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Introduction 
 
Design  
 
Forensic Foundations’ 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 your laboratory procedures using controlled 
items, we also anticipated that it would 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 to clients. To enable this, we requested 
that participants submit the following: 

• Information regarding receipt and continuity 
• An outline of the methodologies used 
• Test results 
• Their opinion in the format that they would provide to court. 

 
Forensic Foundations’ Proficiency 
Tests are designed to test the end-
to-end forensic examination 
process. The AS5388 and the 
ISO21043 series of Standards 
describe the forensic examination 
process from collection to reporting. 
This figure1 illustrates the inter-
relatedness of all steps in this 
process and was used as the basis 
of the Australian Standards’ 
development. The figure is also 
used as the basis of the development of Forensic Foundations’ Proficiency Tests.  
 
Thus, all Forensic Foundations’ Proficiency Tests commence with item collection and/or 
receipt and all the subsequent examination / analysis / interpretation steps, culminating in 
the reporting, therefore reflecting actual forensic casework.  
 
Individual laboratory results remain confidential.  
 
The Final Report of this 2020 round of Proficiency Tests will be publicly available via 
Forensic Foundations web site. Participating laboratories may use the report as outlined 
in their respective laboratory policies. Any request to review and/or appeal the evaluation 
of a laboratory’s performance should be made via the agency responsible for the 
distribution of the test or directly to Forensic Foundations.  
 

 
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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Forensic Document Analysis 2020-5 
 
This proficiency test was distributed to fourteen laboratories, with 11 laboratories 
submitting results during this round of testing. One laboratory stated they purchased it for 
internal purposes. 
 
The test was also distributed to two laboratories as a training kit, with no external 
assessment of the results.  
 
In addition to interpreting and reporting the results from known and unknown signatures, 
testing of generic issues such as sample receipt, triage, and continuity of items for 
examination also formed part of the overall process.  
 
In order to minimise contextual bias in the interpretation, the information relating to the 
‘offence’ was minimal. 
 
This test provides a mechanism for participating laboratories to review their results and 
those of other laboratories to facilitate2: 
 

• An evaluation and appraisal of their performance 
• Continuous improvement 
• Corrective action (where required).  

 
 
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 that has supported the findings reached. 
 
Some results were prepared in languages other than English and the contents translated 
for review. It is acknowledged that, whilst the translation process may be accurate, on 
occasions, the context of the information may change, particularly where technical terms 
are used. It is assumed that the translated information is an accurate reflection of the 
original report.  
 
 
 

 
2 ISO17025 (2017) General requirements for the competency of testing and calibration laboratories. 
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Laboratory Responses 
 
Continuity, receipt, and description of items 
 
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 facilitated both consistent responses and the collation and comparison of responses. Laboratories were 
requested to respond to each statement with a comment of what they did. The laboratories marked with * did not utilise the proforma table. 
The laboratory’s response was inferred from the material provided to Forensic Foundations.  
 
Items 1-16 
 

Laboratory ID How has your laboratory 
demonstrated that submission 
of the items to the laboratory 
has been undertaken in 
accordance with laboratory 
procedures 

How has your laboratory 
ensured that the items 
submitted correspond to those 
described in the accompanying 
paperwork 

How were the items recorded 
and/or described in the case 
notes? 
 
 

 

Description of any deviations 
from the expected 

96150A Noted in case-notes when 
images downloaded. 

Made the assumption that the 
images we downloaded from 
your website are correct 

Using the images / descriptions 
provided. Images would be 
uploaded to case mgmt. 
system 

Nil. 

87618 • All clients are encouraged to 
contact the laboratory with 
questions prior to submission, 
especially if there are 
questions regarding collection, 
packaging, and submission of 
the evidence.  
• There are guidelines for 
Investigating Officer for the 
collection, packaging and 
submission of documentary 
evidence items.  
• Only authorised lab personnel 
are allowed to receive the 
items and shall follow the 

• Lab personnel must cross-
check each single item 
submitted physically and it 
must conform to its description 
provided in the accompanying 
list of evidence items 
submitted.  
 

• The lab personnel in charge 
shall follow the Evidence 
Description and Labelling 
Procedure at all times.  
• Packaging of item 
descriptions: The packaging 
description entered during 
evidence submission will 
reflect the visible outer 
package. Internal item 
packaging descriptions may be 
added by the lab personnel, as 
necessary.  
• Evidence Item Descriptions: 
Descriptions of evidence made 

If there are any discrepancies 
or irregularities in the receipt of 
the items, the lab will consult 
the client (submitter) 
immediately during the 
receiving and any action taken 
is recorded in the request form. 
If the irregularities are not 
rectified by the client, the 
laboratory will reject the case 
and issue a Sample Rejection 
Notice Form. 
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Laboratory ID How has your laboratory 
demonstrated that submission 
of the items to the laboratory 
has been undertaken in 
accordance with laboratory 
procedures 

How has your laboratory 
ensured that the items 
submitted correspond to those 
described in the accompanying 
paperwork 

How were the items recorded 
and/or described in the case 
notes? 
 
