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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
advice for their clients. To enable this, we requested that participants submit the following:

e An outline of the methodology used; and

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

Forensic Foundations International . .
Proficiency Tests are designed totest ~ FOrensic Science Standards
the end-to-end forensic examination [ h

process. The AS 5388 and the ISO sy i
21043 series of Standards describe the

forensic examination process from S R A,
H . : . 1 Collection Standard : s i piced
collection to reporting. This figure Standard Standard

Reporting
Standard

illustrates the interrelatedness of all + Recognition + Continuty . boseetion |+ :pormet
steps in this process and was used as M i Lt T e
the basis of the Australian Standards’ s s i (| ki W
development. The figure is also used PR R skiclo N [l st S (N psoid

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

The end-to-end Proficiency Tests 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.

Individual laboratory results remain confidential.

The Final Report of this 2024-CC1 round of Proficiency Tests is publicly available via the Forensic
Foundations International website. 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. Appeals will be evaluated using Forensic Foundations
International’s customer complaint process.

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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2024-CC1 Glass Examination

This test aimed 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 glass samples,
testing of generic issues such as sample receipt, triage, and continuity of items for examination
formed part of the overall process.

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

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

This proficiency test was distributed to three participants, two participants submitted results during
this round of testing.

The participants were provided with a combing of hair seeded with glass fragments and reference
glass samples.

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 supports the findings reached.

215017025 (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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Laboratory Responses

Continuity, receipt, and description of items

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

Laboratories were requested to provide information with respect to the continuity, receipt, and description of each of the items received using a
supplied proforma table. This would normally facilitate both consistent responses and the collation and comparison of responses.

Laboratories were also requested to respond to each statement in the ‘Comments’ column.

The submitting laboratories provided the following information regarding continuity, receipt, and description of items as received for examination
and testing.

37514 52414

How has your laboratory Per the Quality Assurance Section Supervisor, the | The items submitted to laboratory using the
demonstrated that submission | receipt and dissemination of this test was in relevant forms and a record retained in the file. A
of the items to the laboratory accordance with our laboratory’s procedures for case number was assigned and the exhibits
has been undertaken in proficiency tests. itemised within the case management system.
accordance with laboratory
procedures
How has your laboratory The test “evidence” was verified against the Packaging details and item descriptions were
ensured that the items examination request documentation that cross-referenced with the accompanying paperwork
submitted correspond to those | accompanied the test. by the reporting officer and QA officer.
described in the
accompanying paperwork
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How were the items recorded
and/or described in the case
notes

The items were described as recorded on the
request documentation and further described the
contents of each “evidence” package.

Items were recorded and described on laboratory
specific forms and retained within the casefile.
Item 6: General description and details of recovery
method recorded.

Debris samples from items 1 — 4 and item 6:
Quantity of debris, number of glass fragments
recovered and size of any fragments 21mm
recorded.

Item 5: Quantity, size and relevant control features
recorded.

Description of any deviations
from the expected

The spelling of some of the subject’'s names
differed between the examination request form
and the “evidence” package labelling. In a real
case, correct spelling of names would be
verified by contacting the submitting agency.

A discrepancy was noted between how the person
of interest’s name attributed to item 2 has been
spelt within the submission form and on the tamper
evident packaging.

The description of item 2 within the examination
request and item submission form is as follows:
“‘Debris shaken from Mr Mark Olson’s upper
garments”.

The description of item 2 is handwritten on the
tamper evident bag is as follows:

“Debris shaken from Mr Mark Olsen’s upper
garments”.

Typically within this lab, the customer would be
contacted to confirm the correct spelling. For the
purpose of this exercise, the spelling used on the
examination request and item submission form
(Olson) has been used within the report.

2024-CC1 Glass Examination
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Forensic Foundations International’s comments

The details provided regarding continuity, receipt, and description of items varied between participants however, there was one inconsistency
with the expected data were reported.

The deliberate discrepancy between the names Mark Olson and Mark Olsen was successfully noted by both laboratories. This shows excellent
attention to detail in the continuity process.

The deliberate discrepancy between the names Nathan Clark and Nathan Clarke was not noted by either laboratory. This is found on the
combing sample collected from Nathan Clark.
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Examination / Analysis

Laboratories were requested to provide information with respect to the Examination and Analysis
using a supplied proforma table.

