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

• Relevance to forensic science participants 
• 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 participants 

 
In addition to this exercise being a test of participant procedures using controlled items, we also 
anticipate that it will enable participants to evaluate the quality of their analytical results against 
those from other participants and observe how other participants express their opinions or 
advice 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 
interrelatedness 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 that examine one or more activities within the end-to-
end process.  
 
Individual participant results remain confidential.  
 
The Final Report of this 2024-FP1 round of Proficiency Tests is publicly available via the Forensic 
Foundations International website. Participating participants may use the report as outlined in their 
respective participant policies. Any request to review and/or appeal the evaluation of a 
participant’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-FP1 Fingerprint 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 fingerprints, 
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 participants to review their results and those of 
other participants 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 two participants, and both participants submitted results 
during this round of testing.  
The participants were provided with a 3-page document and 3 ten-print cards. 
 
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 participants may hold 
additional material which supports the findings reached. 

 
  

 
2 ISO17025 (2017) General requirements for the competency of testing and calibration participants. 
3 NATA (2021) General Accreditation Criteria Proficiency Testing Policy 
4 ANAB ISO/IEC 17025:2017 – Forensic Science Testing and Calibration Participants Accreditation Requirements (2019) 
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Summary of Results 
 
This test was distributed to two participants and both submitted results.  
 
Both participants successfully identified that the two latent marks on page 1 could have originated 
from Max Palmer and that one of the latent marks on page 2 could have originated from Jeremy 
Weber’s right ring finger. 
 
Participant 43366 successfully identified that the source of the second latent mark on page 2 could 
be the left middle finger of Jeremy Weber. The latent mark was identified as ‘Unidentifiable’ by 
Participant 30297 
 
As expected, neither participant was able to identify the latent mark on the back of page 2. This 
mark was deliberately sourced from a person whose reference prints were not supplied.  
 
The mark on the front of page 3 was intentionally unidentifiable / non value. Participant 30297 
reported it as such, Participant 43366 made no comment regarding this mark. 
 
Both participants reported findings consistent with the expected outcomes of the proficiency test. 
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Introduction 
 
Participating facilities were asked several questions by the ‘Eastern Australian Police Service’, the expected results were outlined in the 
Manufacturer’s Information, distributed following the completion of the test. The table below demonstrates how the expected results would 
address each of the questions asked.  
 
Questions asked Expected results 
An examination of the confidential documents for 
possible latent fingermarks.  

• 1 mark on the bottom left corner of page 1 front 
• 1 mark on the bottom right left corner of page 1 back 
• 2 marks on page 2 front 
• 1 mark on the middle left of page 2 back  
• 1 mark on the middle top of page 3 front 
• No marks on page 3 back  

An identification of fingermarks which matched Jeremy 
Weber (if any) 

Page 2 front 
• One mark should be identified as the left middle finger of Jeremy Weber.  
• One mark should be identified as the right ring finger of Jeremy Weber  

 
A comparison of any fingermarks located on the 
confidential documents with reference fingerprints 
obtained from the two suspects (if any). 

Max Palmer 
• Page 1 front left thumb of Max Palmer  
• Page 1 back left index of Max Palmer 

An identification of fingermarks which cannot be 
identified (if any) 

Page 2 back - right index of an unknown person  
Page 3 front - right ring of an unknown person  
 

An evaluation of the weight which can be assigned to 
any match, if any match is found. 

The evaluation may be in terms of a Likelihood Ratio, a verbal scale or an 
indication of match, no match, or inconclusive depending on the participants’ 
internal procedures.  
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Participant 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. 
 
Participants 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 facilitates both consistent responses and the collation and comparison of responses. 
 
Participants were also requested to respond to each statement in the ‘Comments’ column. 
 
The submitting participants provided the following information regarding continuity, receipt, and description of items as received for examination 
and testing. 
 
Items 1, 2 & 3 

 30297 43366 
Submission to the participant 
was undertaken correctly, in 
accordance with participant 
procedures 

15.05.2024 – Items 1,2,3 Received by 14131 
MR into Fingerprint Participant for visual and 
fluorescent light examination followed by 
chemical treatment and examination. 

Case number, information about who has sampled 
and when is missing 
We generally receive samples in paper envelopes 

Sample description 
corresponds to accompanying 
paperwork 

Checked 17.05.2024 by 14131 MR Yes 

Security seals intact 
 

Checked 17.05.2024 by 14131 MR ? 

