for the proposition that the questioned 
signature on item 11 was written by the author of the specimen signatures. 
Laboratory 96150 stated that there was approximately equal support for the proposition that the 
signature on item 12 was a genuine signature and for the proposition that the questioned signature 
on Item 12 is a non-genuine signature. 
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Forensic Foundations International’s comments 
 
Laboratories 34323, 42884, 86826-1, 86826-2 and 96150 provided signature analysis charts. 
 
All of the charts provided are acceptable. The variations between them depend on the examiner’s 
preference. Forensic Foundations International cannot make further comment except stating that 
all charts, if fit for purpose, are good.  
 
Laboratories 42884, 52414, 86826-1, 86826-2 and 96150 provided opinion scales. 
 
Laboratories 42884, 52414 and 96150 noted it would be beneficial to receive the original 
documents. 
 
Laboratory 52414 also noted that the quality of the digital images may also have masked features 
of forgery. Higher quality images may have allowed fine details within the signatures to have been 
examined. 
 
The questioned Brian Darcey signatures on items 11 and 12 were completed by the same author 
as the specimen Brian Darcey signatures. 
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APPENDIX A 
 

 
EXAMINATION REQUEST 
AND ITEM SUBMISSION 

 

EASTERN AUSTRALIAN 
POLICE SERVICE 

 
OFFENCE: Obtaining property by deception 

DATE OF OFFENCE 21/5/2023 

BRIEF STATEMENT OF FACTS 
Items 1 – 10 are high resolution images of signatures from specimen documents 
authored by the genuine donor 
 
Items 11 – 12 are high resolution images of the signatures appearing on the questioned 
documents. 
. 
High Resolution images can be downloaded from 
https://www.forensicfoundations.com.au/download/  
 
A summary of the images (low resolution) is attached. 
 

ITEM SUBMITTED FOR EXAMINATION 
1. We are requesting an independent examination of documents that are the 
subject of a charge of obtaining property by deception. . 
2. Specifically, we are seeking the examination of signatures associated with the 
name Brian Darcey  
 
Documents 
3. A schedule of documents is attached, which details that: 
a. Items 1 – 10 are documents bearing specimen signatures; and 
b. Item 11 is a questioned sales agreement containing 1 signature. 
c. Item 12 is a questioned sales agreement containing 1 signature. 
4. The original documents are not currently available for your examination. 
5. Images of the signatures have been obtained directly from the specimen 
documents (Items 1 – 10), and these are provided to you.  Please note that information 
surrounding the specimen signatures has been removed for privacy / security reasons 
on some of these images.  The signatures have not been altered.   
6. Images of the Brian Darcey’s signatures have been obtained directly from the 
questioned documents (Item 11 - 12) 
7. We advise the following: 
a. The signatures on Items 1 – 10 (specimen signatures) have been sourced by 
investigators from business documents allegedly completed by Brian Darcey. There is 
no concern regarding the authenticity of the specimen signatures, nor the dates on 
which they are alleged to have been signed.  
b. The Brian Darcey signatures on Items 11 and 12 are in dispute. These 
documents formed part of a sales agreement. 

https://www.forensicfoundations.com.au/download/
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EXAMINATION 
REQUESTED 

Examination Request 
8. We seek your opinion as to whether the signature associated with the name 
Brian Darcey on Items 11 and 12 have, or have not, been completed by the writer of 
the specimen signatures. 
9. We seek your advice on any further examinations that may be conducted in 
relation to Items 11 and 12. 
 
Reporting 
10. Please ensure your report contains all relevant information.  To assist, we would 
appreciate the following details be included: 

• the examination method and opinion scale used 
• details of the basis for your opinion 
• your opinion 
• your recommendations 
• a descriptive chart. 

11. This detail is particularly important as we expect that your report will be 
evaluated by document examiners already involved in this matter. 
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APPENDIX B 

 
PROFICIENCYTESTING@FORENSICFOUNDATIONS 

2023-FDE1 Signature Analysis 
 

MANUFACTURER’S INFORMATION 
Issued April 2024 

Introduction 
 
The test was designed to provide a legitimate scenario for which an examination of signatures may 
be requested. 
The examiner was required to conduct a thorough examination and provide observations in support 
of their opinion. 
 
