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International Association for Identification  Robert J. Garrett, President   February 19, 2009 

 

Yesterday the National Academy of Sciences (NAS) released the long-awaited report of the Committee titled Identifying the 

Needs of the Forensic Science Community. That report contains numerous items of interest to members of the International 

Association for Identification (IAI). There has not been adequate time to fully evaluate the entire 254 page report but based on 

preliminary reviews, below are some points that might be considered if members are queried regarding the report: 

 

• The Consortium of Forensic Science Organizations (CFSO) (website: www.thecfso.org) of which the IAI is a member was 

largely responsible for convincing Congress of the need for this committee. We thank Congress and the National Academies for 

their hard work over the past several years to produce this report and call attention to the needs of the nation‟s forensic com-

munity. 

 

• The IAI has over the years supported the need for this kind of study. During the course of the NAS hearings the IAI was 

invited to present its positions concerning these issues. With the release of this report, the IAI stands ready to support many of 

the committee‟s recommendations and work with the necessary parties to achieve those goals. 

 

• The IAI endorses continuing research in pattern evidence to include fingerprint evidence. In fact that was recognized in the 

final paragraph of the IAI‟s Standardization Committee‟s report in 1973 that called for additional research to be conducted to 

provide continuing scientific support to fingerprint identification 

 

• Over the years a number of research projects have been conducted. None of those projects refuted the scientific principle that 

fingerprints are unique and permanent. 

 

• There is no research to suggest that properly trained and professionally guided examiners cannot reliably identify whole or 

partial fingerprint impressions to the person from whom they originated. 

 

• The IAI endorses accreditation of forensic service providers as well as certification of examiners in their respective disci-

plines. To that end the IAI put in place its first certification program 32 years ago and to date has added certification pro-

grams in six additional disciplines. 

 

• Members who may have to testify about friction ridge identifications are reminded that the admissibility of their testimony 

rests with the presiding judge. Challenges to the underlying science and practice are handled in Daubert/Frye type hearings 

and should not affect direct testimony in the trial proper. 

 

• It is suggested that members not assert 100% infallibility (zero error rate) when addressing the reliability of fingerprint com-

parisons. 

Visit us on the Web at TheIAI.org 

• Although the IAI does not, at this time, endorse the use of probabilistic models when stating conclusions of identification, 

members are advised to avoid stating their conclusions in absolute terms when dealing with population issues. 

 

• The IAI will be asking its science and practice committees to review the NAS report over the next few weeks and will provide 

the membership with additional guidance in the future. 

 

• The Executive Summary of the report is available at: www.nas.edu at no cost. The entire report is available from the same 

website at a cost of $33.00. 

 

Robert Garrett  IAI President 

http://www.thecfso.org
http://www.nas.edu


   

 

 

 

Hello Everyone, 

 

My name is Eric Lowe and I have the distinct pleasure of being your 2009 Indiana IAI President. I have been 

employed as a latent fingerprint examiner with the Greenwood Police Department for the past 22 years. Prior 

to working at Greenwood I was a fingerprint examiner with the FBI in Washington, DC for 5 years. I have 

served as a board member over past few years and last year had the pleasure of serving as Vice President. 

The 2008 conference was such a great success that we decided to have it at the same venue. It will be held at 

the Marriott East on October 19th, 20th and 21st. We have several speakers tentatively scheduled to speak at 

this year‟s conference, including Robert Lloyd Sr. on the Columbine shooting, Rick Lang on the Jill Behrman 

case, Paul Echols on a serial murder case, and Dr. Emily Craig on a human butchering case. Several other 

speakers are in the works but it looks like we have a great start for this year‟s conference. 

We are having something new this year, a two day latent print distortion workshop put on by Alice Maceo of 

the Las Vegas Crime Lab. The class is schedule for October 15th and 16th at the Greenwood Police Department 

Training Center. Enrollment to the workshop prior to May 1st is open to Indiana members only. The cost of 

the workshop is $200.00 per person. Make checks payable to Indiana IAI. 

I look forward to seeing everyone at this year‟s events! Thank you. 

Message from the President 

Indiana IAI Board members at the Greenwood PD (March, 09), hard at work planning for upcoming 

events and the Fall conference. 

Pictured left to right are; John Vanderkolk, Board member, Ed Lewis, Board member, Larry Deckerd, 

Vice President, Hilary Wilson, Board member, and Rachael Donaldson, Board Chair. 





 Don‟t forget to visit the 

 Indiana IAI’s Division  

Website. 

 Indiana State Police Forensic Scientist Marcus Montooth, CLPE, 

serves as the INIAI webmaster and does a fantastic job keeping mem-

bers abreast of the changing landscape in the forensic sciences.   

Congratulations to Rachael Donaldson, of the Marion County Forensic Services 

Agency, on passing her Latent Print Certification test. Rachael took her test at the 

IAI conference in Louisville. We‟re proud to call her CLPE 

  

The Indiana IAI proudly welcomes back past President, Board 

member, and Secretary-Treasurer , Eric Black, CSCSA of the Fort 

Wayne Police Dept.  Eric has always been willing to serve the mem-

bers wherever his many talents are needed. Eric takes over for 

Anna Marie Sullivan and is already busy handling dues, taxes, and 

all the other challenging tasks that come with the job. We wish him 

well and thank him for the countless hours he gives to the INIAI. 
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HEROS OF THE INIAI 

Eric Black 

Marcus Montooth 

Please help this newsletter grow by submitting any articles, news, personal achievements, retirements, pro-

motions, photos, cartoons etc…to: Editor, INIAI Laboratory 4th floor 1320 E. Creighton Av. Fort Wayne, 

IN. 46803 Or you can email to: tpitz1@verizon.net  

Let’s all get involved and make this a great newsletter! 

Thanks to Hilary Wilson,  Michele Triplett, 

 Eric Lowe, and Allyson Dagnon for their  

contributions in this issue. They make it easy 

to be editor. 

To continue receiving this newsletter be sure to pay your 2009 

dues! 

iniai.org
iniai.org


 

Review 
Lab & Scene Exclusive 

 

We asked Indiana State Police Forensic Scientist and Division Board member Hilary Wilson to 

review the “Journal of Forensic Identification‟s”  article written by Glenn Langenburg, Bureau 

of Criminal Apprehension, St. Paul, MN. 

 

 “A Performance Study of the ACE-V Process: A Pilot Study to Measure the Accuracy, Precision, 

 Reproducibility, Repeatability, and Biasability of Conclusions Resulting from the ACE-V Process” 

By: Hilary Wilson, Indiana State Police Laboratory, Indianapolis, IN 

Article Summary:  This study came about as a result of Daubert and Frye challenges to the admissibility of fin-

gerprint evidence.  There are five Daubert criteria; four of these five criteria address scientific principles.  These 

four are: general acceptance, testing and validation, peer review, and error rate.  On May 18, 2006, in Minnesota v. 

Columbus, the defense challenged the admissibility of fingerprints.  The defense did not argue that fingerprint evi-

dence wasn‟t generally accepted, but that the ACE-V Methodology cannot be demonstrated to be reliable, although 

it is generally accepted by fingerprint examiners. 

Simon Cole testified and stated: „”There is no study that says the ACE-V method is unreliable and there is no study 

that says it is reliable.”‟  A rebuttal witness, Glenn Langenburg, agreed that there was no validation study to dem-

onstrate the reliability of fingerprint evidence.  However, his opinion is also that while a validation study would be 

“helpful in assessing the reliability of fingerprint evidence, a validation study is not the sole criterion for determin-

ing reliability.” 

There are four studies, prior to this study, that give some indication of the reliability of fingerprint evidence.  In 

1995, Evett and Williams gave 130 fingerprint experts, ten comparisons.  Nine were from the same source, and one 

was a close non-match from AFIS.  This resulted in no erroneous identifications and ten erroneous exclusions by 

participants. 

In 2006, Wertheim, Langenburg, and Moenssens published data collected from a training environment.  In the 

training packets given to the participants, the source for the latent was always present.  Of the 5,861 individualiza-

tions made by 92 participants, with more than one year of experience, two were believed to be erroneous individu-

alizations.  These errors were then presented to sixteen experienced analysts (who were unaware of the errors), 

and none of the errors were verified. 

Also in 2006, Gutowski published data he collected from Collaborative Testing Services latent fingerprint profi-

ciency tests conducted under controlled conditions by analysts in the Victoria Police Forensic Science Department 

in Australia.  The data was collected over six years with a total of 782 comparisons.  There were no erroneous indi-

vidualizations or exclusions; however, there were two transcription errors and seven inconclusive opinions. 

In 2008, Langenburg, Champod, and Wertheim reported data from a series of tests with various amounts of contex-

tual bias.  Forty-one participants, who were actively performing casework and were trained to competency, were 

given three comparisons from the same source and three comparisons from different sources (including a close non-

match from AFIS).  There were 245 total conclusions, with no erroneous individualizations and two erroneous ex-

clusions. 

Due to this lack of data in showing the reliability of fingerprint evidence, and as a result of the challenges in Min-

nesota v. Columbus, Glenn Langenburg was encouraged to come up with a study to test the reliability of finger-

print examiners using the ACE-V method.  This study by Glenn Langenburg is not claimed as a validation study, 

but as a method performance study.  This study is to provide data regarding how well examiners perform the ACE-

V process under test conditions. 

For the study, a pool of 240 fingermarks with various levels of quantity and quality of ridge detail was created.  

The source of each fingermark was known.  For 18% of the fingermarks, the source was not present, and for 82% of 



the fingermarks, the source was present.  Of these 240 fingermarks, 120 were randomly selected to be used in this 

study; 60 were used for Phase 1 (ACE testing) and 60 were used for Phase 2 (ACE-V testing). 

Each participant was an active fingerprint specialist at the Minnesota Bureau of Criminal Apprehension.  Four of 

the six participants were certified through the International Association for Identification, and since the study, all 

six have been certified. 

Phase 1 (ACE testing) consisted of the six examiners being given 60 fingermarks with which to perform the ACE 

process.  They were given eight exemplars (suspects), which consisted of a ten-print card, two palm print cards, and 

a set of finger joint and finger tip exemplars.  They were allowed to come to four conclusions: Identification, Exclu-

sion (must exclude all eight suspects), Inconclusive, and No Value.  If the conclusion of the participant was incon-

clusive, they were to record a reason for their decision.  No value meant that there was no evidentiary value and no 

possibility of identifying the source.  Impressions that had sufficient detail for exclusion only, were to be deemed no 

value for this study.  The participants were not given feedback as to their conclusions so that errors could be re-

presented to the participant in Phase 3. 

Phase 2 (ACE-V testing) consisted of 30 examinations completed during the ACE examination and those 30 conclu-

sions were then given to another examiner for verification.  The verifier did know the identity of the initial exam-

iner and the initial examiner knew the identity of the verifier.  Controls were inserted by having the initial exam-

iner make two sets of answers, their un-altered conclusions and a set of answers where answers were changed to 

include deliberate false positives with at least one close non-match. 

Phase 3 was an error assessment and reliability test.  All errors that were committed by the examiners during 

phases 1 and 2 were re-presented to the same examiner.  The errors were presented among their other correct re-

sponses without any indication that there were errors present.  The images of the fingermarks were provided side-

by-side to the exemplar.  This was to allow assessment of potential reasons that the examiner committed the error, 

for example, if the error was a clerical error as opposed to an actual erroneous identification. 

The results from Phase 1 (ACE testing) were 100% accuracy in identifications and 86% accuracy in exclusions.  

There were three false negatives, committed by three different examiners.  Two of the three examiners maintained 

their conclusion in Phase 3, suggesting they were true erroneous exclusions.  Both of these examiners excluded the 

same fingermark, which was a reversal (mirror image), and both examiners said they had not considered the possi-

bility of a reversal.  There was one false positive; however it appeared to have been a transcription error as it was 

corrected in Phase 3.   

In looking at the precision of the examiners during the Phase 1 testing, the inconclusive category had the largest 

range with one examiner reporting two inconclusive decisions, and another reporting thirteen.  The examiner with 

two inconclusive decisions had eight no value decisions, while the examiner with thirteen inconclusive decisions 

reported two no value decisions.  This suggests a different approach to casework by the two examiners.  One makes 

a hard decision early on during the analysis phase, while the other is more conservative during analysis and claims 

the mark of value, but then is unable to reach a definitive conclusion during the evaluation phase. 

This phase of this study could help to determine an examiner‟s or a laboratory‟s sensitivity.  Sensitivity is referring 

to the likelihood of an analyst to report an identification when the source is present, due to the variability in what 

is considered sufficient and insufficient.  Thus, if an analyst or a laboratory has lower sensitivity, it means they 

have a lower likelihood to report an identification, even though the source is present.  This variation in sensitivity 

is likely especially when comparing a larger laboratory, such as the Minnesota BCA, to a smaller agency, where the 

fingerprint analyst may also have general police and investigative duties. 

If there is this variation in sensitivity, which there likely is, then some questions arise.  Should a homicide be sent 

to a less-sensitive laboratory or agency, where they may be less likely to identify difficult latents, thus potentially 

resulting in the suspect not being identified?  Or, should this case go to a laboratory or agency with a higher sensi-

tivity, which may consider more latent prints suitable for identification, resulting in identification of the suspect? 

This Phase 1 testing has other potential uses.  It could be used to detect when a fingerprint analyst isn‟t perform-

ing at the same level as other employees at their agency.  Thus, it could be useful from a quality management per-

spective to assess the overall accuracy, precision, and sensitivity of the analysts.  It could also be used to determine 

when a trainee is ready to begin casework; is the trainee performing at the same level as current analysts?  As well 

as assessing reliability of fingerprint analysts during a Frye or Daubert hearing. 



In Phase 2, ACE-V testing, there was a narrower range of opinions than in Phase 1.  The lowest number of incon-

clusive conclusions was five and the highest was ten.  There were only two false positives, and these both appeared 

to be transcription errors, so out of 271 trials there were no erroneous identifications.  There were seven deliberate 

false positives put in as controls, and they were all caught during the verification stage.  However, there were six 

false negatives and the verifiers did not catch any of the false negatives. 

In comparing the false negatives in Phase 2 to Phase 1, the number of false negatives doubled.  A possible theory 

behind this is that when the initial analyst was aware someone would be double-checking their work, they subcon-

sciously didn‟t look as hard.  In turn, the verifier subconsciously assumed that the initial analyst searched as thor-

oughly as he “normally” would, thus creating a bias loop for false negatives. 

Phase 3 assessed repeatability through error re-presentation.  The errors of the analyst were buried within their 

other trials where their initial opinions were accurate.  The trials were selected randomly and contained difficult, 

easy, and threshold fingermarks.  A total of 49 trials were re-presented in a side-by-side fashion (the fingermark 

next to a specific exemplar).  Ten were initially reported as errors, five were initially reported as no value, fourteen 

were initially reported as a definitive identification or exclusion, and twenty were initially inconclusive. 

All three of the false positives were corrected.  Three of the seven false negatives were maintained by the commit-

ting analyst.  Of the five no value prints, two analysts identified the prints.  Of the fourteen definitive identifica-

tions or exclusions, thirteen were repeated (the analyst maintained the identification or exclusion).  The initial rea-

sons for the twenty inconclusive opinions fell into two categories: needed better exemplars or the analyst had 

searched the exemplars and didn‟t find the latent, but they were not comfortable excluding all individuals.  For the 

eight fingermarks where better exemplars were requested, three resulted in identifications and one resulted in an 

exclusion (which was an erroneous exclusion as the known was present).  Eleven of the twelve inconclusive opin-

ions, where the analyst wasn‟t comfortable excluding everyone, were re-presented next to the matching exemplar, 

and eight identifications were made.  No matter what the original opinion of the analyst was, the opinion was more 

reproducible when there was more ridge detail present. 

A possible theory to explain why inconclusive opinions changed once the fingermark was presented next to the ex-

emplar could be that when an examiner has to search a stack of exemplars, the act of searching may “prime” the 

examiner against making a definitive conclusion.  By presenting the images side-by-side, the threshold of the ex-

aminer may be lowered because they‟re not “primed”.  This could have serious implications during the verification 

stage.  If the images are presented to the verifier side-by-side, they may have a lower decision threshold. 

Limitations of this study include: the participants knew they were being tested, there were too few trials which 

resulted in exclusion opinions (need to include more fingermarks that result in exclusions), there could be a better 

measurement of difficulty of the fingermarks, and the test did not show how the analyst reached their results. 

In the future, this test could be mass produced and administered in laboratories by a quality manager.  Then, once 

multiple laboratories had completed the test, inter-laboratory comparisons could be made regarding sensitivity of 

laboratories.  Also, the test could effectively address, in court, the concerns regarding demonstrating reliability of 

ACE-V examinations. 

Reference  Langenburg, G. A Performance Study of the ACE-V Process: A Pilot Study to Measure the Accuracy, 

Precision, Reproducibility, Repeatability, and Biasability of Conclusions Resulting from the ACE-V Process. J. For. 

Ident. 2009, 59 (2), 219-257. 

http://www.iniai.org/




 

5 Questions 
 

 

 

 

The recent National Academy of Science report mentioned bias as a contributing factor in examiner error. We 

wanted to find out how examiners feel about this so we sat down with Indiana IAI member and author, Michele 

Triplett of King County Sheriff‟s Dept. in Seattle, WA and asked her five questions;  

1.  What can examiners do to diminish bias? 

 I‟ve heard people say that when we make identifications the process is objective and the conclusion is subjective.  

I‟ve always taken this to mean that the analysis phase of collecting information and the comparison phase of look-

ing for consistency and differences between two images are objective and the evaluation phase is subjective (i.e. 

determining whether a sufficient amount of agreement is present).  This is easy to say, but is it true?  I‟ve often 

heard examiners say that they can see things that others with less experience may not be able to see.  This may be 

true but it should be recognized that these types of characteristics are subjectively based (dependent on the subject 

doing the comparison) and not objectively based (clearly an element of the object) which is the latent print.  If ex-

aminers are using these types of characteristics in arriving at an identification then it would seem that the process 

isn‟t as objective as some may claim. 

 One way to diminish bias is to understand the difference between objective information and subjective information 

and to use as much objective information as possible.  Examiners need to be aware of how much of the information 

used to arrive at a conclusion is subjective and how much information is objective. 

 As an example, there are some examiners who agree with the SCRO identification to Shirley McKie (a case which 

has been debated for over ten years).  One of the examiners that agrees with the identification has publically 

shown 16 characteristics in agreement from the core area of the latent print and over 30 characteristics in agree-

ment from the total comparison.  Numbers alone may influence some people but it‟s more important to understand 

the weight given to these characteristics.  If these characteristics are objective in nature (clearly observable to oth-

ers) then they‟d be given more weight than the subjective characteristics (those that only certain subjects can see). 

 It seems to me that the majority of characteristics being used to arrive at an identification in this case are subjec-

tively based and therefore shouldn‟t be given a great deal of influence.  Subjective information is considered to be 

at a higher risk of being biasing information and should be refrained from being used.   

 2. Are there any elements of the ACE-V process that help diminish bias? 

 Yes, there are elements within each phase of the ACE-V process that help to diminish bias.   

One of the first elements is in the analysis phase.  As mentioned previously, it‟s important to collect data 

that is objective in nature.  Subjective data can also be collected and used but it should be recognized as being sub-

jective so we don‟t allow this type of information to bias us. 

During the comparison phase it‟s important not to try to make something fit our initial conclusion, instead 

examiners need to try to prove themselves wrong.  Karl Popper, a well-known scientist, calls this the process of fal-

sification.  This has been recognized as a valuable part of arriving at scientific conclusions since the mid 1900‟s.  

The idea behind this is that if we try to make something match something else, our biases will certainly help us do 

this, even when two items really aren‟t the same.  In order to diminish bias it‟s important not to try to make some-

thing match but try to look for things that don‟t match.  If we can‟t find any items that don‟t match then the only 

alternative is that the images must be consistent.  

 



 When arriving at the final conclusion, the evaluation phase of ACE-V, it‟s important not to ignore or make 

excuses for any information that doesn‟t fit our conclusion.  Characteristics in a latent print that differ from the 

known print need to be seriously considered and not easily discarded as unimportant.  One of the problems with 

the 2004 FBI erroneous identification of Brandon Mayfield was that there were differences between the known 

print and the latent print but they were discounted as being from a separate impression. The problem with this 

idea was that there were no visual signs supporting the idea of multiple impressions.  It could be said that the ex-

aminers biases made them think that certain requirements were no longer necessary. 

At the end of the ACE process is the Verification phase.  During the verification stage we try to diminish 

biases from being introduced by scrutinizing the original examiners work instead of trying to confirm that the con-

clusion was correct. 

These 4 elements each protect against bias from creeping into our conclusions.  The better we understand 

these elements the better we can use them in the appropriate way.  It's important to recognize that these elements 

are all standard requirements that must be adhered to under any scientific method. 

  

3. Should agencies do anything additional to account for bias? 

 Yes, when peoples liberties are at risk we should never be too trusting of any person or any method. Agencies 

should provide appropriate training and testing of correct understanding.  Jon Byrd and Dean Bertram provide the 

type of training needed to understand when and how bias effects our conclusions.  Financial constraints aren't an 

appropriate reason for not providing adequate training.  Agencies should also implement some type of review proc-

ess or random audits to insure that examiners are not giving conclusions that are outside of what would be consid-

ered acceptable.  Additionally they should promote good practices by implementing standardized proce-

dures.  These procedures could include documentation or blind verification when needed. 

 

4. Would you agree that we, as examiners, may see the same characteristics, but based on our experi-

ence and training, we have a different comfort level as to what we need in order to identify a 

print?  Perhaps we’re not so much disputing minutiae (objective details), rather we are disputing 

the amount of distortion (subjective) in the print? 

Yes, I agree.  The data used to arrive at a conclusion should be as objective as possible and the amount needed to 

establish sufficiency is a subjective element of ACE-V.  Even though it‟s subjective that doesn‟t mean that examin-

ers just determine this based on their training and experience.  Examiners also need to understand what is scien-

tifically required in arriving at a conclusion.  Science requires more than the practitioners opinion, science requires 

that the conclusions be those that are testable.  For example, there may be enough information between the images 

to establish consistency but scientific conclusions also need enough additional information to test the hypothesis 

(the plausible conclusion).  There are several ways to test a hypothesis.  As stated previously, trying to falsify a ten-

tative conclusion is one was to test a hypothesis.  Another way to test a hypothesis is the use of predictive qualities.  

Pat Wertheim is best known for describing this.  Pat describes it as looking for additional characteristics that go 

beyond looking for consistency; you need to be able to predict that additional characteristics will be in the other 

image.  Sometimes we have consistency but not enough additional information to go beyond a plausible conclusion 

to a tested conclusion.  There are additional ways to test a hypothesis as well but I won‟t go into those since this 

discussion is mainly about bias.  There are also other scientific requirements for a conclusion that go beyond test-

ing.  Probably one (or two) of the most important criteria is that conclusions need to be open for reviews and they 

need to stand up to scrutiny.  Training and experience are important in helping us arrive at a conclusion and 

they‟re also needed to know if a conclusion will stand up to scientific requirements and stand up to the scrutiny of 

others. 

5. We love our music here in Indiana. Living in Seattle, the home of grunge music, we would like to 

know, in a battle of the bands who wins, Pearl Jam, Sound Garden, or Hammerbox? 

 

Sound Garden by far!  But I really like Nirvana best. 

 

 





  

     
 

 

Alice Maceo’s 
Fingerprint Distortion Workshop 

 

COURSE REGISTRATION FORM 
 

Course Information 
Location: Greenwood Police Department Training Center 

736 Loews Blvd., Greenwood, IN 46142 

Dates: October 15 and 16, 2009 

Cost: $200 

Student Information 

Name:       

Agency:       

Job Title:       

INIAI Member: Yes     No  Member Number:       

Address:       

City:       State:       Zip:       

Phone:       Ext:       

Fax:       

E-mail:       

Signature:  

 

 
Please send completed registration form and check (made payable to: Indiana Division IAI) to: 

Eric Black, Secretary-Treasurer 
4519 Maple Terrace Pkwy. 
Fort Wayne, Indiana 46835 

 

*See the INIAI website at www.iniai.org for updates, map, and hotel information. 

 

INIAI Office Use Only 

Received:  Form of Payment:  

Receipt Number:  

 



SPOTLIGHT 

On 

Indiana State Police Laboratory 

  Indianapolis 

The Indiana State Police opened this beautiful, state of the art facility in January 

of 2007, housing 86 employees .  All four of the state regional laboratories 

(Indianapolis, Lowell, Fort Wayne and Evansville) have been accredited by the 

American Society of Crime Laboratory Directors Laboratory Accreditation Board 

(ASCLD/LAB) since 1991.  The next accreditation will occur in 2012 and at that 

time it will be an ISO accreditation process. 

 The Indianapolis Laboratory offers analytical services in DNA, Drug, Fire-

arms, Ballistic Imaging, Latent Prints, Trace and Documents.  Support services 

are also offered in Crime Scene Investigation, Crime Scene Training, Polygraph, 

and Photography.  These services are provided to contributors from state, county, 

municipal, and federal agencies without a fee to assist in the detection, apprehen-

sion, and prosecution of criminals. 

 The Forensic Biology Section is organized into four case work units plus the 

Combined DNA Index System (CODIS) unit.  This section provides identification 

of body fluids, specific determination of biological material, DNA extraction and 

evaluation, DNA amplification and typing, DNA profile comparisons, statistical 

analysis of DNA profile results, plus it maintains and searches an offender data-

base for matching profiles. 





The Forensic Drug Analysis Unit provides identification of 

controlled substances, quantitation of controlled sub-

stances for investigative intelligence, identification of non-

controlled drugs of abuse, identification of controlled ster-

oids, identification and comparison of diluent materials in 

drug preparations, and provides forensic scientists for 

clandestine laboratory investigations. 

 The Forensic Firearms Identification Unit provides comparison and identifi-

cation of fired bullets and cartridge casing.  The unit also provides examination 

and comparison of tool mark evidence, Integrated Ballistic Identification system 

(IBIS) database entry/inquiry for unsolved firearms related cases, muzzle to tar-

get distant determination, serial number restoration, functional testing of fire-

arms, and characterization of recovered ammunition components. 

 

 The Forensic Latent Print Identification 

Unit examines and compares unknown to known 

dermal friction ridge detail.  Processing tech-

niques include physical, chemical, and florescent 

development of latent print evidence.  For uniden-

tified suspect investigations, the Automated Fin-

gerprint Identification System (AFIS) database 

entry/inquiry is employed.  The unit also conducts 

examinations of footwear impressions, tire impres-

sions, and physical match comparisons.   

  

The Microanalysis Unit provides identification, 

analysis, and comparison of fiber samples, paint sam-

ples, tape samples, glass sample, fire debris samples, 

plastic, automotive lamps, clandestine laboratory re-

agents, unknown, materials, and building materials. 

The majority of cases worked by the unit are fire debris 

cases. 



The case submissions at the four regional laboratories are shown in the table below. 

 

 
 

 

The case completions at the four regional laboratories are shown in the table below. 

 

 
 

 

The case backlogs at the four regional laboratories are shown in the table below. 

 

 
 
 

  Evansville Fort Wayne Indianapolis Lowell Totals 

Ballistic Imaging 126 193 405 369 1093 

DNA 102 232 2698 586 3618 

Documents 0 0 61 0 61 

Drug 1133 2575 3829 1833 9370 

Firearms 65 132 146 51 394 

Latent Prints 241 240 379 241 1101 

Trace 0 0 354 0 354 

Totals 1667 3372 7872 3080 15991 

  Evansville Fort Wayne Indianapolis Lowell Totals 

Ballistic Imaging 132 175 527 547 1381 

DNA 122 229 2623 563 3537 

Documents 0 0 64 0 64 

Drug 1075 2528 3756 1909 9268 

Firearms 107 142 198 95 542 

Latent Prints 258 267 383 387 1295 

Trace 0 0 352 0 352 

Totals 1694 3341 7903 3501 16439 

  Evansville Fort Wayne Indianapolis Lowell Totals 

Ballistic Imaging 64 72 44 1 181 

DNA 19 44 438 72 573 

Documents 0 0 30 0 30 

Drug 146 455 277 85 963 

Firearms 33 25 36 2 96 

Latent Prints 71 37 86 60 254 

Trace 0 0 54 0 54 

Totals 333 633 965 220 2151 



The Forensic Document Unit provides a wide 

range of examinations.  These include the compari-

son of handwriting to determine the writer, authen-

tication of documents, visualization or indented im-

pressions on documents, determination of the se-

quence of events on documents, examination of al-

tered/obliterated and charred documents to deter-

mine the original text, examination of printed docu-

ments to determine source, and examination of me-

chanical impressions. 

 Crime Scene Investigators provide technical crime scene processing and 

court testimony as required.  This includes identifying and collecting potential evi-

dence, reconstructing the events of a crime and physically linking potential sus-

pects to the crime. 

 The Polygraph Unit provides polygraph services to the Indiana State Police 

and other state, county, and local law enforcement agencies.  Polygraph is used 

very extensively in child molestation investigations where a delay in reporting of-

ten results in no physical evidence being available. 

 The Forensic Photography Unit manages and sup-

ports a statewide color uniform mug program, providing 

photography services for investigative personnel and 

public information applications, and fulfills mainte-

nance requirements for all of the Department‟s photog-

raphy equipment.  The unit also processes film for the 

State Fire Marshal‟s Office and the Indiana Attorney 

General‟s Office. 

 

The information in this profile comes from the ISP 2007 annual report. 

Thanks to assistant editor 

Allyson Dagnon, Forensic 

Scientist, ISP. 
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President: Eric Lowe, