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Since the launch of OSAC in the Fall of 2014, NIST’s long term goal has always been to transition OSAC to another outside entity. I
know the forensic community is anxious to hear about NIST’s plan for OSAC 2.0.

In 2018, NIST recognized that we needed to start thinking about next steps. In the summer of 2018, we sent out a request for
information, asking for input on the next iteration of OSAC. We received over 100 comments from this request and formed an
internal team which spent many months developing new concepts.  We presented these concepts to the FSSB in June of 2018 and to
several professional societies from June through October 2018.

NIST took the feedback we received seriously and listened to the concerns with the concepts presented.  The NIST team recently
reconvened and through the past several months worked to develop a new plan. Here are some of the highlights:

● Our efforts to identify a new home for OSAC have not been successful. As such, NIST will continue to look for a suitable and
sustainable place (which we have we have dubbed “OSAC 3.0”).

● OSAC 2.0 will remain at NIST.
● OSAC will remain as a single organization as we believe this is the best course forward to continue to stimulate collaboration

among the various disciplines and leverage expertise.
● The FSSB will be focused on strategy and priorities, building on the Organizational Priorities Document work and the

Standardization Roadmap Analysis work already started.

Other changes include:
● Restructuring and “right-sizing” the SACs, with the Resource Committees being integrated into those efforts to provide input

earlier in the development process;
● Implementing a different process for methods/results & conclusion standards vs. training, reporting, and terminology

standards;
● Establishing an OSAC Internal Technical Review Panels for documents that address scientific issues such as validation, test

methods, etc.  These Panels include OSAC members and affiliates outside of the subcommittee/task group that draft the
document(s);

● Streamlining the OSAC Registry Approval Process; and
● Ensuring OSAC members participate in the SDO efforts to guide documents through the development process.

NIST presented these proposed changes to the FSSB during their June 2019 in-person meeting and the feedback received was very
positive. There was significant dialogue and time was spent clarifying and discussing some outstanding questions. All agreed that the
plan for OSAC 2.0 was well-formed and offers improvements.

An update on OSAC 2.0 was also given at the OSAC Public Update Meeting held on June 5, 2019 on the NIST campus.

The projected timeline moving forward includes:
● Reviewing the timeline for implementation with the OSAC membership at the July 2019 All-Hands Meetings;
● Providing a high-level update to other forensic professional societies and stakeholders, as requested;
● In consultation with the FSSB, developing details surrounding the remaining changes, reviewing final plans for OSAC’s new

structure, processes and other changes throughout 2019 (some of which will be implemented in October 2019); and
● Implementing the new 2.0 organization with new roles/assignments in place by October 1, 2020.

By Karen Reczek, NIST Ex-Officio, Forensic Science Standards Board (FSSB)
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P.O. Box 1043
Concord, NH 03302
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      New Hampshire
         Rhode Island
            Vermont

For membership applications and more information, please visit our website
www.NEDIAI.org

August 2019

Greetings!

I hope everyone is enjoying summer.  I would like to thank Mike McCutcheon for offering up some
excellent training for our Day in May training that occurred a little late this year.  Also, a special
thanks to Paul Souza for saving the day and hosting the training at his department last minute.

I would like take a minute and talk about our upcoming NEDIAI conference this December.
Speakers lined up thus far include Dr. Fred Jordan.  Dr. Jordan served as the Chief Medical Examiner
for Oklahoma City for many years.  Dr. Jordan oversaw the recovery effort for the victims of the
1993 Alfred P Murrah Federal Building Bombing.  Dr. Jordan is going to share with us lessons
learned in planning for and dealing with a long- term mass casualty event.  We are also in discussions
with FBI Agent Mike Gibley to speak about his work on the El Chapo case.  I look forward to having
a talk about planning and executing crime scenes in remote locations with a couple interesting case
examples.

In closing, please spread the word and help make this conference a success.