Item fully described in case 
notes 

Checked 17.05.2024 by 14131 MR ? 

Item recorded by means of 
photography 

Preliminary IN-SITU photographs taken 
17.05.2024 by 14131 MR 

Yes 

Description of any deviations 
from the expected 

NA  
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Items 4, 5 & 6 
 30297 43366 
Submission to the participant 
undertaken correctly, in 
accordance with participant 
procedures 

f-print forms downloaded 10.06.2024 by 
12715 GD 

Yes 

Sample description 
corresponds to accompanying 
paperwork 

Checked by 12715 GD Yes 

Security seals intact 
 

N/A - 

Item fully described in case 
notes 

Refer to accompanying notes produced 
by 12715 GD 

- 

Item recorded using 
photography 

Printed copies produced - 

Description of any deviations 
from the expected 

 We generally use ten print cards in .nist from our police 
system or national AFIS. 
On the back are the palm prints 

 
 
Forensic Foundations International’s comments 
 
No deviations were reported by either participant, however, Participant 43366 reported that the samples differed from those they usually would 
receive in real casework. This is a regrettable characteristic of proficiency tests distributed to multiple facilities in multiple jurisdictions.  
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Examination / Analysis 
 
Participants 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 types of tests expected to be performed) and contextual bias.  
 
The submitting participants examined / tested the samples using the following tests: 
Items 1, 2 & 3 
 

 30297 43366 
Optical 
Oblique lighting No Value 

White light in case any ridge detail in a contaminant was present and visible. 
 

ALS (Alternate 
Light Source) 

No Value 
7 different Foster & Freeman Crime Lites used prior to any chemical treatment as 
non-destructive and could potentially reveal ridge detail that chemicals will not 
develop. 

 

Laser No Value 
Tracer Compact Laser (Green) and Coppertree Laser (Blue & Green) used as non-
destructive and could potentially reveal ridge detail that chemicals will not develop. 

 

Chemical 
Ninhydrin Positive: 

Item #1 Marks A and B  
Item  #2 Marks C, D & E 
Item #3 Mark F 
(full details in report below) 
 
Ninhydrin treatment carried out following Indandione treatment and examination as 
per recommendation in Home Office Fingermark Visualisation Manual Second 
Edition 2022 for exhibits going through sequential treatments. 

Positive - Routine method 
for paper 

Indanedione Positive: 
Item #1 Marks A and B  
Item  #2 Marks C, D & E 
Item #3 Mark F 
(full details in report below) 

Positive - Routine method 
for paper 
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 30297 43366 
 
Porous exhibit that according to scene information provided had not previously 
been wetted. Indandione selected as first treatment as per recommendation in 
Home Office Fingermark Visualisation Manual Second Edition 2022. 

Other – Please 
state 

 ESDA to look for indented 
writing 

 
Comments with respect to Examination / Analysis 
 
30297 
 
Item #1 – Income Statement 
 
Two areas of ridge detail developed following Indandione treatment, and both were clearly visible using the green Tracer Compact Laser. The 
two areas of ridge detail were labelled with letters A and B with area A being on the front surface of the exhibit and area B being on the rear 
surface of the exhibit. 
 
Ninhydrin treatment carried out following Indandione, but no further/extra ridge detail developed.  
Ridge detail areas A and B re-recorded. 
 
Item #2 - Balance Sheet 
 
Three areas of ridge detail developed following Indandione treatment, and all were clearly visible using the green Tracer Compact Laser. The 
three areas of ridge detail were labelled with letters C, D and E with areas C and D being on the front surface of the exhibit and area E being on 
the rear surface of the exhibit. 
 
Ninhydrin treatment carried out following Indandione, but no further/extra ridge detail developed. Ridge detail areas C, D and E re-recorded. 
 
Item #3 – Cash flow statement 
 
One area of ridge detail developed following Indandione treatment and was clearly visible using the green Tracer Compact Laser. The area of 
ridge detail was labelled with the letter F and was on the front surface of the exhibit. 
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Ninhydrin treatment carried out following Indandione, but no further/extra ridge detail developed.  Ridge detail area F re-recorded 
 
43366 
 
Fingermarks have an unusual shape. They were probably been left behind by a storm. This makes it more difficult to orient the marks 
 
Forensic Foundations International’s comments 
 
Participant 30297 commenced their examination using optical lighting techniques. 
 
