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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 contextual 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 participant’s 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: 

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

 
Forensic Foundations International’s Proficiency Test Program is 
designed to inspect the end-to-end forensic examination process. 
The ISO 21043 series of Standards describe the forensic 
examination process from collection to reporting. This figure1 
illustrates the inter-relatedness of all the steps in this process and 
was used as the basis for the development of Forensic Foundations 
International’s’ Proficiency Tests.  
 
The Final Report of this 2025-FP1 round of Proficiency Tests is 
publicly available via the Forensic Foundations International website. 
Participating laboratories 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. 

 
12025 ISO21043 Forensic Sciences 
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Fingerprint Examination 2025-FP1 
 
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 latents located on physical cans 
and known ten print cards, 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 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 three participants and all participants submitted results 
during this round of testing.  
 
The participants were provided with two aluminium cans and three ten-print cards. 
 
Items were wrapped in a protective wrap and sealed in tamper-evident bags and included 
descriptors for continuity purposes. 
  

 
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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It is recognised that participants may not provide all intermediate details or numerical data in the 
results sheet, as this may not be the organisational policy of the participant laboratory. Our 
proficiency testing scheme is qualitative in nature; therefore, evaluation focuses on whether the 
participant’s overall conclusions align with the expected findings. 
 
Numerical or instrumental values or descriptors (e.g., minutiae), where given, are reviewed for 
consistency and plausibility but are not the only determinant of performance unless 
discrepancies materially affect the participant’s conclusion. 
 
Qualitative feedback is provided to participants. Feedback will be both participant-specific (i.e., 
whether a particular participant’s results align with the expected findings and will also discuss 
(where appropriate) the examination / techniques employed. 
 
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. 
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Report Summary 
 
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 final outcome, information pertaining to receipt, continuity and a description of 
the items formed part of this test.  
 
All participants completed the continuity table with varying levels of detail and all participants’ 
answers were appropriate 
 
Participants 57397 & 96150 noted that the cans came wrapped in a protective wrap. FFI has 
noted this and will be further discussed on page 23 of this report. Findings will be taken into 
consideration in future proficiency tests. 
 
Examination / Analysis 
 
All participants used Oblique lighting, ALS and Laser in their initial examination as a non-
destructive way to view the latent prints. 
 
All participants followed up using Cyanoacrylate fuming, with a range of follow-up techniques to 
enhance the fumed prints. 
 
The approach taken by the participants are all consistent with current practices, and the use of 
a fluorescent stain to provide further contrast is also appropriate.  
 
Interpretation and Conclusions 
 
Participant 57397 was the only participant that considered one of the latent marks suitable for 
analysis, for exclusionary purposes but not for identification.  
 
The other two participants reported the marks as having no value for identifications. 
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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 final outcome, information 
pertaining to receipt, continuity and a description of the items formed part of this test.  
 

Pepsi Can 
 
 30297 57397 96150 
Submission to the participant 
undertaken correctly, in 
accordance with participant 
procedures 

QA & booked into the Lab. 
Refer to FEL-DOC-103 for details 

Standard procedure followed 
using Submission form & 
Scientific Support receipt form. 
Continuity and all records logged 
on record management system. 

Yes 

Sample description corresponds 
to accompanying paperwork Yes 

Exhibit reference & description 
was matching, but no mention of 
the protective foam/tape attached 
to cans. This has been added to 
description in initial assessment of 
exhibit. 

Yes 

Security seals intact 
 N/A Blue TEB intact Checked prior to opening. Yes, Located inside Security 

Transit Bag AUS0723865 
Item fully described in case notes Yes Yes Yes 

Item recorded by means of 
photography 

N/A Contextual / In-situ 
photography + Photography of 
FRD using white light and 
fluorescent lighting techniques 

Entirety photography carried for 
mark placement. Yes 

Description of any deviations from 
the expected N/A No 

Yes – item wrapped in protective 
wrap and tape (Not for 
Examination) 
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Coca-Cola Can 
 
 30297 57397 96150 
Submission to the participant 
undertaken correctly, in 
accordance with participant 
procedures 

QA & booked into the Lab. 
Refer to FEL-DOC-103 for details 

Standard procedure followed 
using Submission form & 
Scientific Support receipt form. 
Continuity and all records logged 
on record management system. 