A range of optical, physical and chemical tests were included in the proforma table to minimize the
possibility of the contents being used for guidance (i.e. these were the type of tests expected to be
performed) and contextual bias.

The submitting laboratories examined / tested the samples using the following tests:

37514 52414
Optical
Darkfield/brightfield ltems 1,2,3,4,6 Glass fragments recovered from
microscopy items 1 — 3 and item 6. Item 4
negative for glass.
20x magnification.
(Evidentiary samples only).
Polarized light microscopy Glass confirmed Positive indication glass (where
Items 1,2,3,6 fragments recovered from debris).
(Evidentiary samples only).
Fluorescence microscopy UV negative surfaces
UV 254nm.
Physical
Refractive index measurement| Y, GRIM3 - See results See results section
(specify method) ltems 1,2,3,5,6 (sic) nD.
Thickness 2.1mm
(Control sample only).
Annealing Non-toughened glass
37514

Items 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 were examined visually. Items 1, 2, 3, 4, and 6 were further examined
using stereomicroscopy. The Item 5 glass sample was examined using the Glass Refractive Index
Measurement system (GRIM3). Glass particles recovered from Items 1, 2, 3, and 6 were further
examined using polarized light and the GRIM3. It should be noted that this examination did not
include elemental analysis.

Four (4) of four (4) glass particles recovered from the debris from Item 1, seven (7) of nine (9)
glass particles recovered from the debris from Item 2, and eleven (11) of eleven (11) glass
particles recovered from the debris from Item 6 were consistent with the Item 5 glass in refractive
index.

No glass patrticles were recovered from Item 4 for comparison to Item 5.
52414
Item 5 comprised a sample of glass approximately 2.1mm in thickness. The refractive index and

thermal history of this sample were determined. This item was labelled as being recovered from a
framed picture.
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Iltems recovered from Mr Nathan Clark

Ten fragments of glass, including two large fragments greater than 1mm in length, were recovered
from the debris shaken from Mr Nathan Clark’s upper garments, item 1. Forty fragments of glass,
including nine large fragments ranging approximately 1mm — 2mm in length, were recovered from
combings of Mr Nathan Clark’s hair, item 6. Eight fragments from item 1 (including the two large
fragments) and the nine large fragments from item 6 were analysed.

Item recovered from Mr Mark Olson

Twenty-nine fragments of glass, including four large fragments greater than 1mm in length, were
recovered from the debris shaken from Mr Mark Olson’s upper garments, item 2. Eight of these
fragments (including the four large fragments) were analysed.

Item recovered from Mr Scott Ward

Three fragments of glass, including two large fragments approximately 1mm in length, were
recovered from the debris shaken from Mr Scott Ward’s upper garments, item 3. These fragments
were analysed.

Item recovered from Mr Bryan Smith

No fragments of glass were recovered from the debris shaken from Mr Bryan Smith’s upper
garments, item 4.

Forensic Foundations International’s comments

Both participants used appropriate analytical techniques for this test.

Laboratory 37514:

Recovered four fragments from the shakings of Nathan Clarke’s garments. Seven fragments were
seeded

Recovered eleven fragments from Nathan Clarke’s hair combings. Seven fragments were seeded,
Recovered nine fragments from the shakings of Mark Olson. Six fragments were seeded

Laboratory 52414

Recovered ten fragments from the shakings of Nathan Clarke’s garments. Seven fragments were
seeded

Recovered forty fragments from Nathan Clarke’s hair combings. Seven fragments were seeded,
Recovered twenty-nine fragments from the shakings of Mark Olson. Six fragments were seeded
Recovered three fragments from the shakings of Scott Ward. Three fragments were seeded

No fragments were collected from the shakings of Mr Bryan Smith.

In some instances, participants collected more fragments of glass than were seeded onto items.
As only single populations of glass were reported by the participants the discrepancy is likely due
to fragmentation in packaging, transportation or laboratory operations rather than contamination.
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That glass fragments are possibly susceptible to further fragmentation after original deposition
during a crime has not been reported in the literature to the knowledge of Forensic Foundations
International. This finding suggests that caution must be exercised if the evaluation of evidence is
based on the number of particles recovered in a case.