Thank you,

Micah

www.nediai.org
www.nediai.org
www.nediai.org
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Letter from the Editor
Hello everyone,

The board members have been hard at work organizing the upcoming Educational Conference

which will be held this December in Portland, Maine. The tentative schedule and registration forms

are available in this Journal (see pages 14 through 19). Please note that there are two separate

registration forms this year, one for regular attendees, and one for students. You will also be able to

sign up online through Paypal, but please be sure to still send a copy of the registration form to our

Secretary Kim Freeland. Her contact info is included on the form. There are some great lectures

and workshops lined up, so I hope that you’ll be able to attend and take advantage of this local

training. Updates will be posted on the website (www.NEDIAI.org) as they become available.

I know I have mentioned this before, but I want to make sure that the Journal includes information

that you as members find important and relevant. Please feel free to contact me any time you have

an interesting article or information you’d like to send to the membership. It’s important to me that

what is included in the Journal is something you WANT to read!

Thanks for reading,

Amanda

Recent Certifications or Re-Certifications in New England

Bloodstain Pattern
Kenneth Martin    Plymouth, MA

Crime Scene Analyst
Brooke Miller    Cambridge, MA

Latent Print
Edward Conlin    Plymouth, MA
Maryellen Lancaster  Boston, MA
Jenna Alimberti    Worcester, MA

Senior Crime Scene Analyst
Robert Gallagher   Bellingham, MA
Timothy Burt    Dover, NH

Tenprint
Kevin Burke    Methuen, MA
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Abstract
Due to its subjective nature, the latent print comparison
methodology possesses inherent potential for disagreement
between experts examining the same friction ridge
impressions. To regulate these differences, management of
latent print sections typically involves conflict resolution policies
that outline appropriate action for handling differences of
opinion regarding friction ridge impressions. As the forensic
science culture shifts toward standardization, what approach is
the appropriate way to resolve these situations? This study
analyzes responses from surveyed latent print examiners in an
attempt to develop a recommendation through the analysis of
current methods for mitigating conflict. Results show
inconsistent handling of conflict resolution across respondent
agencies.

Introduction
The fingerprint methodology possesses the potential for conflict
as a subjective forensic science discipline. Conflict arises when
two examiners do not agree on the analytical decision of value,
or an evaluative conclusion of identification, exclusion or
inconclusive. Recognizing the potential for conflict, some
agencies implement preemptive policies to mitigate its
presence, such as minimum point or feature standards. The
purpose of these standards is to pre-emptively determine the
examiner’s ability to progress to the comparison phase and to
subsequently yield an evaluative conclusion for verification. Yet
experience and training differences remain, which have shown
to affect an examiner’s ability to identify minutia presence and
types from competing factors such pressure, distortion effects,
background interference or processing technique [1-4]. To
understand the potential for conflict, empirical analysis on the
four-staged fingerprint methodology is presented before an
analysis of responses from surveyed latent print examiners to
elucidate trends in the management of latent print conflict.

Literature Review
While prior research separates each individual component of
the analyse, compare, evaluate and verify (ACE-V)
methodology for assessment, it typically uses ground truth
impressions that do not demonstrate the real-world results of
disagreements and how implemented policies work to mitigate
conflict. Despite the call for transparency regarding errors from
the 2012 National Institute of Justice committee on human
factors, research lacks analysis of consultation and conflict
resolution procedures.

Analysis
Analysis is arguably the most important step in the ACE-V
process as the examiner determines the sufficiency, or relative
value, of a friction ridge impression. Value is used to determine
ability to compare and to subsequently formulate an evaluative

conclusion (i.e. identification, exclusion or inconclusive). The
examiner will also assign a relative weight for each observed
feature as well as associated tolerances for variations in
appearance [5,6]. Problematically, there is no agreed upon
definition for friction ridge features because examiners exhibit
highly variable results in extracting this data [1]. Despite the
seemingly regimented analytical procedure, differences exist
due to the lack of definitional requirements and expert skill
level.
A key argument for friction ridge examiner validity relies on the
expert’s ability to differentiate actual friction ridge detail from
background interference, pressure and distortion. However,
these factors can affect the weight assigned to each observed
minutia as examiner confidence varies [7]. Research
visualizing weight has used a color-coded system based upon
a stop-light, where green equalled high confidence and weight
and red equalled low confidence and weight. Results from this
research confirm differences in the ability to analyse
impressions as the results show both inter- and intra-agency
minutia identification variances. Moreover, results show daily
variances in the number of reported minutia from the same
analyst examining the same impression. Standardized training
showed reduced variances in minutia selection as differences
were less prevalent from participating Dutch examiners.
Additional research into the comparison and resulting
evaluative decisions allow for an understanding in differences
between conclusions.