 

 

Description of any deviations 
from the expected 

Evidence Receiving Procedure 
at all times.  
• The lab personnel will review 
the request to determine if it is 
appropriate and to ensure the 
laboratory has the capability 
and resources needed to meet 
the request.  
• The lab personnel will check 
the details in the 
accompanying paperwork and 
inspect the condition of 
packaging of each item 
whether or not it is properly 
packaged and sealed. If it is 
not properly packaged and 
sealed or tampering of seals 
are detected, the client 
(submitting officer) will be 
notified. If those items does not 
receive additional packaging 
by the submitting officer prior 
to being accepted, the lab 
personnel will issue a Sample 
Rejection Notice Form and 
return the items to client for 
correction or changes.  
• Every new case received will 
be stored in a separate 
individual designated lockable 
cabinet, vaults or racks in the 
strong room. The Strong Room 
Log Book and the Chain of 
Custody of Exhibits/Folder 
inside the case folder shall be 

by the laboratory personnel 
shall be consistent with the 
submitting agency’s description 
on the list of evidence items 
submitted. Alterations may be 
made if the description is too 
long, incorrect, or needs 
clarification.  
• The evidence must be 
described in sufficient detail in 
the case notes to aid the 
document examiner in recall or 
testimony. Unusual 
characteristics can be 
described, or may be 
photographed or diagrammed.  
• The evidence is uniquely 
marked for identification. 
Typically, the laboratory will 
follow the item identifier given 
by the submitting agency.  
• Item descriptions should 
include the size and date of the 
document, the number of 
pages and the nature of the 
documents by indicating if they 
are original, photocopies, 
carbon copies, photographs or 
faxed copies.  
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Laboratory ID How has your laboratory 
demonstrated that submission 
of the items to the laboratory 
has been undertaken in 
accordance with laboratory 
procedures 

How has your laboratory 
ensured that the items 
submitted correspond to those 
described in the accompanying 
paperwork 

How were the items recorded 
and/or described in the case 
notes? 
 
 

 

Description of any deviations 
from the expected 

used to record movement / 
transfers of all evidence items.  

16473 Items 1-16 were received and 
the details as per stated in the 
attached document were 
recorded. Receipt of items and 
an accompanying file were 
then provided. 

The items were observed 
individually to check that they 
correspond to the description 
on the accompanying 
paperwork. 

Registry numbers were 
individually allocated to the 
items, and photographs of the 
individual items were taken. 

No deviation or error ever 
occurred on the work that was 
performed. 
 

 

39947 The items were received in soft 
copy form and we assumed 
they went through proper 
laboratory procedures i.e. 
photographed and recorded in 
the case receipt log. 

The items submitted were 
checked and the photographed 
and recorded, matched with 
the description on the 
accompanying file. 

The items were first checked 
for its legitimacy along with its 
proof of receipt (Official 
Receipt), and year of the 
creation of the documents 
were examined in order to be 
able to match them up with the 
year of the creation of the 
evidence (case in question). 

The deviation that could occur 
if that if the specimen 
documents (item 1-16) were 
not acknowledged by the 
owner of the signature and if 
the specimen documents had 
to be the original documents 
and not photocopies, printouts 
or carbon copies. 

49026*   Brief description of items 
received included in the Official 
Report 

 

54624 1. The xxx Forensic Laboratory 
is (providing) technical 
support to investigators, and 
as such any request for 
examination support shall 
refer to the Regulation from 
xxx Year 2009 which 
regulates the formal and 
technical requirements; 

2. Formal requirements i.e.  
a. A written request from an 

investigator; 
b. A police report; 
c. An evidence seizure official 

1. All files received were 
inspected especially for 
the conformity between 
the formal and technical 
requirements of the 
paperwork; 

2. If (anything) was not in 
conformance, a letter 
requesting to conform to 
the requirements is made 
and sent twice; 

3. If, after the letter is sent 
2x, the request is not met, 
the paperwork will be 

a. All requests for 
examination to the xxx 
Forensic Laboratory shall 
go through xxx for 
recording and allocation of 
laboratory number on the 
case file folder; 

b. Recording includes data of 
sender e.g. photograph of 
the investigator, and a QR 
code is generated for the 
investigators to easily 
check the progress of the 
file (case) sent to the xxx 

In the event of differing 
opinions with regard to the 
requirements within the 
Regulation from xxx, the 
investigator(s) may coordinate 
(discuss) the matter with the 
examiner from the xxx 
Forensic Laboratory. 
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Laboratory ID How has your laboratory 
demonstrated that submission 
of the items to the laboratory 
has been undertaken in 
accordance with laboratory 
procedures 

How has your laboratory 
ensured that the items 
submitted correspond to those 
described in the accompanying 
paperwork 

How were the items recorded 
and/or described in the case 
notes? 
 
 

 

Description of any deviations 
from the expected 

report accompanied with a 
Decision Letter from a court 
with regard to said seizer; 

d. A letter of comparison 
document receipt; 

e. A resume / progress report. 
3. Technical requirements i.e. 
a. The document evidence 

shall be original; 
b. The original comparison 

item shall be a minimum of 
three with the year of 
creation a maximum of 5 
years, prioritizing the same 
year or close to the year of 
creation; 

c. Comparison document 
made on a seizure official 
report (requested) e.g. 
signature / handwriting has a 
minimum requirement of 
10x. 

4. In reality, this proficiency 
test did not meet the actual 
procedure as the original 
document was not sent, only 
softcopies in the form of 
image files were sent. 

 

returned to the 
investigator; 

4. If (everything) conforms (to 
the requirements), the 
examination may proceed 
to taking general and 
detailed (individual) 
photographs of the 
evidence document and 
the comparison 
document(s). 

 

Forensic Laboratory; 
 

55205 By checking the Receipt of the 
comparison document, signed 
by the investigator and the 
party submitting or responsible 
for the document, so that the 
authenticity is guaranteed 

By checking and matching 
each document to make sure 
that they correspond to (the list 
on) the Receipt and that they 
are correct. 

Items meeting the 
requirements for their constant 
and stability are selected and 
included in the Official Report 
Examination. 
 