The glass fragments present in ‘ltem 2’ originated from two sources (‘FG’ and ‘B7’) — neither of the
participants detected the presence of two fragment populations possibly due to the fact that only
samples of the glass fragments recovered were analysed.

Results, Analysis, Interpretations and Conclusions
37514
RESULTS AND INTERPRETATIONS:

Based on the particles examined, it was concluded that these particles originated from either the
broken glass source represented by Item 5 or another source of broken glass with the same
refractive index (Level IV — Association with Limitations). This type of conclusion was reached
due to the limited number of characteristics available for comparison between the known and
questioned sample. Physical properties could not be determined due to glass particle size.

Based on the patrticles examined, the glass particles recovered from the debris from Item 3 could
not be associated with the Item 5 glass due to differences in refractive index
(Exclusion/Elimination).

52414

Items recovered from Mr Nathan Clark

The results of this analysis indicated all of the analysed fragments from items 1 and 6 were
indistinguishable from the control source in item 5 in terms of refractive index. Further analysis of
six of these matching analysed fragments (three from each item) indicated they also matched the
control source in terms of thermal history.

A number of glass fragments were recovered from the debris shaken from the upper garments,
item 1, and the head hair combings, item 6, including a number of large fragments, indicating
recent exposure to breaking or broken glass. Analysis of a sample of these fragments indicated all
the analysed fragments from the upper garments and head hair combings were indistinguishable
from the control source in item & in terms of the tests employed.

| have considered the proposition the upper garments, item 1, and the head hair as represented by
the combings in item 6, attributed to Mr Nathan Clark, have been exposed to breaking or broken
glass as represented by the control sample from the framed picture in item 5: in my opinion, the
results of this examination provide strong support for this proposition.

Item recovered from Mr Mark Olson

The results of this analysis indicated all of the analysed fragments from item 2 were
indistinguishable from the control source in item 5 in terms of refractive index. Further analysis of
three of these matching fragments indicated they also matched the control source in terms of
thermal history.
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A number of glass fragments were recovered from the debris shaken from the upper garments,
item 2, including a number of large fragments. Analysis of a sample of these fragments indicated
all the analysed fragments were indistinguishable from the control source in item 5 in terms of the
tests employed.

| have considered the proposition the upper garments, item 2, attributed to Mr Mark Olson, have
been exposed to breaking or broken glass as represented by the control sample from the framed
picture in item 5: in my opinion, the results of this examination provide support for this proposition.

Item recovered from Mr Scott Ward

This results of this analysis indicated all the fragments from item 3 were distinguishable from the
control source in item 5 in terms of refractive index. These fragments originated from a single non-
matching source. On the basis of these results, no further analysis was undertaken.

A small number of fragments were recovered from the debris shaken from the upper garments,
item 3. Analysis of these three fragments indicated they were distinguishable from the control
source and originated from a single non-matching source, in terms of the tests employed.

The results of this examination provide no support for the proposition the upper garments, item 3,
attributed to Mr Scott Ward have been exposed to breaking or broken glass, as represented by the
control sample from the framed picture in item 5.

Item recovered from Mr Bryan Smith

No fragments of glass were recovered from the debris shaken from Mr Bryan Smith’s upper
garments, item 4.

The results of this examination provide no support for the proposition the upper garments, item 4,
attributed to Mr Bryan Smith have been exposed to breaking or broken glass.

Forensic Foundations International’s comments

The characterisation of the recovered glass fragments was as expected

Both participants provided a correct expert opinion.
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Participant terminology & Scales used
37514
TERMINOLOGY KEY FOR COMPARATIVE EXAMINATIONS:

. Level | - Physical/Fracture Match: Physical Fit is reached when the items that have been
broken, torn, or separated exhibit physical features that correspond/re-align in a manner that is not
expected to be replicated.

. Level Il - Association with Highly Discriminating Characteristics: An association in which
items could not be differentiated based on the examinations conducted. Therefore, the possibility
that the items came from the same source cannot be eliminated. Additionally, the items share
unusual characteristics that would rarely be expected to occur in the relevant population. This is
the highest degree of association that can be determined in the absence of a Physical Fit.