Comparison and evaluation
Empirical analysis of the comparison and evaluation phases of
the ACE-V methodology focuses on the examiner’s ability to
render the correct conclusion. Results have shown examiners
to be extremely accurate when identifications occur with
erroneous identification rate of 0.1%-0.68%; however, accuracy
dwindles for exclusionary conclusions as the erroneous
exclusion rate rockets to 7.5%-7.88% [2,8-10]. It is argued that
examiners attempt to avoid erroneous decisions by reverting to
an inconclusive conclusion and that erroneous exclusions
occur far more often because there is no generally agreed
upon standard upon which an examiner should exclude [11].
The low error rate of latent print experts lends itself to the
argument that anyone could compare latent print impressions
and thereby segues into other error rate studies. Examination
into the verification stage is also required for an understanding
of how conflicts arise.

Verification
Verification research focuses on the ability to identify erroneous
conclusions and prevent them from being reported. While
examiners prevent all false positives from being reported,
examiners failed to recognize all false negatives [12]. Prior
knowledge that verification processes were in place was also
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noted to increase the number of erroneous exclusions by the
primary examiner. However, when differences of opinion
occurred, most were resolved in consultation between the
examiners wherein each discussed his/her opinion. This type of
discussion, or persuasion, from one analyst to another to justify
a conclusion allows for each examiner to re-analyze and re-
compare the latent print impression; however, there have been
several challenges to this practice by cognitive bias
researchers [13]. When conflict occurs, studies show that half
of the decisions were ultimately reported inconclusively while
half resulted in definitive conclusions. Moreover, when
examiners disagree on value, value is usually reported, but the
comparison ultimately yields an inconclusive decision. While
years of experience did not predict responses for matching
trials, exclusion trials show analysts with more than ten years’
experience were more likely than those with less than ten
years’ experience to exclude than deem the comparison
inconclusive [6].
While theses examinations provide valuable information, the
field is lacking research into the resolution of conflict as it
occurs in real-world scenarios that do not have the safety net of
ground truth knowledge. This study reports results from
surveyed latent print examiners regarding conflict resolution
policies of agencies in the United States.

Method
Latent print examiners were asked to complete a survey,
disseminated through a fingerprint interest group consisting of
latent print examiners and maintained by a colleague at the
Houston Forensic Science Centre. This group contains over
700 individual contacts in the forensic science community.
Participants contacted from this list remained anonymous to the
authors, who have no personal knowledge of the fingerprint
group’s composition.
Individuals completing the survey were asked a series of
questions pertaining to their respective agency state location,
accreditation status, number of latent print examiners, number
of certified latent print examiners, existence of a conflict
resolution policy, believed conservative or liberal bias post-
conflict and reporting status. Participation in the survey was
completely voluntary, examiners could skip questions they
could or did not feel comfortable answering and results were
submitted and recorded anonymously.

Results
Forty-seven respondents participated in this survey, rendering
a response rate of approximately 6.7%. Over half of the
respondents reported from the states of Texas (n=16) and
California (n=8); however, respondents across the nation also

participated. Figure 1 visualizes state representation of
participants completing the survey. Accreditation status shows
that a majority (n=29) of respondents are employed at
accredited agencies. Of the respondents reporting that their
agency was not accredited, four reported from California, five
from Texas, four from Washington and one each from
Colorado, Florida, Louisiana, Michigan, and Nebraska (Figure
2).

Respondents also reported from a wide range of agency sizes
consisting of a mixture of both certified and non-certified latent
print examiners. The largest agency represented forty latent
print examiners, latent print examiners. It is unclear whether the
respondent meant that there were no individuals dedicated
solely to latent print examination duties via job title or whether
the agency outsourced latent print examination casework. Most
respondents (27) noted that their agencies possessed less
than ten total examiners while twenty respondents reported
latent print sections consisting of over ten examiners.
Examining accreditation status, respondents from larger
agencies (examiners>10) reported agency accreditation;
however, four agencies (two agencies of eleven examiners,
one with twelve and one with thirteen examiners) reported that
their agency was not accredited. Fourteen respondents from
non-accredited agencies worked for those with fewer than ten
latent print examiners. Most of the reported unaccredited
agencies (n=11) have four or fewer latent print examiners.
Figure 3 visualizes relative number of latent print examiners
versus certified latent print examiners per accredited agency
state by respondent and Figure 4 depicts non-accredited
agencies.



Examination of conflict resolution policies reveals that most
respondents (76.5%) are employed at agencies that have
implemented a conflict resolution policy. Eleven total
respondents reported being employed at agencies with no
conflict resolution policy, three of which were accredited.
Those without a conflict resolution policy also reported from
smaller agencies employing less than six examiners, three
agencies without a conflict resolution policy only had one
examiner on staff. Looking at those with conflict resolution
policies, fifteen (42%) reported that the conflicted latent print
would be sent to the supervisor who could yield the final
decision on the latent print or send the impression out to the
section to form a consensus opinion. One respondent
indicated that the latent print would be reported out as
inconclusive as a result of the contested nature of the
conclusion. Six respondents (17%) with resolution policies
noted that any impression involved in a difference of opinion
would be sent out for blind verification to resolve the conflict.
Remaining resolutions for conflict involved sending the
impression to the section for consensus reporting.
Participants also provided insight into documentation and
reporting procedures. While most reported that their
respective agencies possessed a conflict resolution policy, not
all required documentation of consultation occurring between
examiners. In fact, seven respondents whose agencies
implemented a conflict resolution policy indicated that
documentation was not required for consultation between
examiners. Only 80% of respondents with conflict policies
reported that documentation was required during consultation.
When asked whether the response indicated a conservative
bias (conflict resulted in inconclusive being reported) or liberal
bias (conflict typically resulted in identification or exclusion
being reported), a majority of examiners reported
conservative bias (72%) while 12% reported a liberal bias and
14% did not respond. Consensus regarding reporting
procedures shows that a majority (80%) do not report
conflicted results in their reports, requiring an attorney to
request the notes in discovery to reveal the conflict. Figure 5
depicts accredited agency conflict resolution policy and
documentation policy existence. Figure 6 visualizes the same
for non-accredited agencies. Figure 7 visualizes response
bias.

Evaluation of point standards reveals that agencies of most
respondents (66%) do not apply them for delineating latent
print value nor do they adhere to them when making a
comparative conclusion. If an agency required a minimum
number of points or features to determine value (n=16), only
nine required the same to formulate an evaluative conclusion.
If a respondent reported that his/her agency possessed a
point standard for value, most indicated that their agency
required eight minutiae for a latent print to be of value;
however, minutia counts as low as five and as high as ten
were reported. Three participants indicated using a standard
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that separated palms from finger impressions by requiring more
features to be noted in the palm impression to be deemed of
value. Figure 8 visualizes reporting of required minimum point
or feature standards.
Most agreement between respondent agencies occurred with
reporting procedures. The majority of respondents (81%)
indicated that their agencies do not report that the reported
conclusion was a result of a conflict resolution decision. A
smaller subset indicated that their agencies reported the
conflict. Figures 8 and 9 visualize these findings.

Discussions
Results from this survey provided insight into the prevalence of
conflict resolution policies across the United States. While
many respondents noted that their agency possessed conflict
resolution policies, they were typically centered in agencies
with more than six examiners. Written policies allow for a
uniform method in managing differences of opinion regarding
friction ridge impression interpretation. Agencies without a
written policy may not consistently handle their conflicts in the
same manner; however, this survey did not delve into casework
to evaluate this.