If a deviation occurs, the 
document or item is considered 
invalid, and therefore a letter to 
request for additional valid, 
constant and stable items shall 
be made, and if the request is 
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Laboratory ID How has your laboratory 
demonstrated that submission 
of the items to the laboratory 
has been undertaken in 
accordance with laboratory 
procedures 

How has your laboratory 
ensured that the items 
submitted correspond to those 
described in the accompanying 
paperwork 

How were the items recorded 
and/or described in the case 
notes? 
 
 

 

Description of any deviations 
from the expected 

not fulfilled, the examination 
will not be able to be 
performed and a letter of return 
will be made. 

84132 A preliminary examination was 
conducted with regard to the 
administrative requirements (a 
letter of request for an 
examination, a Police Report, a 
packaging and sealing Report 
etc.) and to the technical 
requirements (comparison 
documents/items are packed 
and sealed, the number of 
comparison documents satisfy 
the minimum requirements 
etc.) 

In front of the investigator or 
the courier of the Comparison 
Item/Document, an inspection 
and photograph taking of the 
evidence were performed 
before and after unpacking, to 
find out if it matches with the 
accompanying paperwork. A 
photograph Report and 
Opening of packing/seal 
Report were created. 

A check list was made to list 
the condition of the 
Comparison Document, 
including the physical condition 
and the amount of the 
comparison item. 
 

Recorded in the case file and 
relayed directly to the 
investigator carrying the 
document. 

86790*   Brief description of items 
received included in the 
Proficiency Test Result Report 

 

90421*   Brief description of items 
received included in the Official 
Report 

 

49317 Entering evidence’s 
information into LIMS, Each 
item has its unique 
characteristic, all the images of 
evidence will be saved in 
LIMS, then the authorization 
and acceptance program in the 
LIMS will be finalized for 
subsequent identification  

Checking and verify for all the 
submitted items to ensure that 
the title, contents, appearance, 
quantity etc is identical to the 
document description coming 
with the items  
 

The case title, title of items, 
content, appearance, quantity, 
origin and packing, 
requirement of identification 
and the circulation of items 
inside the laboratory are all 
descripted in the cases note  
 

The items are not original and 
the relevant process for the 
items  
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Item 17 
 

Laboratory ID How has your laboratory 
demonstrated that submission 
of the items to the laboratory 
has been undertaken in 
accordance with laboratory 
procedures 

How has your laboratory 
ensured that the items submitted 
correspond to those described in 
the accompanying paperwork 

How were the items recorded 
and/or described in the case 
notes? 
 
 

 

Description of any deviations 
from the expected 

96150A As above As above As above Nil. 
87618 Same as for item 1 – 16. Same as for item 1 – 16. Same as for item 1 – 16. Same as for item 1 – 16. 
16473 Item 17 was received and the 

details as per stated in the 
attached document were 
recorded. Receipt of item and 
an accompanying file were 
then provided. 

The items were observed 
individually to check that they 
correspond to the description on 
the accompanying paperwork. 

Registry numbers were 
individually allocated to the 
items, and photographs of the 
individual items were taken. 

No deviation or error ever 
occurred on the work that was 
performed. 

39947 The items were received in 
soft copy form and we 
assumed that it has been done 
according to laboratory 
procedures i.e. photographed 
and recorded in the case log 
book. The evidence that can 
be examined is original 
documents, not photocopies, 
printouts or carbon copies. 

The submitted evidence were 
checked initially and then 
photographed and recorded, 
matched with the description in 
the accompanying file. 

The laboratory would check 
the items before performing 
the examination. The items 
were checked for their 
authenticity, then they were 
photographed and recorded in 
the incoming case log. 
 

The examined items shall be 
original documents, not 
photocopies, printouts or 
carbon copies. 

49026*   Brief description of items 
received included in the 
Official Report 

 

54624 (The request) for an 
examination of evidence sent 
to the xxx Forensic Laboratory, 
pursuant to the Regulation 
from xxx, should have been 
the original document, not a 
soft copy from the result of a 
photograph of the evidence, 
and as such, this examination 
is only an analysis based on 
the sent image file. 

1. All files received were 
inspected especially for the 
conformity between the 
formal and technical 
requirements within the 
paperwork; 

2. Specifically, for evidence 
document, it shall be an 
original and not a 
photocopy or carbon copy 
for signature examination. 

All evidence document 
received, were inspected for 
conformity to the formal 
requirements e.g. a seizure 
official report, a decision for 
seizure from the court, and 
afterwards recording takes 
place. 
 

In the event of a discrepancy, 
a coordination (contact) is 
made with the investigator to 
complete what is missing. 
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Laboratory ID How has your laboratory 
demonstrated that submission 
of the items to the laboratory 
has been undertaken in 
accordance with laboratory 
procedures 

How has your laboratory 
ensured that the items submitted 
correspond to those described in 
the accompanying paperwork 

How were the items recorded 
and/or described in the case 
notes? 
 
 

 

Description of any deviations 
from the expected 

55205 By checking and inspecting 
that the evidence in a wax-
sealed package tagged with an 
evidence label and comes with 
the investigation administrative 
paperwork. 

By matching the actual evidence 
with the administrative 
document records i.e. evidence 
Seizure Report. 

The item is recorded 
thoroughly which include the 
name of the item, time and 
location of the creation of the 
document, in accordance to 
the document. 

If the received evidence 
document does not match with 
the investigation notes, the 
document is returned or the 
examination cannot proceed. 