. Level lll - Association with Discriminating Characteristics: An association in which items
could not be differentiated based on the examinations conducted. Therefore, the possibility that
the items came from the same source cannot be eliminated. Other items have been manufactured
or could occur in nature that would also be indistinguishable from the submitted items and could
be encountered in the relevant population. The analytical techniques used in the analysis of these
items can provide high levels of discrimination among natural and manufactured materials. This is
considered a high degree of association.

. Level IV - Association with Limitations: An association in which items could not be
differentiated based on the examinations conducted. Therefore, the possibility that the items came
from the same source cannot be eliminated. As compared to the categories above, this type of
association has decreased evidential value. For example, the items are more commonly
encountered in the relevant population, minor variations were observed, or a complete analysis
was not performed due to limited characteristics or sample size. Minor variations, for certain types
of examinations, could be due to factors such as contamination of the sample(s) or having a
sample of insufficient size to adequately assess heterogeneity of the entity from which it was
derived.

. Inconclusive: No conclusion could be reached regarding an association or an elimination
between the items.

. Exclusion with Limitations: The item exhibits differences from the comparison sample that
support that it did not originate from the source, as represented by the comparison sample. An
Exclusion/Elimination conclusion was not reached due to limiting factors, such as possible natural
or manufactured source variations.

. Exclusion/Elimination: The items exhibit differences that demonstrate the items did not
originate from the same source.

52414

The scale | have used in the assessing the strength of evidence is as follows:
No support — Very Weak Support — Weak Support — Support — Strong Support —
Very Strong Support — Conclusive Support
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APPENDIX A

EXAMINATION REQUEST | EASTHRNA STRA TAN
AND ITEM SUBMISSION .
PAIESHMC

(1]

OFFENCE: Assault

DATE OF OFFENCE 10/02/2024

BRIEF STATEMENT OF FACTS

An affray occurred at the Royal Hotel Pub at 63 Main Street at approximately 1am. A
number of individuals were involved in the affray.

Mr Nathan Clark claims he was hit over the head, with a framed picture, by Mr Scott
Ward. The picture was framed with aluminum and the picture covered with glass. The
glass in the frame was broken.

An eye-witness, Mr Bryan Smith, has informed investigators that it was not Mr Scott
Ward but Mr Mark Olson who hit Mr Nathan Clark during the fight.

The picture and frame containing the remaining glass was collected.
Police interviewed Mr Ward, Mr Clark and Mr Smith in the early hours of the 10th
February and seized the upper garments they were currently wearing and were

wearing at the time of the affray. These were placed immediately into evidence bags.

A forensic medical officer examined Mr Clark and took combings of his hair.

ITEM SUBMITTED FOR EXAMINATION

Item 1 — Debris shaken from Mr Nathan Clark upper garments

Item 2 — Debris shaken from Mr Mark Olson’s upper garments

Item 3 — Debris shaken from Mr Scott Ward’s upper garments

Item 4 — Debris shaken from Mr Bryan Smith’s upper garments
Item 5 — Control glass sample from the framed picture

Item 6 — Combings of Mr Nathan Clark’s hair

Note 1: Small glass fragments have been provided to avoid uncertainty in relation to
homogeneity.

Note 2: Glass fragments have been packaged in a manner to prevent loss and
damage to the fragments.
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EXAMINATION REQUESTED

Police request an examination of the glass fragments collected.

Comparison of any glass fragments found in the hair combings with the control
samples from the broken framed picture.

Comparison of any glass fragments found from any of the samples of debris shaken
from the clothing of the complainant and the three persons of interest with the control
sample of the broken framed picture.

An evaluation of the weight which can be assigned to any match, if any match is
found.
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INTERNATIONAL™ ABN 23 839 112 155 ACN 130 236 618

PROFICIENCYTESTING@FORENSICFOUNDATIONS
2024-CC1 GLASS — CHEMICAL CRIMINALISTICS

MANUFACTURER’S INFORMATION
Issued 09/08/2024

Introduction

The test was designed to replicate the glass analysis required during the investigation of an
assault.

Scenario

An affray occurred at the Royal Hotel Pub at 63 Main Street at approximately 1 am. Several were
involved in the affray.

Mr Nathan Clark claims he was hit over the head with a framed picture, by Mr Scott Ward. The
picture was framed with aluminium and covered with glass. The glass in the frame was broken.