Both participants used both Ninhydrin and Indanedione. Participant 30297 recorded the order in which they used ninhydrin and indandione. 
 
Participant 43366 did not provide information regarding the order of the methodologies they utilised.  
 
Participant 43366 commented on the shape and orientation of the fingermarks. The deposition of the latent marks was deliberate in order to 
represent the complexities encountered in real casework. It is acknowledged that the shape of the latents is not typical, however, this test was 
designed to assess the detection and identification of latent marks, which could be achieved regardless of the shape of the mark.  
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Analytical Results 
 
Participant 3029 developed and provided images of the following marks enhanced with 
indandione and ninhydrin: 
 
Item #1 Mark labelled 2024-FP1 A 
Item #1 Mark labelled 2024-FP1 B 
Item #2 Mark labelled 2024-FP1 C 
Item #2 Mark labelled 2024-FP1 D 
Item #2 Mark labelled 2024-FP1 E 
Item #3 Mark labelled 2024-FP1 F 
 
 
Participant 43366 developed and provided images of the following marks enhanced with 
indandione and ninhydrin: 
 
Mark 001.1 on item 1 
Mark 001.2 on item 1 
Mark 002.1 on item 2 
Mark 002.2 on item 2 
Mark 002.3 on item 2 
Mark 003.1 on item 3 
 
 
Forensic Foundations International’s comments 
 
Both participants located the expected number of marks on the front and back of the correct 
pages. 
 
Both participants provided images of each print, enhanced with both Ninhydrin and Indanedione. 
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Case Analysis, Interpretation and Conclusions 
 
Participant 30297 
 
This participant provided 8 documents to demonstrate the initial analysis, and the 2nd “blind 
check”. It is the local procedure to undertake 2 checks on idents / ‘Hits’ where more than 1 x 
impression is identified for a suspect. If only 1 x impression is identified, then 3 x checks are 
performed. For this case, 2 x impressions have been identified for the suspect.  Therefore only 2 
checks were required. 
 
In summary, their results are provided below: 
 
Item #1 Mark labelled 2024-FP1 A Identified Max Palmer left thumb 
Item #1 Mark labelled 2024-FP1 B Identified Max Palmer Left foreprint 
Item #2 Mark labelled 2024-FP1 C Unidentified 
Item #2 Mark labelled 2024-FP1 D Eliminated Jeremy Weber Right ringfinger 
Item #2 Mark labelled 2024-FP1 E Unidentified 
Item #3 Mark labelled 2024-FP1 F Unidentified possibly no value 
 
 
Participant 43366 
 
1. Consistency between the mark 001.1 and the print of the left index on the ten print card 
labelled with the name Max Palmer. 
Based on the dactyloscopic evaluation, the mark 001.1 can be assigned to Max Palmer. 
 
2. Consistency between the mark 001.2 and the print of the left thumb on the ten print card 
labelled with the name Max Palmer. 
Based on the dactyloscopic evaluation, the mark 001.2 can be assigned to Max Palmer. 
 
3. Consistency between the mark 002.1 and the print of the right ring on the ten print card 
labelled with the name Jeremy Weber. 
Based on the dactyloscopic evaluation, the mark 002.1 can be assigned to Jeremy Weber. 
 
4. Consistency between the mark 002.2 and the print of the left middle finger on the ten print 
card labelled with the name Jeremy Weber. 
Based on the dactyloscopic evaluation, the mark 002.2 can be assigned to Jeremy Weber. 
 
5. Max Palmer, Jeremy Weber and Julie Palmer can be excluded as source of the mark 
002.3. 
 
6. Because of the limited qualitative conditions and low number of clearly characteristics, 
features that appear on the fingermark and the poor quality of the ten print cards an 
individualization or exclusion is not possible. 
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Forensic Foundations International’s comments 
 
Both participants successfully identified that the two marks on page 1 could have originated from 
Max Palmer. 
 
Both participants successfully identified that one of the marks on page 2 could have originated 
from Jeremy Weber’s right ring finger. 
 
Participant 43366 successfully identified that the source of the second mark on page 2 could be 
the left middle finger of Jeremy Weber. 
 
The mark was identified as ‘Unidentifiable’ by Participant 30297 
 
Neither participant was able to identify the mark on the back of page 2. This mark was sourced 
from a person whose reference prints were not supplied.  
 