84132 A preliminary examination was 
conducted with regard to the 
administrative requirements (a 
letter of request for an 
examination, a Police Report, 
a packaging and sealing 
Report etc.) and to the 
technical requirements 
(evidence documents/items 
are packed and sealed, 
evidence shall be the original 
document/not a photocopy or a 
scan result) 

In front of the investigator or the 
courier of the Evidence 
Item/Document, an inspection 
and photograph taking of the 
evidence were performed before 
and after unpacking, to find out if 
it matches with the 
accompanying paperwork. A 
photograph Report and Opening 
of packing/seal Report were 
created. 

A check list was made to list 
the condition of the Evidence 
Document, including its 
physical condition and its 
amount. 
 

Recorded in the case file and 
relayed directly to the 
investigator carrying the 
document. 

86790*   Brief description of items 
received included in the 
Proficiency Test Result Report 

 

90421*   Brief description of items 
received included in the 
Official Report 

 

49317 Entering evidence’s 
information into LIMS, Each 
item has its unique mark, all 
the item images will be saved 
in LIMS, then the authorization 
and acceptance program in the 
LIMS will be completed for 
subsequent identification  
 

We will check and verify for all 
the submitted items to ensure 
that the title, content, 
appearance, quantity etc is 
identical to the document 
description coming with the 
items  
 

Checking and verify for all the 
submitted items to ensure that 
the title, contents, appearance, 
quantity etc is identical to the 
document description coming 
with the items  
 

The items are not original and 
the relevant process for the 
items  
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Forensic Foundations’ comments 
 
8 of the 11 laboratories that submitted results completed the proforma table. 5 laboratories indicated what they did in respect the information 
and items in this test, 3 laboratories indicated what their laboratory procedures entailed but not what they actually did in this case.  
 
3 laboratories noted that the original documents were not supplied. 
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Methodology 
 
Laboratories applied comparison principles to the examinations All participants 
conducted, with varied acknowledgement of, and reference to, the use of a specific 
methodology.  
 
In broad terms, laboratories 39947 / 49026 / 54624 / 90421 described the 
examination conducted but did not identify or describe any specific methodology 
used.  
 
Laboratories 16473 / 55205 / 84132 / 87618 / 86790 / 49317 summarised either a 
methodology, and / or an opinion scale, with limited information. Across these 
laboratories, there were three different methodologies used, described as:  
 

• ASTM E2290-07a Standard Guide for the Examination of Handwritten 
Entries 

• Regulation from the Chief of the INP No. 10 year 2009 dated 14 September 
2010  

• GA/T 1442 – 2017 (Code of Practice for Examination of Imitated 
Handwriting in Forensics).  

 
Laboratory 96150A summarised a methodology but did not reference a source.  
 
Case Analysis and Interpretation 
 
The assessment of results for this proficiency test has required the interpretation of 
the written and pictorial information provided by each laboratory. In the absence of 
a common methodology associated with the examination conducted, our 
assessment has subjective elements. With the variable methodologies and 
terminology used, we have been required to evaluate and interpret information on 
a report-by-report basis. 
 
In addition to the written report, all laboratories provided some level of pictorial 
chart. The images used, and the descriptions attached to those images to guide 
the reader of the report, varied from laboratory to laboratory.  
 
As a reference, examples from within a submitted chart (Sourced from Laboratory 
87618 Report) are provided over the following pages. These charts provide the 
reader with valuable information to support the opinion provided.  
 
It is acknowledged that the ability to produce charts of the type shown will be 
reliant on the resources available.  
  



Page 14 of 33 
Forensic Document Examination 2020-5 Final Report 

Chart Information  Purpose and Review 
Comments  

 

Specific regions of the examined 
signature are highlighted and 
described.  

 

The specific location of a feature, 
discussed in the report, is 
highlighted for clarity.  

 

The association between the 
questioned and a specimen 
signature is shown as an overlay, 
supporting the written information 
within the report.  

 

The slope and baseline features 
are shown as a comparison, 
supporting the written information 
within the report.  
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Differences in the stroke 
formations between the questioned 
and specimen signatures are 
specifically highlighted.  

 
When describing our review, the following terms are used:  

• The signature on item 17 is described as the questioned signature. 
• The signatures on items 1 – 16 are described as the specimen signatures.  

 
Laboratories: 39947 / 49026 / 54624 / 55205 / 90421 
 
Although some variation to the wording occurs, these laboratories determined / 
concluded that questioned signature was non-identical or a different signature to 
the specimen signatures. 
 
This is interpreted to say that the questioned signature has features that are 
different to the specimen signatures, which is correct.  
 
Based on the wording, it cannot be interpreted if the conclusion is addressing 
whether the specimen signature writer did, or did not, write the questioned 
signature. It is interpreted that the conclusion is determining the non-identical 
nature of the signature, but not the question of authorship.  
 
Note: Legal procedure may dictate that an opinion on authorship is the 
responsibility of the trier of the facts, rather than the examiner. In these cases, it 
could be expected that authorship opinions will not be provided.  
 
None of these laboratories discuss the potential of trace method simulation or 
identify any association between the questioned signature and specimen signature 
13 (which had been used as a tracing guide). 
 
Laboratories: 84132 / 86790 
 
Although some variation to the wording occurs, these laboratories determined / 
concluded that the questioned signature and the specimen signatures are the 
same signatures.  
 
This is interpreted to say that the questioned signature has features that are similar 
to the specimen signatures. Whilst some similar features can be observed, they 
occur alongside significant dissimilar features, which have not been referenced or 



Page 16 of 33 
Forensic Document Examination 2020-5 Final Report 

discussed. The interpretation of these conclusions is that the questioned signature 
is not recognised as displaying features of simulation, which is incorrect. 
 
