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5.3.2.3.

Inconclusive

Inconclusive is the decision by an examiner that an unknown impression of
comparison value cannot be excluded or identified. The reason for each
inconclusive conclusion must be documented and reported. Inconclusive
conclusions do not apply to impressions determined to be of no value (see section
5.1.1). Reasons for inconclusive may include but not limited to:

5.3.2.3.1.

5.3.2.3.2.

5.3.2.3.3.

5.3.2.3.4.

Lack of Comparable Areas (LCA)

This inconclusive conclusion results from a lack of complete and legible
known prints. This means comparisons were made to the extent
possible, however additional clear and completely recorded exemplars,
to include the required anatomical areas, are needed for re-examination.

Lack of Sufficiency for Individualization (LSI)

Corresponding features are observed but not sufficient to individualize.
No substantive dissimilar features are observed.

Lack of Sufficiency for Exclusion (LSE)

Dissimilar features are observed but not sufficient to exclude. No
substantive correspondence is observed.

There may be other instances where agencies have adopted
procedures to report inconclusive conclusions. These are left to the
administrative policies and procedures of the individual agency.
However, these policies and reporting procedures must be clearly
defined by the agency.
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Documentation [4] and verification procedures [5]
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The Latent Print Examination Process Map
The Expert Working Group on Human Factors in Latent Print Analysis
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* The terms are synony in this

This diagram documents the steps of the ACE-V process as currently practiced by the latent print examination community. The
numbers in each of the boxes correspond to "steps” that are more fully described in the report. The purpose of this process map

is to facilitate discussion about key decision points in the ACE-V process.
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Figure B5: In this example, extra ridges, attributed to slippage during recording, resulted in a double tap solely in
that area, while the remaining friction ridge surface remained as a single touch.

8.9. When the impressions are complex, the decision requires more expertise, consideration, and
documentation of factors such as distortion and multiple depositions. Friction ridge details are not
always accurately replicated in low quality impressions and variations in appearance of ridge
characteristics and their sequence may be present. It should be noted that variations may also appear
in high quality prints. Caution is warranted in the determination of whether a variation is a dissimilarity
rather than a discrepancy (Figures B6 and B7).

Figure B6: In the example above there is the potential of an erroneous exclusion based on Level 1 pattern. The
impression contains red flags which would question the reliability of Level 1. Level 2 details should be considered
prior to the exclusion conclusion.
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