An eye-witness, Mr Bryan Smith, has informed investigators that it was not Mr Scott Ward but Mr
Mark Olson who hit Mr Nathan Clark during the fight.

The picture and frame containing the remaining glass were collected.

Police interviewed Mr Ward, Mr Clark and Mr Smith in the early hours of the 19th of February and
seized the upper garments they were currently wearing and were wearing at the time of the affray.
These were placed immediately into evidence bags.

A forensic medical officer examined Mr Clark and took combings of his hair.

Aim

The aim of the program is to assess the laboratories’ end-to-end forensic processes including
receipt, chain of custody, recovery, examination and analysis of glass fragments and assess the
significance of their findings in comparison to a control sample of glass.

Program design and assessment

The test was designed, coordinated, and assessed by Forensic Foundations
International.
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Sample Production

The tests were produced at Forensic Foundations International’s facilities and Flinders University.

Clear glass was obtained from two different panes of domestic window glass, one was designated
“TLC” and the other was designated “FG2”. Clear glass was also obtained from a Locke collection
of calibrant glass (“B7”). From prior testing, it was known that “TLC”, “FG2” and “B7” could be
differentiated based on their Rl values.

Small pieces of glass, approximately 1-2 cm?, were cut from “TLC” and “FG2” and after each piece
was subjected to laser ablation—inductively coupled plasma mass spectrometry analysis they were
coarsely pulverised in plastic Eppendorf tubes using a 3 mm spear-point drill bit suitable for
ceramic/glass. A piece of “B7” was also pulverized to a coarse powder.

The coarse glass powder samples were then used to prepare the test items.
PRE-TEST ANALYSIS AND HOMOGENEITY EVALUATION

The stated RI for “B7” (1.51447) was assumed to be correct and it was assumed that the source of
“B7” was homogeneous in RI.

The accuracy of the GRIMIII instrument calibration used to measure the Rl values of test items
was verified by analysis of two Locke calibration standards (B6 and B8), both of which returned RI
values within 0.00009 of their accepted RI values corrected to the match temperatures.

Sub-samples of the coarse powder from “TLC” and “FG2” were subjected to RI measurement. It
was confirmed that “FG2” and “TLC” could be distinguished based on their RI. Measurement of at
least 16 “edges” selected at random from the coarse powder samples indicated that “TLC” and
‘FG2” were each quite homogeneous regarding their Rl and, as a consequence, the samples
provided to test participants should exhibit Rl values in the range shown in the Table below.

Sample ID Refractive Index Range/Standard Deviation
FG2 1.51527 (20 edges) 1.51507 -1.51543, 0.0000541
TLC 1.51613 (20 edges) 1.51602-1.51622, 0.0000614

The float and anti-float surfaces of “TLC” and “FG2” were subjected to elemental analysis using
LA/ICP-MS. Raw data were processed to elemental concentrations using NIST 612 as a calibrant
and the assumption that the glass samples contained 34 wt% Si. “FGS1” and “FGS2” reference
glass standards were used as quality control checks. Some variation was found in the elemental
homogeneity of “TLC” and “FG2”, but inter-sample variance exceeded intra-sample variance,
therefore participants should not experience problems in differentiating between samples.

Elemental composition is not included as part of the Manufacturing Information but is available on
request.

Glass fragments can be expected to be stable concerning Rl and elemental composition and
therefore a use-by date is not relevant and was not provided to participants.
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CONSTRUCTION OF TEST ITEMS

Item 1 — “Debris shaken collected” from Mr Nathan Clark’s upper garments

Seven small fragments of “FG2” were placed onto the centre of a piece of baking paper about 7.5.
x 7.5 cm that had been pre-folded 7 times as shown below.

i ,
- E
Kok, >

Once the fragments had been put in place, a small tuft of fibres was put onto the paper; the fibres
were added to replicate the debris background that would have been obtained had the blue shell
garment (shown below) been treated by scraping to collect glass fragment evidence. The fibre tuft
represented a background that was collected by dragging a steel ruler perpendicularly across the
surface of the blue shell garment 10 times. The shell garment was 95% polyester and 5% elastane
on its outer surface. The paper was then refolded, taking care to hold the glass and fibres with
light pressure so that the glass did not cut the paper, did not get crushed or fall out of the parcel.
After the parcels were folded, they were held in place by a small piece of adhesive tape. As
adhesive tape has a weak bond with baking paper, the taped parcels were affixed to strips of
cardboard with a bigger piece of adhesive tape. The piece of card was marked “ITEM 1”.