The 86790 laboratory has described ink gooping and striation marks as an 
identifying feature between the questioned and specimen signatures. This is 
incorrect, as these are artefacts of the writing implement (ball point pen) and not 
specifically related to the author or authors of the signatures being examined.  
 
Based on the wording, it cannot be interpreted if the conclusion is addressing 
whether the specimen signature writer did, or did not, write the questioned 
signature. It is interpreted that the conclusion is determining the non-identical 
nature of the signature, but not the question of authorship.  
  
Note: Legal procedure may dictate that an opinion on authorship is the 
responsibility of the trier of the facts, rather than the examiner. In these cases, it 
could be expected that authorship opinions will not be provided.  
  
Neither of these laboratories discuss the potential of trace method simulation or 
identify any association between the questioned signature and specimen signature 
13 (which had been used as a tracing guide).  
 

Laboratory 16473 
 
 
This laboratory determined that the signature associated with the name Dalia 
Perrott on the questioned document was not completed by the writer of the 
specimen signatures, or in other words, the signature associated with the name 
Dalia Perrott on the questioned document was non-identical (a different signature) 
to the specimen signatures. 
 
This is interpreted to say that the questioned signature has features that are 
different to that determined from the specimen signatures, which is correct.  
 
The conclusion wording addresses the question of authorship, stating that the 
questioned signature was not completed by the writer of the specimen signatures. 
This is correct.  
 
The conclusion wording is further stating that ‘not completed by the writer of the 
specimen signatures’ can also be described as ‘non-identical’.  
 
The laboratory provides a general comment with their submitted report that states: 
“A person could create non-identical (different) signatures with their own 
signatures, but identical signatures are definitely written by the same person, or in 
other words, a person would not be able to create an identical signature to 
someone else’s signature.” 
 
This statement is addressing the issue of auto-simulation (simulation of one’s own 
signature) which is a highly relevant consideration. It is not clearly expressed in the 
report whether auto-simulation has been considered and discounted in reaching 
the conclusion expressed.   
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This laboratory does not discuss the potential of trace method simulation or identify 
any association between the questioned signature and specimen signature 13 
(which had been used as a tracing guide).  
 
Laboratory 87618 
 
This laboratory opined that Ms Dalia Perrott did not write the questioned signature 
on Item 17.  
 
The opinion was supported by the statements that (i) There are more significant 
differences than similarities observed between the questioned signature and 
known specimens, (ii) Stroke formations of the questioned signature were not 
found in any of the range of variation of those of the known specimens and (iii) 
The possibility that the known specimen of Item 13 has been used as a model 
signature to write the questioned signature on Item 17 cannot be excluded.  
 
The basis for the conclusion, which is correct, is discussed within the report. The 
methodology used is referenced, and the opinion scale described.  
 
The reference to the association between the questioned signature and the item 
13 specimen signature is correct.  
 
This laboratory report correctly describes additional examinations of both the 
questioned document and signature, that could be conducted if the original were 
submitted for analysis. 
  

Laboratory 96150A 
 
This laboratory opined that based on the specimen signatures provided and given 
the limitations, there is qualified support for the proposition that the questioned 
signature is NOT a genuine signature. It is further stated that the laboratory is 
unable to comment on authorship.  
 
The conclusion is stating that the questioned signature is not a genuine signature, 
which is correct. It is further stated that no comment can be provided regarding 
authorship.  
 
The methodology and opinion scale used by the laboratory is summarised within 
the report (although the source is not specifically referenced), which provides detail 
to allow for the interpretation of the opinion.  
 
A limitation has been identified in the examination process (due to the non-original 
nature of the signatures examined), which has influenced the ability to determine 
authorship.  
 
The examination observations are in a summarised form only and do not describe 
the specific features that support the opinion.  
 
This laboratory does not discuss the potential of trace method simulation or identify 
any association between the questioned signature and specimen signature 13 
(which had been used as a tracing guide).  
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Laboratory 49317 
 
The laboratory concludes that the questioned signature is not identical to the 
specimen signatures. 
 
The conclusion wording addresses the question of authorship, stating that the 
questioned signature is not from the same individual (as the specimen signatures).  
 
This is interpreted to say that the questioned signature has features that are 
different to that determined from the specimen signatures, which is correct.  
 
The conclusion wording addresses the question of authorship, stating that the 
questioned signature was not from the same individual.  
 
A methodology is referenced within the report, although there is no summary of the 
method adopted, or the opinion scale used.  
 
This laboratory does not discuss the potential of trace method simulation or identify 
any association between the questioned signature and specimen signature 13 
(which had been used as a tracing guide). 
  



Page 19 of 33 
Forensic Document Examination 2020-5 Final Report 

Conclusion and Summary of Test 
 
The aim of this test was to examine the end-to-end forensic examination, analysis, and 
reporting process. To minimise extraneous elements influencing the interpretation, 
limited contextual information was provided to the participating laboratories. 
 
This test provides a mechanism for participating laboratories to use their results and 
those of other laboratories to facilitate3: 
 

• An evaluation and review of their performance 
• Continuous improvement 
• Corrective action (where required)  

 
Items were distributed electronically. 
 
The Forensic Science laboratories were provided with one questioned signature 
(Item 17) and sixteen specimen signatures (Items 1 – 16). 
 
Continuity, receipt, and description of items 
 
This test was designed to test the end-to-end forensic process.  
 
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.  
 
Six laboratories did not include details specific to the items received as part of this 
proficiency test.  
 
Examination / Analysis 
 
The questioned signature was a simulation, completed by a writer other than the 
specimen writer. It was produced as a trace method simulation, using one of the 
provided specimen signatures as the guide. Although a trace method simulation, 
the simulator maintained some writing speed, causing the questioned signature to 
differ somewhat from the signature being traced.  
 