The mark on the front of page 3 was deliberately unidentifiable / non value. Participant 30297 
reported it as such, participant 43366 made no comment regarding this mark.  
 
Neither participant used a numerical weighting with respect to their evaluation.  
Participant 30297 used the words ‘Identified’, ‘Unidentified’ & ‘Eliminated’. 
Participant 43366 used the words ‘can be assigned to’ and ‘exclude’  
These are all definitive statements and could be challenged based on current research.  
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APPENDIX A 
 

EXAMINATION REQUEST 
AND ITEM SUBMISSION 

 

EASTERN AUSTRALIAN 
POLICE SERVICE 

 
OFFENCE: Homicide 

DATE OF OFFENCE 18/04/2024 

BRIEF STATEMENT OF FACTS 
Jeremy Weber failed to attend an appointment and friends were concerned about his welfare 
as this was out of character.  
 
Police attended and found the body of Mr Weber in his home office. He appeared to have been 
assaulted and his office had been ransacked. The body has been positively identified as that of 
Jeremy Weber.  
 
Mr Weber lives alone and operates a small accountancy company from his home office.  
 
In addition to collecting finger-marks from the scene, police also collected a number of 
documents located on his desk.  
 
Friends informed police that Mr Weber had been threatened by a client in relation to financial 
statements and tax returns.  
 
The clients, Max and Julie Palmer own a landscaping company ‘Evergreen Solutions’.  
 
Mr and Mrs Palmer were interviewed and their fingerprints were taken. 

ITEM SUBMITTED FOR EXAMINATION 
Item 1 Page 1 of a three-page document (Income statement) 
Item 2 Page 2 of a three-page document (Balance sheet) 
Item 3 Page 3 of a three-page document (Cash flow statement) 
Item 4 Ten print cards collected from Mr Weber (for exclusionary purposes) 
Item 5 Ten print cards collected from Mr Max Palmer 
Item 6 Ten print cards collected from Mrs Julie Palmer 
 
The ten print cards can be downloaded from 
https://www.forensicfoundations.com.au/download/ 

EXAMINATION REQUESTED 
An examination of the confidential documents for possible latent fingermarks.  
 
An identification of fingermarks that matched Jeremy Weber (if any) 
 
A comparison of any fingermarks located on the confidential documents with reference 
fingerprints obtained from the two suspects (if any). 
 
An identification of fingermarks which cannot be identified (if any) 
 
An evaluation of the weight which can be assigned to any match, if any match is found. 

  

https://www.forensicfoundations.com.au/download/
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APPENDIX B 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
PROFICIENCYTESTING@FORENSICFOUNDATIONS 

2024-FP1 
Fingerprint Enhancement, Detection and Comparison 

 
MANUFACTURER’S INFORMATION 

Issued 08/10/2024 
 

Introduction 
 
The test was designed to replicate the deposit of latent fingermarks on a 3-page document.  
 
Scenario provided to the participants 
 
Jeremy Weber failed to attend an appointment and friends were concerned about his 
welfare as this was out of character.  
 
Police attended and found the body of Mr Weber in his home office. He appeared to have 
been assaulted and his office had been ransacked. The body has been positively identified 
as that of Jeremy Weber.  
 
Mr Weber lived alone and operates a small accountancy company from his home office.  
 
In addition to collecting fingermarks from the scene, police also collected a number of 
documents located on his desk.  
 
Friends informed police that Mr Weber had been threatened by a client in relation to 
financial statements and tax returns.  
 
The clients, Max and Julie Palmer, own a landscaping company ‘Evergreen Solutions’.  
 
Mr and Mrs Palmer were interviewed and their fingerprints were taken. 
 
  

PO Box 2279, Ringwood North VIC 3134 
Office: +61 (0) 411426 656 

Mobile:+61 (0) 429 966 012 
admin@ffint.com.au 

www.ffint.com.au  
 

ABN 23 839 112 155   ACN 130 236 618 
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Aim 
 

The program aims to assess the participants’ ability to competently treat, locate and identify 
fingermarks and evaluate their significance. 

 

Program design and assessment 

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

 
Test production 
 
The tests were produced at Forensic Foundations International’s facilities. 
 
Reference 10 print cards 
 
Rolled fingerprints were collected from adult donors using ink. The rolled prints were then 
scanned at 1200 dpi.  
 