Yes 

Sample description corresponds 
to accompanying paperwork Yes 

Exhibit reference & description 
was matching, but no mention of 
the protective foam/tape attached 
to cans. This has been added to 
description in initial assessment of 
exhibit. 

Yes 

Security seals intact 
 N/A Blue TEB intact Checked prior to opening. Yes, Located inside Security 

Transit Bag AUS0723870 
Item fully described in case notes Yes Yes Yes 

Item recorded by means of 
photography 

N/A Contextual / In-situ 
photography + Photography of 
FRD using white light and 
fluorescent lighting techniques 

Entirety photography carried for 
mark placement. Yes 

Description of any deviations from 
the expected N/A No 

Yes – item wrapped in protective 
wrap and tape (Not for 
Examination) 
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Reference ten print cards 
 
 30297 57397 96150 
Submission to the participant 
undertaken correctly, in 
accordance with participant 
procedures 

QA & booked into the Lab. 
 Yes Yes 

Sample description corresponds 
to accompanying paperwork Yes Yes Yes 

Security seals intact 
 N/A Blue TEB intact Yes 

Yes, 
3 x tenprint sets located in 
separate TEAB Bags 
Ryan Prescott – TEAB 075931 
Blake Hensley – TEAB 076074 
Eric Landon – TEAB 076071 

Item fully described in case notes Yes Documented on our paperwork as 
per usual process. Yes 

Item recorded by means of 
photography No No Yes 

Description of any deviations from 
the expected N/A NA NA 

 
 
Forensic Foundations International’s comments 
 
All participants completed the continuity table with varying levels of detail. 
 
All participants’ answers were appropriate. 
 
Participants 57397 & 96150 noted that the cans came wrapped in a protective wrap, which will be discussed later. 
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Examination / Analysis 
 
 

 30297 57397 96150 
Optical 

Oblique lighting 
Yes, Positive (Mark A) 
Visual exam after superglue using white 
light / oblique lighting 

Yes, Negative 
Oblique lighting (white light torch) used 
prior to treatment. 
 
This was used as it is a non-destructive 
process, and to potentially reveal any 
latent fingermarks or fingermarks in 
contaminants. 

Yes, No value 
Non-Porous - Used initially to detect 
ridge detail prior to any chemical or 
physical treatments.  
Also lowers the chance of disturbing or 
obliterating any possible ridge detail.  
Some ridge detail initially observed.   

ALS (Alternate Light 
Source) 

Yes, Negative 
Initial visual examination prior to 
chemical treatment, white light and 
fluorescent lighting techniques applied. 

Yes, Negative 
Other light sources also used during 
initial exam, CrimeLite Orange(570-
610nm), Green (480-560nm), Blue (420-
470nm) and UV (350-380nm) 
 
This was used as it is a non-destructive 
process and potentially reveal any 
fingermarks present. 

Yes, No Value 
Used before and after each treatment to 
enhance ridge detail.  All polilight 
wavelengths used however white light, 
490nm & 505nm best for contrast – 
lighten ridges against dark background.  
WL, 415-450nm & 590-620nm used for 
red, silver and white parts of can. 
Catered to observe possible ridge detail 
in both absorption & fluorescence mode 
prior to any chemical or physical 
treatment. 

Laser 

Yes, Negative 
Initial visual examination prior to 
chemical treatment, white light and 
fluorescent lighting techniques applied. 

Yes, Negative 
Laser 532nm (Coherent Tracer) was 
used during initial examination 
 
This was used as it is a non-destructive 
process and potentially reveal any 
fingermarks present. 