An analysis of specific agencies was not included in order to
protect anonymity; however, paraphrased policy descriptions
provided an understanding of the respective agency’s policy.
Blind and consensus procedures prevail; however, additional
research is needed to gauge the ability to remove bias from the
process. An examination of potentials for personal bias should
be examined when a supervisor is involved or when the fact
that an impression is known to be under conflict. Finally,
an analysis of the agency examiners could reveal whether
section examiners are aware that a conflict occurs before each
is presented with the impression for a consensus agreement, or
blind procedures. This analysis would allow for the potential to
determine pre-existing biasing effects before the resolution has
been initiated. Moving past the policy itself, the survey also
provided important insight into documentation and reporting
procedures.
Evaluation of documentation during consultation phases
indicated that it was not always required. As examiners discuss
the impression, one individual may move toward a different
conclusion. This movement could be the result of confirmation
bias, yet documentation provides transparency regarding the
events occurring within the methodology. While most
respondents reported that their agency required documentation
throughout the ACE-V process, including any
consultation and conflict between examiners, many did not
include evidence of conflict on official reports. Most
respondents indicated that discovery requests are required,
which allow for the notes to be delivered to criminal justice
practitioners of the court. Further analysis is needed regarding
transparency of conflicted results in reports and testimony is
required for a recommendation regarding disclosure. While
transparency has been urged by the committee on human
factors, there is a lack of research regarding how this type of
disclosure would ultimately affect the trier of fact.

Conclusions
Important insights from this study revealed that while conflict
resolution policies and minimum point or feature standards
varied across respondents, most reported that conflicts were
not reported thereby reducing transparency of the examination
process. While this study revealed inconsistencies in the
existence of conflict resolution policies and reporting
procedures, additional research is required. Policies that
require consult with an outside agency seem to safeguard
against internal bias; however, further examination is also
needed here. An in-depth analysis of casework and reporting
outcomes for conflicted comparisons would provide a more
complete understanding of how the reported policies function in
vivo .
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Handwriting and Footwear Black Box Studies — Please Register!

The FBI Laboratory, with Ideal Innovations and Noblis, is conducting black box studies evaluating the accuracy and reliability of
forensic footwear examiners and document examiners. These studies will also assess what impact, if any, such factors as
experience and training have on examiner decisions.

Registration is now open!
* https://handwriting.idealinnovations.com/
* https://footwear.idealinnovations.com/

Participation in the studies is open to all examiners who perform footwear or handwriting evidence comparisons in operational
casework. Participation in these studies will be anonymous.

Handwriting black box study:
* Examiners will be asked to perform a total of 100 handwriting comparisons, using digital images accessed using the study
website. Each comparison will include one questioned sample and one or more known samples; all known samples in a given
comparison will be from a single person. Participants may also optionally participate in the “Physical Subtest,” which will be
conducted in person using originals, but otherwise follows the same procedure as the Digital Subtest. The Physical Subtest will
be conducted at document examination conferences, and in the Washington DC area. The study is expected to start in June/July
2019 and continue for approximately eight months.

Footwear black box study:
* Participants will be asked to perform a total of 100 footwear evidence comparisons. Each comparison involves one questioned
impression, and one item of footwear (test impressions and outsole images). The 100 comparisons will be distributed in five
packets of 20 comparisons each over the one-year period. Each packet will be shipped to participants, with high-resolution
printed images of the images, and the option to download images online. The study started in May 2019 and will end on March
31, 2020.
To encourage participation, four participants in each study who completed all assigned comparisons will be randomly selected
and given awards: one $1000 and three $500 awards will be given in each study. These will only be awarded after all results are
collected: rapid completion will not improve the chances of winning.
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Training Opportunities

Shooting Incident Reconstruction

Dover Police Dept (NH)
September 23-27, 2019
Instructors Gary Graff and Iris Dalley Graff
Tuition cost $629
Register online at https://www.tritechtraining.com/092319-SIR.html

Advanced Crime Scene Investigations

Vermont State Police (Pittsford, VT)
September 30-October 4, 2019
Instructor Jan Johnson
Tuition cost $595
Register online at https://www.forensic pieces.com or
call 800-332-0141

Managing the Property and Evidence Room

Waterville Police Dept (ME)
November 25-26, 2019
Instructor Joseph Willis (PATC)
Tuition cost $300
For more information or to register, email
willis03431@yahoo.com or call Joe Willis at 603-499-2424
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26 Annual NEDIAI Educational Conference
Portland, ME

December 3 through 6, 2019

Check the website for updates
www.NEDIAI.org
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