The examination request was to provide an opinion as to whether the specimen 
writer had completed a questioned signature.  
 
Reporting formats, terminology and opinion scales varied across the test reports 
submitted (This issue is discussed further in the Comments to Test Participants).  
 
Based on our interpretation, the results are summarised as follows:  
  

• Nine of the eleven laboratories correctly identified that the questioned 
signature did not display the features of the specimen signatures.  
  

• Two of the eleven laboratories incorrectly stated that features of the 
specimen signatures were present in the questioned signature, with no 
dissimilar features noted. 

 
3 ISO17025 (2017) General requirements for the competency of testing and calibration laboratories. 
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• Four of the eleven laboratories specifically addressed the question of 

authorship. Three of these laboratories strongly stated that the questioned 
signature was not by the writer of the specimen signatures, and one 
laboratory stated that they were unable to comment on authorship.  
 

• Seven of the eleven laboratories did not specifically address the question of 
authorship in their conclusions. (This issue is discussed further in the 
Comments to Test Participants).  
 

• One of the eleven laboratories correctly identified an association between 
the questioned signature and the specimen signature used as a simulation 
guide.  
 

• Four of the eleven laboratories discussed the limitations created by the 
documents being non-original. The remaining laboratories acknowledged 
the limitation but did not specifically discuss the implications of it in the 
report content.  
 

• One of the eleven laboratories outlined additional physical examinations 
(such as impressions and ink) that could be completed on the original 
documents, should they be available for examination.  

 
Comments to Test Participants 
 
Participating laboratories should consider the following points in reviewing the 
outcomes of this test:  
 
1. Where a report is translated from the native language to English, some 

allowance must be made for the impact of that translation. The English version 
of the laboratory reports have been read and discussed with the assumption 
that the content is an accurate representation of the original report.   
 

2. In some reports, the conclusion terminology was not interpreted as answering 
the question of authorship rather it described that the questioned signature 
did, or did not, have the features observed in the specimen signatures.  
 
Note: It is understood that local protocols or jurisdictional procedure may dictate that 
an opinion on authorship is the responsibility of the trier of the facts, rather than the 
examiner. In these cases, it could be expected that authorship opinions will not be 
expressed.  
 

3. In signature comparison a foundation consideration is that no two genuine 
signatures will be exactly the same (which can be interpreted as identical), due 
to the presence of natural variation occurring in writing. If the terms ‘identical’ 
and ‘non-identical’ are to be used to describe the conclusion of an 
examination, it is recommended that a definition of these terms be included in 
the report, to assist the reader.  
  
Note: Local procedure may dictate the wording to be used in forensic reports. 
In such circumstances, descriptive comments about the wording are important 
to the clarity of the report.  
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4. Where the conclusion is stating that the questioned signature is not by the 
specimen writer, this is interpreted to be stating that auto-simulation by the 
specimen writer is excluded. Where a laboratory has expressed this authorship 
opinion, but not identified an association between the questioned signature 
and the specimen signature used as a tracing guide, the significance of this 
information should be considered to ensure their confidence in the expressed 
opinion.  
 

5. Where an examination methodology has been used, then a summary of that 
methodology and the opinion scale (with description of the opinion meaning) 
could be included in the report to support the reader’s understanding of the 
examination outcome.  
 

6. In several laboratory reports, an administrative protocol was referenced which 
stated that specimen signatures must have been written within a specific 
period of the questioned signature to be suitable for comparison and / or that 
non-original specimen signatures are not usable for comparison purposes. In 
this test, applying this protocol saw the removal of the specimen signature 
used as the guide to create the questioned signature, which is influencing 
potential evidence. Some flexibility is appropriate where such protocols exist, 
as evidence is not constrained to specific timeframes.   
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APPENDIX A    
 

Proficiencytesting@forensicfoundations 
 

PROGRAM PLAN 
 

 
Program Forensic Document Examination        
Round 2020-5      
 
Advisory Group 
Program Coordinator 
 /Technical Manager 

Mrs Anna Davey        
Director          
Forensic Foundations 
PO Box 2279 
North Ringwood, 3134 

Discipline specific 
expert(s)  

John McGinn & Tonya Trubshoe  
Document Examination Solutions Pty Ltd 
PO Box 7317 
Karawara, Western Australia 6152  

Provider(s) Test design, data collection, 
report writing 

Initial sample manufacture, 
test design, data review, 
report writing 

Forensic Foundations 
PO Box 2279 
North Ringwood,  
Victoria 3134 

Document Examination 
Solutions Pty Ltd 
PO Box 7317 
Karawara, Western Australia 
6152  

Test set up location Document Examination Solutions – initial test setup 
Forensic Foundations - packing 

 Sample distribution to government facilities within Australia & 
NZ by ANZPAA-NIFS 

Aims/Objectives The aim of the program is to assess the laboratories’ ability to 
competently  

Purpose To assist the laboratories by ensuring their 
methods/procedures are performing adequately. 

Program Dates 
Invitation letter August 2019                               
Sample distribution  July 2020 
Results due September 2020 
Manufacturing 
Information to be sent 

October 2020                     

Final report due date November 2020 
 
Program Design 
Number of Rounds 1         
Number and type of 
samples 

 

Hazards involved  
Scenario A document has been located and seized by Police 

investigating a corruption allegation. The person whose 
signature is on the document denies signing it. The disputed 



Page 23 of 33 
Forensic Document Examination 2020-5 Final Report 

and specimen signatures will be provided to participant 
laboratories, with a request to provide investigators with any 
information regarding the signature and whether it is genuine.  