 

Coaxial lighting 
Yes, Positive 
Coaxial lighting technique applied after 
superglue fuming prior to dye-stain 
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Physical 

Powder   

Yes, No value 
White powder used for the dark parts 
and the silver areas of the can & black 
powder was used on the light coloured 
print.  Used to further contrast any ridge 
detail present.  Also offers the option of 
lifting the powdered impression. 

Cyanoacrylate fuming Yes, Positive 
Non-porous dry substrate 

Yes, Positive 
Can deemed suitable for Cyanoacrylate 
fuming.  
Mark ‘807792’ developed and captured. 
(full details in results below) 

Yes, No value 
In line with procedural sequencing for 
non-porous items.  Used to stabilise the 
ridge detail observed for subsequent 
chemical & physical treatments. 

Enhanced 
Cyanoacrylate fuming  

Yes, Positive 
Basic Red Dye 14 used following 
Cyanoacrylate fuming.  
Mark ‘807792’ developed and captured. 
(full details in results below) 

 

Fluorescent 
examination 

Yes, Positive 
Fluorescent examination using BLUE 
crime-lite 82S (Foster-Freeman) 

  

Chemical 

BY40 dye-stain 

Yes, Positive 
BY40 dye-stain followed after 
Cyanoacrylate to enable fluorescent 
examination 

  

Rhodamine 6G   

Yes, No value 
Fluorescent stain to enhance any ridge 
detail developed following cyanoacrylate 
processing. Used to fluoresce the ridge 
detail present with 505nm/orange 
goggles or filter and 530nm/red goggles 
or filter.  Optimal detection bands as per 
procedure. 
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Participant comments with regard to Examination / Analysis 
 
30297 
 
Examination / treatment of PEPSI can. 1 x impression disclosed on PEPSI can following superglue fuming process labelled FP1-20250412 A 
recorded by digital photography.  Mark A re-recorded following BY40 dye-stain – examined using BLUE crime-lite 82S. Contextual images + FRD 
images supplied below. Full details of F-print Lab examination are detailed on FEL-DOC-103 Record for Processing Proficiency Test (refer to embedded 
document below)  
 
Examination / treatment of Coca-Cola can. 1 x impression disclosed on PEPSI can following superglue fuming process labelled FP1-20250412 B 
recorded by digital photography.  Mark B re-recorded following BY40 dye-stain – examined using BLUE crime-lite 82S. Contextual images + FRD 
images supplied below. Full details of F-print Lab examination are detailed on FEL-DOC-103 Record for Processing Proficiency Test (refer to embedded 
document below)  

 
Pepsi can – contextual image Mark A following superglue fuming 
process 

Pepsi can – FRD image Mark A following superglue fuming process 

  
Pepsi can – contextual image Mark A following superglue fuming 
process + BY40 dye stain 

Pepsi can – FRD image Mark A following superglue fuming process + 
BY40 dye stain (Master Img) 
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Pepsi can – FRD image Mark A following superglue fuming process + 
BY40 dye stain (Working Img) 
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Coca-Cola can – contextual image Mark b following superglue 
fuming process 

Coca-Cola can – FRD image Mark B following superglue fuming 
process 

  
Coca-Cola can – contextual image Mark B following superglue 
fuming process + BY40 dye stain 

Coca-Cola can FRD image Mark B following superglue fuming 
process + BY40 dye stain (Master Img) 
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Coca-Cola can FRD image Mark B following superglue fuming 
process + BY40 dye stain (Working Img) 

 

 

 

 
  



Page 16 of 35 

 
57397 
 
During my initial assessment I had considered that the cans were seized from an outdoor setting. Usually in the UK items seized from an 
outdoor setting are considered to have been wet, unless stated on the submission form. Cans appeared in good condition.  
 
