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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	
  10	
  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	
  



Exam	
  Process	
  



Case	
  Numbers	
  

• Review	
  of	
  3319	
  cases	
  

• 6776	
  Latents	
  
• 2341	
  ID's	
  (34.55%	
  of	
  latents)	
  

• 768	
  cases	
  (23.14%)	
  had	
  ID's	
  

• 358	
  Latent	
  Exclusions	
  



Changes	
  

• 433	
  cases	
  (13.05%)	
  had	
  changes	
  

• 355	
  cases	
  (10.70%)	
  had	
  non-­‐significant	
  changes	
  
•  82%	
  of	
  changes	
  

• 78	
  cases	
  (2.35%)	
  had	
  significant	
  changes	
  

• 9	
  Exclusions	
  were	
  not	
  verified	
  (Reported	
  as	
  Inconclusive)	
  

• 10	
  Identifications	
  (0.43%)	
  were	
  not	
  verified	
  (Reported	
  as	
  
Inconclusive)	
  

• 90	
  Cases	
  (2.71%)	
  had	
  significant	
  changes	
  or	
  ID’s/	
  Exclusions	
  not	
  
verified	
  







Cases	
  with	
  Changes	
  with	
  ID’d	
  
• 215	
  cases	
  (49.65%)	
  with	
  changes	
  had	
  ID's	
  
•  23.14%	
  of	
  all	
  cases	
  

• 27.99%	
  of	
  cases	
  with	
  ID's	
  had	
  changes	
  
•  13.05%	
  of	
  all	
  cases	
  

• 157	
  cases	
  (44.23%)	
  with	
  only	
  non-­‐significant	
  changes	
  had	
  ID's	
  

• 58	
  cases	
  (74.36%)	
  with	
  significant	
  changes	
  had	
  ID's	
  

• 13	
  cases	
  (0.39%)	
  had	
  changes	
  in	
  analysis	
  or	
  comparison	
  that	
  
resulted	
  in	
  significant	
  case	
  changes	
  (additional	
  individual	
  
identified)	
  

• 1.69%	
  of	
  Cases	
  with	
  ID's	
  had	
  Changes	
  	
  in	
  Analysis	
  or	
  
Comparison	
  that	
  resulted	
  in	
  Significant	
  case	
  changes	
  



Notes	
  
•  Changes	
  are	
  from	
  individual	
  examiner's	
  work	
  (with	
  verification)-­‐	
  not	
  the	
  
entire	
  process	
  

•  Each	
  Examiner	
  had	
  significant	
  changes	
  
•  0.30%	
  -­‐	
  5.60%	
  

•  6	
  of	
  11	
  examiners	
  are	
  IAI	
  Certified	
  

•  Not	
  unique	
  to	
  ISP	
  

•  Shows	
  us	
  the	
  types	
  and	
  numbers	
  of	
  errors	
  that	
  are	
  occurring	
  
•  One	
  person	
  shops	
  

•  No	
  Technical	
  Review	
  

•  Numbers	
  are	
  used	
  as	
  a	
  metric	
  for	
  quality	
  and	
  with	
  quantity	
  metrics	
  



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	
  













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	
  

•  Goal	
  is	
  to	
  identify	
  most	
  common	
  
triggers	
  and	
  attempt	
  to	
  mitigate	
  them	
  
separately	
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