Scenario provided to the participants 
 

1. We are requesting an independent examination of documents that are the subject of a charge 
of obtaining property by deception. 

2. Specifically, we are seeking the examination of signatures associated with the name Brian 
Darcey. 

 
Documents 
 
1. A schedule of documents is attached, which details that: 

a. Items 1 to 10 are documents bearing specimen signatures.  
b. Item 11 is a questioned sales agreement containing one signature. 
c. Item 12 is a questioned sales agreement containing one signature. 
 

2. The original documents are not currently available for your examination. 
 
3. Images of the signatures have been obtained directly from the specimen documents (tems 

1 to 10), and these are provided to you.  Please note that information surrounding the 
specimen signatures has been removed for privacy / security reasons. The signatures have 
not been altered.   

 
4. Digital images of Brian Darcey’s signatures have been obtained directly from the 

questioned documents (Items 11 and 12). 
 
5. We advise the following: 

a. The signatures on Items 1 to 10 (specimen signatures) have been sourced by 
investigators from business and personal documents completed by Brian Darcey 
during the course of normal business. There is no concern regarding the authenticity 
of the specimen signatures. The date range of specimen documents (Items 1 to 10) 
encompasses the date that the signatures on the questioned documents (Items 11 
and 12) were purported to have been made. 

b. The Brian Darcey signatures on Items 11 and 12 are in dispute. These documents 
formed part of a sales agreement.   

PO Box 2279, Ringwood North VIC 3134 
Office: +61 (0) 4 1142 6656 

Mobile: +61 (0) 429 966 012 
 

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
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Examination Request 
 
1. We seek your opinion as to whether the signatures associated with the name Brian Darcey on 

Items 11 and 12 have, or have not, been completed by the writer of the specimen signatures 
(Items 1 to 10). 

 
2. We seek your advice on any further examinations that may be conducted in relation to Items 

11 and 12. 
 
Test Production 
 
The tests were produced at Forensic Foundations International’s facilities. 
 
Specimen Signatures 
 
Ten specimen signatures were obtained from authentic 
documents and used with the permission of the writer. These 
are naturally completed signatures by the one writer which 
are primarily original ink signatures.  
 
All specimen signatures were assessed as suitable for 
comparison purposes in this Proficiency Test. 
 
To ensure that each participant received identical materials for examination, the original specimen 
signatures were not provided for examination, rather high resolution digital images of the signatures 
in uncompressed Tagged Image File Format (TIFF) were provided. 
 
Questioned Signatures 
 
The ‘Brian Darcey’ signatures on the original questioned documents immediately after each other 
by the writer of the specimen signatures. The signatures were intentionally written in a way to 
disguise them from the ‘normal’ signature.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
To ensure that each participant received identical materials for examination, the original 
questioned signatures are not available for examination. High resolution digital images of the 
signatures in TIFF format were provided.  
 
The major source of potential error during production included omitting one or both handwritten 
entries, or not providing legible specimen signatures. 
 

The digital images provided were in a reproduceable and stable format and no use by date was 
provided.   

Example of a specimen signature 

Signature on item 11 Signature on item 12 
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Expected results 
 
Some variations in the wording of opinions are expected. This will be dependent on the 
methodology employed and the reporting scales utilized by the participant laboratories.   
 
The methodology and opinion / reporting scales used are expected to be described in the results 
sheet / examination report.  
 
Results, describing the basis for any opinion provided, should be described with text and images 
(in the form of descriptive charts).  
 
The examiner should: 
 

• Provide an opinion that the questioned signatures are completed by the specimen writer, 
although a degree of qualification may be expressed, given the level of complexity 
associated with the signature model, and the range of variation that is present.   
 

• Outline any limitations to the examination process caused by the provided signatures not 
being original.  
 

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

o Impression examination of the questioned documents. 
o Preliminary or advanced ink analysis 
o Preliminary or advanced paper analysis 
o Preliminary or advanced printer ink analysis  

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

 
END OF DOCUMENT 
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2023-FDE1 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 
+61 (0) 411 426 656 or +61 (0) 429 966 012 

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