JA/1- One Pepsi drink can collected from public reserve 
 
Cold Light examination carried out, followed by High Intensity Light Source examination prior to physical treatments. A white light torch was 
used during the Cold light examination. The Laser 532nm (Coherent Tracer) and CrimeLite: Orange, Green, Blue and UV were used for 
High Intensity Light Source examination. These processes are non-destructive and suitable for use prior to chemical/physical treatment. 
Cyanoacrylate fuming and Basic Red Dye 14 was selected as the appropriate treatment choice. This is a recommended process in the 
Home Office Fingermark Visualisation Manual (2nd edition 2022). Powders were considered, as it is included in the recommended process. 
This treatment was not selected as it may have reduced the effectiveness of Cyanoacrylate fuming. 
 
One mark had developed after Cyanoacrylate fuming, this mark was labelled with barcode ‘807792’. Mark ‘807792’ was captured using 
Oblique lighting. The same mark was captured using Reflective UV and CrimeLite UV used. After Basic Red Dye 14 the same mark was 
captured again, using the Laser 532nm (Coherent Tracer). The developed mark is located on the side of the can.  
 
Fingermark 807792 was captured using the Foster & Freeman Digital Capture System 5, and suitable enhancements carried out.  
 
JA/2- One Coca-Cola drink can collected from public reserve 
 
Cold Light examination carried out, followed by High Intensity Light Source examination prior to physical treatments. A white light torch was 
used during the Cold light examination. The Laser 532nm (Coherent Tracer) and CrimeLite: Orange, Green, Blue and UV were used for 
High Intensity Light Source examination. These processes are  
 
Non-destructive and suitable for use prior to chemical/physical treatment. Cyanoacrylate fuming and Basic Red Dye 14 was selected as the 
appropriate treatment choice. This is a recommended process in the Home Office Fingermark Visualisation Manual (2nd edition 2022). 
Powders were considered, as it is included in the recommended process. This treatment was not selected as it may have reduced the 
effectiveness of Cyanoacrylate fuming. 
 
One mark had developed after Cyanoacrylate fuming, this mark was labelled with barcode ‘807793’. The mark was visible in natural light 
and oblique lighting but due to the reflection on the can the mark ‘807793’ was captured using the Polytech light source. A Polarising filter 
was also used to reduce reflection. Coaxial light attachment used to reduce reflection/glare but no improvement. The same mark was also 
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captured using Reflective UV and CrimeLite UV used. After Basic Red Dye 14 the same mark was captured again, using the Laser 532nm 
(Coherent Tracer). The developed mark is located on the side of the can.  
 
Fingermark 807793 was captured using the Foster & Freeman Digital Capture System 5, and suitable enhancements carried out. 
 
Throughout the process of examining, treating and photographing both exhibits the SOP’s procedures were followed. This included carrying 
out control samples prior to treatments being carried out, peer reviews were also undertaken throughout the process.  
All equipment used was within calibration and is checked regularly as per SOP’s. 
 
Photographs taken have been forwarded to the Fingerprint Bureau upon completion of work carried out. 
 
159725 807793 SG-RUV.01 (Coke can) 159725 807793 SG-RUV.02 (Coke can) 
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159725 807792 SG-RUV.01 (Pepsi can) 159725 807792 SG-CL.01 (Pepsi can) 

  
159725 807793 SG-CL.01 (Coke can) 159725 807793 SG-CL.02 (Coke can) 
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159725 807792 SGDL.02 (Pepsi can) 159725 807792 SGDL.03 (Pepsi can) 

  
159725 807793 SGDL.01 (Coke can) 159725 807793A SGDL.02 (Coke can) 
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96150 
 