Item 2 — Debris shaken from Mr Mark Olson’s upper garments

Six fragments of “FG2” and 2 fragments of “B7” were placed on pre-folded baking paper as for
Item 1, treated with a collection of fibres taken from the blue Murdoch University hoodie (using a
steel rule, as for Item 1, the hoodie was made from 65% polyester 35% cotton), the parcel was
refolded, taped closed and taped to a strip of cardboard marked “ITEM 2”.

Item 3 — Debris shaken from Mr Scott Ward’s upper garments

Three fragments of “TLC” were placed on pre-folded baking paper as for Item 1, treated with fibres
taken from the grey Rodd and Gunn pullover (using a steel rule method as for Item 1, the pullover
was 100% wool), the parcel was refolded, taped closed and taped to a strip of cardboard marked
‘“ITEM 3”

Item 4 — Debris shaken from Mr Bryan Smith’s upper garments

About 20 sand grains were placed on pre-folded baking paper as for Item 1, treated with orange
fibres taken from the orange pullover (steel rule method as for Item 1, the pullover was ~30%
acrylic, 30% polyamide and 30% Angora), the parcel was refolded, taped closed and taped to a
strip of cardboard marked “ITEM 4”
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Item 5 — Control glass sample from the framed picture
Fragments of “FG2”, about 3-5 mm in size, were provided.
Item 6 — “Combings” of Mr Nathan Clark’s hair

A nit comb and some hairs were placed in a fold of paper and then “seeded” with 7 fragments of
“FG2”. The paper was refolded and sealed.

The item was deliberately mislabelled as ‘CLARKE’ rather than ‘CLARK’.

All test items were sealed into individually labelled tamper-evident bags.

A potential major source of error during production is sample mix-up or not correctly analyzing the
samples.

The photographs below show the following: four replicate parcels of Items 1, 2, 3 and 4; a pot
containing Item 5; a parcel containing Item 6; and photographs of the garments from which
background fibres were collected.
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Item 1 - \ Item 2
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Blue shell garment used for item 1
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EXPECTED RESULTS

Continuity

It is expected that participants would identify the discrepancy between the spelling of
‘Clark” in the scenario and the labelling of the bag containing ltem 2 and the spelling of
‘CLARKE’ and the labelling of the bag containing Item 6.

Recovery

It is expected that participants would recover up to 7 fragments of glass from “Iltem 1”
It is expected that participants would recover up to 6 fragments of glass from “Iltem 2”
It is expected that participants would recover up to 3 fragments of glass from “Iltem 3”
It is expected that participants would recover no fragments of glass from “ltem 4”

It is expected that participants would recover up to 7 fragments of glass from “Iltem 6”

Analysis

It is expected that participants would determine that the fragments recovered from “ltem
3” could not have originated from the known window.

It is expected that participants would determine that glass fragments recovered from

“Item 17, “Item 2” and “ltem 6” could have originated from the “known” glass.

Major potential sources of error by the participant would be failure to correctly analyse
the samples, using incorrect testing methods or sample mix-up.

END OF DOCUMENT
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2024-CC1 Glass Examination Feedback

Forensic Foundations International prides itself in providing flexible fit-for-purpose forensic
programs. The manufacture, distribution, 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 in
improving the tests.

Please tick the appropriate box and make any relevant comments.
You can also complete this form at www.ffint.com.au/feedback
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& < < a e
1. Thgltest was too basic for our B B B B B
facility
2. Th.e samples supplied were 0 0 0 0 0
suitable
3. The. results r.e.qwred were not 0 0 0 0 0
outlined sufficiently
4. Thg final repo.rt provided B B B B B
suitable detail
5. The tests |nvoI_ved should be 0 0 0 0 0
more challenging
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http://www.forensicfoundations.com.au/feedback

Please comment briefly on the following:

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

FOUNDATIONS
INTERNATIONAL"

Forensic Foundations International’s Proficiency Tests are required to be fit for purpose.
To assist us in providing 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.
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