Sample size/ volume  
Range of 
values/assigned values 

 

Traceability/origin of 
assigned values 

 

Design and Methods  
                       
Selection Criteria  
Potential Major Sources 
of Error 

 

 
Participants  
Criteria for participation Forensic Document Examiners 
Expected number of 
participants 

15-20  

Reporting Criteria, 
Accuracy 

NA 

Analysis  
 

Pre-testing 
Homogeneity Testing 
and acceptance criteria 

Validation samples will be examined prior to shipment to 
ensure homogeneity.    There may be minor variation in the 
print quality between tests, but this will not affect the ability to 
examine and form opinions.                             

Stability Testing and 
acceptance criteria 

Printed documents are inherently stable. Retention and 
validation samples will be produced as per method attached. 
(See Appendix A)                                                   

  
Technical Review (internal)  
  
Participant Instructions Provide evidence of technical review, may be emails 
Results Sheet Sample in file 
Report Sample in file, include review in file 

 
Sample Preparation 
Special conditions  
Storage requirements  
Use by Date  
Distribution requirements Distributed via Forensic Foundations 
Packaging requirements NA 
Sample checks  All samples will be checked by second operator 
 
Statistical Analysis 
Homogeneity Testing 
and acceptance criteria  

NA 

Stability Testing and 
acceptance criteria 

NA 

Measurement 
Uncertainty 

NA   

Data Entry Include evidence of data entry checks in file 
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Review by Statistician NA 
                   
Reporting 
Report No: 2020-5 
Master copy Reports folder 
Availability Website 
Additional Comments     NA                          

 
Program Coordinator signature:   KAD           
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APPENDIX B 
 
 

2019-5 
xxx 

Proficiencytesting@forensicfoundations 
Forensic Document Examination 

2020-5 
 

Thank you for participating in this Proficiency Test. We hope that you find this test useful 
and welcome any feedback which can be used to improve the design of further tests. 
 
In addition to this exercise being a test of your laboratory procedures using controlled items, 
we also anticipate that it will enable participants to evaluate the quality of their analytical 
results against those from other laboratories and observe how other laboratories express their 
opinions or advise for their clients. To enable this, we request 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’ 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 figure4 illustrates the inter-
relatedness of all steps in this process and 
was used as the basis of the Australian 
Standards’ development. The figure is also 
used as the basis of the development of 
Forensic Foundations’ Proficiency Tests.  
Thus, all Forensic Foundations’ Proficiency 
Tests commence with item collection 
and/or receipt and includes all the 
subsequent examination / analysis steps, 
culminating in the reporting of results , the process therefore reflects actual forensic casework.  
 
Attached you will find the case ‘Examination Request and Item Submission’ form and the test 
commences with the receipt of the items followed by your routine processes- item description, 
examination, analysis and interpretation. The information submitted to the laboratory on the 
examination request form will direct what testing needs to be undertaken. Please use the 
attached results sheets. Additional pages may be added if required. An electronic copy of the 
results sheet can be downloaded from https://www.forensicfoundations.com.au/download/ The 
results sheets should be returned to Forensic Foundations by Friday 22nd October 2020. 
Hardcopy can be returned to PO Box 2279, Ringwood, Victoria, 3134, Australia or a soft copy 
can be uploaded to https://www.forensicfoundations.com.au/upload/ 
 
Qualitative feedback will be provided to participants. Feedback will be both participant-
specific (i.e., whether a particular laboratory “got the right answer”) and group specific (e.g., 
which techniques seemed to perform better than others). 
 
Following the conclusion of the testing participants will be advised of the expected results 
and information regarding the production of the test. 

 
4James 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 

https://www.forensicfoundations.com.au/download/
https://www.forensicfoundations.com.au/upload/
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EXAMINATION REQUEST 
AND ITEM SUBMISSION 

 

EASTERN 
AUSTRALIAN 

POLICE 
SERVICE 

 
 

INVESTIGATION: Corruption allegation 

DATE OF INVESTIGATION: July 2020 

ITEMS SUBMITTED FOR EXAMINATION 
Items 1 – 16 are high resolution images of signatures from specimen documents; and 
Item 17 is a high resolution image of the signature appearing on the questioned document. 
High Resolution images can be downloaded from 
https://www.forensicfoundations.com.au/download/  
A summary of the images (low resolution) is attached. 

EXAMINATION REQUESTED 
1. We are requesting an independent examination of documents that are the subject of a 

corruption allegation involving a government department (the Department of Industry and 
Innovation). 

2. Specifically, we are seeking the examination of signatures associated with the name Dalia 
Perrott. 

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

a. Items 1 – 16 are documents bearing specimen signatures; and 
b. Item 17 is a questioned document. 

4. The original documents are not currently available for your examination. 
5. Images of the signatures have been obtained directly from the specimen documents 

(Items 1 – 16), and these are provided to you.  Please note that information surrounding 
some of the specimen signatures has been removed for privacy / security reasons on 
some of these images.  The signatures have not been altered.   

6. A scan of the three page questioned document (Item 17) is provided.  An image of the 
Dalia Perrott signature has been obtained directly from page 3 of Item 17 and is provided 
to you. 

7. All signature images are to scale, and an image of the Item 17 signature, with a rule scale, 
has been provided for your reference. 