Pepsi Can: 
My examination of this item followed sequencing in line with non porous items. Overall, it consisted of a dark coloured background with red, 
blue and white branding along with a silver top and bottom.  Initially, oblique lighting was used to detect any latent fingerprints before 
polilight, chemical or physical examination.  At this time, I detected ridges that appeared to be right sloping and photographed them using 
white light.  The detail within these ridges however, appeared to be of very low quality with a high level of movement and distortion.  I 
recorded this ridge detail at this point, as I thought I might be able to enhance it to the point where it could be of value.  This can also be 
helpful as these photographs may provide additional information within the print that might degrade or disappear due to other enhancement 
techniques.   I then treated it with Cyanoacrylate which provided further contrast against the dark background.  I photographed this with 
white light and also using 505nm (no filter).  The latter appeared to further enhance the ridges present against the background.  I then 
treated this item using Rhodamine 6G spray; a fluorescent dye used for post cyanoacrylate treatment.  I examined this using 505nm 
viewing through orange goggles and also 530nm with red goggles.  The ridge detail appeared slightly clearer particularly with 530nm/RG.  I 
then photographed it both with an orange and red barrier filter. My final development technique involved white and black powder; white 
gave sufficient contrast for the black, red, blue and silver parts of the can.  Black was used for the white branding part of the can. This did 
not improve the quality of the ridge detail already recorded and there was no additional impressions or ridge detail detected.  During the 
course of my examination, the development techniques I used did not sufficiently develop the detail required to make it value for 
comparison purposes.  Even though, I determined the ridges to be right sloping, the level of movement and distortion was significant.  I 
therefore concluded that the print was no value and not suitable for further analysis.  
 
Coca Cola can:  
The Coca Cola can was examined following the recommended sequencing for non -porous surfaces.   This item was silver in colour, shiny 
and with red print branding and a silver top and bottom. Oblique lighting was the initial technique however no value prints or ridge detail 
was detected.  I then utilised the polilight to search for any untreated ridge detail.  Considering the colour, I used 350nm/UV-
490nm/blue/green wavelengths and viewed it through orange goggles, initially and detected a fingermark on the side of the can.  This was 
not photographed at this point as the mark did not have any ridge detail.  Remaining wavelengths 505nm-620nm were then utilised to 
examine the branded part of the can.  This item was treated with Cyanoacrylate and again examined with the polilight. The same mark was 
best viewed using the UV/350nm wavelength with orange goggles.  I then used Rhodamine 6G spray; a fluorescent dye used for post 
cyanoacrylate treatment.  I then examined it with 505nm viewing through orange goggles and 530nm with red goggles.  This same mark 
and other non descript marks flouresced using this method, but did not develop any further detail. Finally, both black and white powder 
were used in an attempt to develop detail in the fingermark.  The black was used on the majority of the item; white powder was used on the 
red branding and on the top and underside of the can for best contrast.  Although this course of examination detected a finger mark, it was 
unsuccessful in developing the detail required for further analysis and comparison.  I concluded that this print was of no value 
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96150 Enhanced Pepsi can 96150 Latent impression 

  
 
 
Forensic Foundations International’s comments 
 
All laboratories used appropriate techniques for the examination and enhancement of the marks. 
 
All laboratories used Oblique lighting, ALS and Laser in their initial examination as a non-destructive method to view the latent marks. 
 
All laboratories followed up using Cyanoacrylate fuming, with a range of follow-up techniques to enhance the fumed marks. 
 
The approach taken by the participants is all consistent with current practices, and the use of a fluorescent stain to provide further contrast 
is also appropriate.  
 
The comment made by participant 57397 ‘Powders were considered, as it is included in the recommended process. This treatment was not 
selected as it may have reduced the effectiveness of Cyanoacrylate fuming’ was interesting as it appeared to be a deviation from ‘the 
recommended process’, usually powdering would not reduce effectiveness of Cyanoacrylate fuming if 24 hours was given between fuming 
and powdering, especially if the developed marks are recorded prior to powdering.  
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Interpretation, Conclusions and Reported Results  
 
30297 
 
09/06/2025 In accordance with FP-SOP-002 Procedure for Processing Marks – using the 
methodology for comparing friction ridge detail (FRD). I have followed ACE-V (Analysis, 
Comparison, Evaluation and Verification).  I have attached documents: 
FP-DOC-016 Fingerprint Case File Index + Case Notes 
FP-DOC-024 Analysis, Comparison, and Evaluation Notes 
FP-20250412 A - result  - No Value 
FP-20250412 B – result  - No Value 
My Findings are recorded on FP-DOC-024 as A and B are both No Value.  There is no 
requirement to produce an identification report or an SFR1.  Signed 12726 09/06/2025 
 