The scanned prints were then inserted into ‘Eastern Australian Police’ 10 print cards to produce 
the reference 10 print cards. 
 
The prints were viewed using a fingerprint magnifier and Forensic Comparison Software to 
ensure sufficient detail was present in the prints, which required comparison. Four reference 
sets were designed to replicate the range of quality of fingerprints routinely received by 
fingerprint examiners. 
 
High-resolution copies of the reference 10 print cards were available electronically from the 
Forensic Foundations website.  
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Items of Interest 
 
Substrate 
 
Each substrate comprised a page of the 
three-page document and included two 
test squares (see right) for checking 
purposes. Each substrate was uniquely 
numbered.  
 
The substrates were printed using black 
ink.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Production of fingermarks 
 
6 fingerprint images were selected from slap prints taken from the 4 10 print card donors, 
specifically the right ring and left middle finger from Jeremy Weber, left index and left thumb from 
Max Palmer, and Right index and Right ring from a third unknown person. The images were edited 
using photo editing software to create the four fingermarks.  
 
The fingermarks were assessed for suitability using a fingerprint magnifier and Forensic 
Comparison Software. 
 
The original and edited fingermarks are shown below together with the cropping suggestion. 
 
Mark 1 
Right ring finger from Jeremy Weber 
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Cropped image charted  10 print card image 

 

 

Image used on questioned document  
 
Mark 2 
Left middle finger of Jeremy Weber 
 

 
Cropped image charted 10 print card image 

 

 

Image used on questioned document  
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Mark 3 
Left index finger of Max Palmer 
 

 
Cropped image  10 print card image 

 

 

Image used on questioned document  
 
Mark 4 
Left thumb of Max Palmer 
 

 
Cropped image  10 print card image 

 

 

Image used on questioned document  
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Mark 5 
Right index finger of an unknown person 
 

 
Cropped image  10 print card image 

 

 

Image used on questioned document  
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Mark 6 
Right ring finger of an unknown person 
 

 
Cropped image  10 print card image 

 

 

Image used on questioned document  
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Deposition of fingermarks 
 
An amino acid solution was used to replicate fingermarks.  
 
Templates were created, ensuring the correct location of the ‘fingermarks’ on the substrate. 
 
The amino acid solution was loaded into a printer cartridge and the fingermarks were printed onto 
the relevant substrate.  
 

  
 

Template used to 
produce page 1, front 

Template used to 
produce page 1, back 

Template used to 
produce page 2 front 

  

This page was blank 

Template used to 
produce page 2, back 

Template used to 
produce page 3, front 

Template used to 
produce page 3 back 

 
Substrates were over-printed using the templates and the amino acid solution. The following 
printing regime was used: 
 
Validation 
sample  

Retention 
sample 

4 sets of test 
items 
 

Validation 
sample 

Retention 
sample 

 
Until sufficient tests were produced 
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Post-testing 

 
The developed fingermarks were enhanced and assessed using 1,2-indandione and ninhydrin, 
and Forensic Comparison Software.  
 
NOTE: post-testing results and images are not included as part of the Manufacturer’s Information 
but are available on request. 
 

The major sources of error during manufacture included mix-up of fingermarks, insufficient 
resolution of the marks, insufficient amino acid solution printed onto the pages and contamination 
via deposition of additional unwanted fingermarks. 
 
 

Expected results 
 

• Page 1 - front 
o One finger mark should be located.  
o The mark should be identified as the left thumb of Max Palmer. 

 
• Page 1 - back  

o One finger mark should be located.  
o The mark should be identified as the left index of Max Palmer. 

 
• Page 2 - front 

o Two finger marks should be located.  
o One mark should be identified as the left middle finger of Jeremy Weber. 
o One mark should be identified as the right ring finger of Jeremy Weber. 

 
• Page 2 - back  

o One finger mark should be located.  
o The mark should be identified as the right index of an unknown person. 

 
• Page 3 - front 

o One finger mark should be located.  
o The mark should be identified as the right ring of an unknown person. 

 
• Page 3 - back  

o No marks should be located. 
 

The major source of error by the participants would be failure to enhance the 
fingermarks or correctly interpret the fingermarks. 

 
 
END OF DOCUMENT 
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2024-FP1 Fingerprint 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 participants. 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  
 
 

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 that 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 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. 
 

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