8. We advise the following: 
a. The signatures on Items 1 – 11 are acknowledged by Ms Dalia Perrott as having 

been written by her.  These documents were collected from the home of Ms Dalia 
Perrott on 14 July 2020 by investigators in this matter. 

b. The signatures on Items 12 – 16 are assumed to have been written by Ms Dalia 
Perrott.  These documents were obtained from files at the Department of Industry 
and Innovation on 30 July 2020. 

c. The Dalia Perrott signature on Item 17 is in dispute.  This document was obtained 
from files at the Department of Industry and Innovation on 30 July 2020. 

https://www.forensicfoundations.com.au/download/
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Examination Request 
9. We seek your opinion as to whether the signature associated with the name Dalia Perrott 

on Item 17 has, or has not, been completed by the writer of the specimen signatures. 
10. We seek your advice on any further examinations that may be conducted in relation to 

Item 17. 
Reporting 
11. Please ensure your report contains all relevant information.  To assist, we would 

appreciate the following details be included: 
• the examination method and opinion scale used 
• details of the basis for your opinion 
• your opinion 
• your recommendations 
• a descriptive chart. 

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

 
 
 
 

PROFICIENCYTESTING@FORENSICFOUNDATIONS 
2020-5 FORENSIC DOCUMENT EXAMINATION 

 
MANUFACTURER’S INFORMATION 

Issued 04/11/2020 
 
Introduction 
 
The test was designed to provide a legitimate scenario for which a signature 
examination may be requested. 
 
The examiner will be required to conduct a thorough examination to provide 
evidence in support of their opinion.   
 
Scenario 
 
A signature associated with the name ‘Dalia Perrott’ is written on a document. 
However, Dalia claims she never signed that document. Was the signature on the 
questioned document completed by Dalia or not? 
 
The original documents have not been provided for examination purposes.   
 
Test Production 
 
The tests were produced at Forensic Foundations’ facilities and at the offices of 
Document Examination Solutions Pty Ltd. 
 
Specimen Signatures 
 
Sixteen (16) specimen signatures were obtained from authentic documents and used 
with the permission of the author.  The date described for each of the signatures, 
except for those not dated, accurately describes when they were signed.    
 
The original specimen signatures are not available for examination, rather images of 
the signatures have been provided.   
 
Questioned Signature 
 
The questioned signature was completed by a writer who is not the specimen writer.  
It is a trace method simulation that uses a photocopy of the Item 13 specimen 
signature as a guide. 

PO Box 2279, Ringwood North VIC 3134 
Office: 03 9018 8919 

Mobile: 0429 966 012 
 

admin@forensicfoundations.com.au 
www.forensicfoundations.com.au  

 
ABN 23 839 112 155   ACN 130 236 618 

mailto:anna.davey@forensicfoundations.com.auwww.forensicfoundations.com.au
mailto:anna.davey@forensicfoundations.com.auwww.forensicfoundations.com.au
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The photocopy of the Item 13 signature was placed on an illuminated light box and 
the questioned document was placed on top of it.  The signature was traced, using a 
ball point pen, with an attempt to follow the design of the Item 13 signature as closely 
as possible whilst maintaining some writing speed.  
 
The original questioned signature is not available for examination.  An image of the 
signature has been provided.  
 
Image Capture 
 
Images of all specimen and questioned signatures were obtained using a Canon 
EOS 70D digital camera.  The same camera settings and lighting conditions were 
used throughout.  
 
The provided scan of the questioned document (Item 17) was obtained using a 
Brother scanner at 600dpi resolution.    
 
Images of Interest 
 
For the test, the images from item 13 and item 17 are of particular interest.  These 
images are shown here for reference with Item 13 on the left and Item 17 on the 
right.  
 

 
All items of interest were downloaded from the Forensic Foundations website via a 
ZIP folder. 
 
Expected results 
 
Some variances in the wording of opinions is expected.  This will be dependent on 
the methodology employed and the reporting scales utilised by the participant 
laboratories.   
 
The methodology and reporting scales used are expected to be described in the 
examination report.    
 
The examiner should:  
 

• Provide an opinion that the questioned signature is not a natural signature 
completed by the writer of the specimen signatures.  The basis for the opinion 
should be described.   
 

• Describe the alignment of features between the questioned signature and the 
Item 13 specimen signature and, if determined to be sufficiently apparent, 
provide an opinion that the questioned signature has been created as a 
simulation of the Item 13 signature.  
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• Describe in detail any opinion regarding the author responsible for the 
questioned signature, considering the potential that this questioned signature 
has been completed as a simulation by another writer, or by the specimen 
writer as an auto-simulation.   
 

• Outline limitations in the examination process caused by the signatures not 
being original.   
 

• Describe additional examinations that could be conducted if the original 
documents were available for examination.  
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Forensic Document Examination 2020-5 Feedback  
 
Forensic Foundations prides itself in providing flexible fit-for-purpose forensic 
programs. The manufacture, distribution and assessment and reporting of this test 
has provided and will provide the basis for continuous improvement for both Forensic 
Foundations and the forensic laboratories. To this end we would appreciate your 
comments to assist us to improve the tests.  
 
Please tick the appropriate box and make any relevant comments.  
 
 

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 

     

………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………… 
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Please comment briefly on the following: 

 
1. Are there additional aspects which could be 

included in the test?  

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

…… 
2. Any additional comments  
………………………………………………………………………………………………

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

…… 
3. Facility (optional)  
………………………………………………………………………………………………

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

…… 
4. Would you like us to contact you to discuss your 

feedback?    

………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………… 
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Forensic Foundations’ Proficiency Tests are required to be fit-for purpose. To assist 
us to provide the relevant tests, please use the following form to suggest further tests 
for development.  
 

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@forensicfoundations.com.au or you can discuss 
your suggestions on either 03 9018 8919 or 0429 966 012. 
 

mailto:quality@forensicfoundations.com.au
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