57397 
 
I compared photo 807793 6GDL01 to the fingerprint from Blake Hensley Right Index. There are 
6/7 features that I can see in agreement and consistent sequence with Hensley’s Right Index 
finger, however due to the distortions, such as the compression ridges, creases and movement 
running underneath the core area and the background distortion. There is nothing to make me 
doubt that it is his fingerprint, but not enough features to satisfy me that it is indent. 
Inconclusive analysis to Blake Hensley 
 
With reference to 807792 SG-RUV 01 
This mark is suitable for comparison. I would also consider it suitable for manual and electronic 
search. 
I have compared this mark against the fingerprint forms provided. I feel there is enough detail 
for me to exclude Blake Hensley and Eric Landon. There were some features in agreement with 
Ryan Prescott’s Right middle finger but not enough for me to comfortably identify that mark. 
 
This mark has been checked against the supports provided and excluded. I would consider 
such an ident. 
 
96150 
 
No comparisons were performed. An analysis report was not included for the Coca Cola can as 
the fingermark contained no ridge detail. Conclusions for both items are included in the court 
statement. 
 
In addition, these exhibits were received wrapped in a white packaging material secured with 
clear tape.  This additional packaging may have made contact with the can where the prints had 
been deposited, whilst in transit and/or when unpacking them for examination.  At the point of 
removing the packaging, the tape at the top of both items had made contact.  This may have 
contributed to not developing prints on the Coca Cola can and the poor quality of the print 
located on the Pepsi can 
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Forensic Foundations International’s comments 
 
Participant 57397 was the only participant who considered one of the latent marks suitable for 
analysis for exclusionary purposes but not for identification.  
 
The other two participants reported the marks as having no value for identifications. 
 
As a result of these ‘no value results’, FFI conducted an examination of the retention samples. 
These cans had been stored at room temperature, wrapped in a protective wrap. 
 
The cans were fumed using Cyanoacrylate and assessed for suitability. Usable marks were 
located on both cans.  
 

 
Image taken from ‘Coke’ can Marked-up image of matching right index 

finger 

 
Image taken from ‘Pepsi’ can Marked up image of matching right middle 

finger 
 
It is hypothesised that the difference between the participants’ results, and FFI’s post 
distribution testing was due to the international shipping, resulting in increased handling of the 
test samples, and the potential for the rubbing of the protective wrap against the latent marks.  
 
The FFI retention samples underwent less handling.  
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Although no reportable results were able to be provided by the participants, this does reflect the 
situation in some casework and an assessment regarding receipt, analysis, interpretation and 
the justification could be undertaken..   
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APPENDIX A 
 

 
EXAMINATION REQUEST 
AND ITEM SUBMISSION 

 

EASTERN AUSTRALIAN 
POLICE SERVICE 

 
OFFENCE: Stalking 

DATE OF OFFENCE 12/04/2025 

BRIEF STATEMENT OF FACTS 
Ms Jemima Ashwood reported ongoing harassment following the recent breakup of 
her relationship with Ryan Prescott. She alleges that she has been receiving 
anonymous phone calls at irregular hours and has observed suspicious activity 
behind her residence, which backs onto a public reserve. 
 
Ms Ashwood stated that the harassment has occurred intermittently over the past 
two weeks. Reported incidents include: 
 
Multiple instances of unknown person or persons observed watching her from the 
public reserve directly behind her backyard fence. 
 
Police attended the address on 12 April 2025 and conducted a visual search of the 
adjacent reserve area. During the search, officers located two discarded aluminium 
drink cans and cigarette butts near the rear fence line of Ms Ashwood’s property. 
 
