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Background

Re-Worked an Erroneous Identification case

What other types of errors are made by latent examiners and potentially
never caught?

Studies approaching case work — training, proficiency

ISP — 100% technical review



Data Collected

Collected over 2.5 years

11 examiners
® Only 1o used in averages
No Erroneous Identifications were found
Changes were categorized as
® Significant
® Non-Significant
Changes were counted by case
® All Significant Changes recorded separately

If a case had both significant and non-significant changes - only categorized as
significant



Categories of Changes
® Non-Significant

® Clerical errors
® Spelling errors
® Documentation
® Significant
® Analysis
® Latent B originally marked NOV; Latent B of value, not ID'd

¢ Comparison
® Latent print comparison originally inconclusive was identified

® Wrong Finger/ Person

® Wrong finger documented for ID
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2013 - June 30, 2015 Latent Print
Cases

355 Non-Significant
(10.70%)

78 Significant
(2.35%)

B Cases Significant Changes © Non-Significant Changes
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Trends

® Trends

® Higher producers tend to have higher rates of errors

® Top Half in errors 1983 Cases, Bottom Half 1802 Cases

® Approximately 10%

® Without Reviewers - Top Half in errors 1744 Cases, Bottom Half 1405 Cases

® Approximately 25%

® Separate laboratories tend to have similar numbers



% Cases with Significant Changes vs. Cases with Changes
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Non-Significant Changes vs Case Output
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Changes vs Case Output
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Mitigation - Informing Examiners

Cases with Non-Significant ~ Cases with Significant Changes
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Future Plans

® Implementing an evaluation sheet

® To determine

® When error occurred

® Factors the examiner believes led to the

error

® External pressure
® Rush case

[

Personal Fatigue

Fatigue with case

® Goalis to identify most common

triggers and attempt to mitigate them
separately

Date:

Analyst: Case #

Significant Case Change D Yes D No

Type of Change
[Jrovexc->tov [] chanee Anaiysis

D NOV -> LOV and ID'd []nov->rovforexc

[:]INC->ID D INC -> EXC

Choose the best description of why the mistake happened:

Did not look at this latent/completely looked over it

Bad analysis of latent led to NOV

Bad analysis of latent led to INC result

Borderline LOV

Misoriented print

Saw similarity, but didn't think it was enough for a chart

Marked SIM, but didn't think it was enough for an ID - additional info later

el

Il

(Not) I_]l I_]Z I_]B I_I4 I_IS '_IG |_|7 LIS I_]S I_llO

On a scale of 1-10, how likely do you feel that this type of mistake will happen again?

vt BREB:EEEE B E B

What do you feel would help prevent this from happening again?

Additional comments

(Most )

{Most )



ThankYou!

Marcus Montooth

Latent Print Identification Unit Supervisor
Indiana State Police

mmontooth®@isp.in.gov