Reference ten-print cards have been collected from Ryan Prescott (her ex-
boyfriend) and two of his associates, Blake Hensley and Eric Landon. 

 
ITEM SUBMITTED FOR EXAMINATION 

 
One Pepsi drink can collected from public reserve 
One Coca-Cola drink can collected from public reserve 
 
Reference ten print card collected from Ryan Prescott 
Reference ten print card collected from Blake Hensley 
Reference ten print card collected from Eric Landon 
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EXAMINATION 
REQUESTED 

 
1. An examination of cans to determine if there are any latent fingermarks 

present.  
2. Recording/collection of the marks 
3. A comparison of any latent marks detected with 10 print reference cards 
4. Appropriate reporting including weighting of interpretation.  
5. A marked-up chart will be required if a match is found. 

 
Note The cigarette butts and swabs of the open ring pull area of the cans have been 
submitted for DNA analysis. 
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APPENDIX B 
 

 
PROFICIENCYTESTING@FORENSICFOUNDATIONS 

2025-FP1 
Fingerprint Enhancement, Detection and Comparison 

 
MANUFACTURER’S INFORMATION 

Issued 17/10/2025 
Revised 17/12/2025 with respect to the marked-up images 

Aim 
 

The program aims to assess the participant’s ability to detect any latent marks on aluminium 
cans using enhancement techniques, to examine the marks located, and identify fingermarks 
and evaluate their significance.  
 
Introduction 
 
Scenario provided to the participants 
Ms Jemima Ashwood reported ongoing harassment following the recent breakup of her 
relationship with Ryan Prescott. She alleges that she has been receiving anonymous 
phone calls at irregular hours and has observed suspicious activity behind her 
residence, which backs onto a public reserve. 
 
Ms Ashwood stated that the harassment had occurred intermittently over the past two 
weeks, reporting multiple instances of an unknown person or persons watching her from 
the public reserve directly behind her backyard fence. 
 
Police attended the address on 12 April 2025 and conducted a visual search of the 
adjacent reserve area. During the search, officers located two discarded aluminium 
drink cans and cigarette butts near the rear fence line of Ms Ashwood’s property. 
 
Reference ten-print cards have been collected from Ryan Prescott (her ex-boyfriend) 
and two of his associates, Blake Hensley and Eric Landon. 
 
Items provided to the participants 
 
One Pepsi drink can collected from the public reserve 
One Coca-Cola drink can collected from the public reserve 

 
Reference ten print card collected from Ryan Prescott 
Reference ten print card collected from Blake Hensley 
Reference ten print card collected from Eric Landon 
 

Program design and assessment 

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

PO Box 2279, 
Ringwood North VIC 3134 

 
quality@ffint.com.au 

www.ffint.com.au  
 

ABN 23 839 112 155 
ACN 130 236 618 
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International.  
 
Test production 
 
The tests were produced at Forensic Foundations International’s facilities. 
 
Reference 10 print cards 
 
Rolled fingerprints were collected from three adult donors using ink. 
 
The prints were viewed using a fingerprint magnifier and Forensic Comparison Software to 
ensure sufficient detail was present in the prints. The sets were designed to replicate the 
quality of fingerprints routinely received by fingerprint examiners. 
 
Physical copies were provided to each participant. 
 
Items of Interest 
 
Commercial aluminium cans were purchased, cleaned and checked for any markings before 
use. 
 
Cans were labelled in the following order: V = Verification and T = test item 
V1A, T1, V1B 
V2A, T2, V2B 
V3A, T3, V3B 
etc. 
 
Coke cans 
 
The donor of the rolled prints labelled 
“Blake Hensley’ placed their right middle 
finger, in order, on V1A, T1, V1B for the 
‘Coke’ can. Recharged their fingers and 
repeated for V2A, T2, V2B. 
 
This process was repeated for all cans. 
 
Pepsi cans 
 
The donor of the rolled prints, labelled Ryan Prescott, placed their right index finger in order on 
V1A, T1, V1B on the ‘Pepsi’ can. This was repeated as above 
 
All test cans were placed aside, and all the verification cans were fumed with cyanoacrylate and 
dusted to verify that the prints are visible. 
 
The fingermarks were assessed for suitability using a fingerprint magnifier and Forensic 
Comparison Software. 
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‘Coke can’ 

 

 
Image taken from ‘Coke’ can Marked up image of matching right index 

finger 
 
‘Pepsi can’ 
 

 

 
Image taken from ‘Pepsi’ can Marked up image of matching right 

middle finger 
 

The major sources of error during manufacture included mix-up of fingermarks, insufficient 
detail in the marks, insufficient fingermark deposition and contamination via deposition of 
additional unwanted fingermarks. 

 

The minutiae are stable, and no use-by date was provided to the participants. 
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Expected results 
 

Participating laboratories were asked a number of questions by the ‘Eastern Australian Police Service’. The table below demonstrates how the 
expected results would address each of the questions asked.  
 

Forensic Processes 

Continuity, receipt and 
description of items  

Was continuity maintained? 

Was storage appropriate? 

Was transfer within the participant appropriate? 

Was the description of the item sufficient for it to be independently identified? 

Initial examination  
Was an initial physical examination carried out, and did it make use of appropriate techniques that did 
not compromise later examinations (e.g. ALS). 
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Examination requested  

By Eastern Australian 
Police Service 

Scientific Examination testing expected  

Police request an 
examination of the cans 
to determine if there are 
any latent fingermarks 
present.  
 

Did the examination of 
the cans yield any latent 
marks? 
Did testing indicate that 
the fingermarks were 
suitable for comparison? 

The application of appropriate techniques to enhance the finger-marks (e.g. 
Cyanoacrylate fuming, powder). 
The application of appropriate techniques to examine / analyse / 
characterise the fingermarks found on the cans (e.g. using a powder to 
enhance the fumed cans). 

Recording/collection of 
the marks and a 
comparison of any 
latent marks detected 
with 10 print reference 
cards 
 

Did the enhancement 
allow sufficient detail to 
be captured? 
Did the comparison 
between the enhanced 
cans and the provided 
10 print sets show any 
prints that were a 
match? 

The application of appropriate techniques to assess and compare the 
marks found on the cans with the 10 print cards (e.g. using comparison 
software).  

Appropriate reporting 
including weighting of 
interpretation.  

What do the examination 
/ analytical results 
suggest or indicate 
regarding the proposition 
that Ryan Prescott was 
in contact with one of the 
cans found discarded by 
Jemima Ashwood’s 
property. 

It was expected that participants may use one or more of 4 alternatives in 
relation to each can, their report: 

1) provide no opinion due to insufficient detail found for comparative 
purposes. 

2) provide an opinion that the fingermarks cannot be excluded  as  matching 
the respective 10 print sets 

3) provide an opinion that the fingermarks match the respective 10 print sets 
4) provide an opinion as to how likely it is that Blake Hensley and Ryan 

Prescott’s fingermarks are present rather than another person’s finger-
marks on the cans. 

A marked-up chart will 
be required if a match is 
found. 

The production of a chart 
indicating the minutiae 
used for the match 

Minutiae correctly identified.  
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Expected participant results 
 
● Coke can - back  

o One finger-mark on the right middle finger should be located.  
o The mark should be identified as Blake Hensley. 

 
● Pepsi can 

o One finger-mark on the right index finger should be located.  
o The mark should be identified as Ryan Prescott. 
o One finger-mark on the right middle finger should be located.  
o The mark should be identified as Ryan Prescott. 

 
 

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

Post-testing 

 
NOTE: post-testing results and images are not included as part of the Manufacturer’s Information but are available on request. 

 
END OF DOCUMENT
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2025-FP1 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  
 
 

Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagre

e 

Strongly 
Disagre

e 
NA 

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 
 

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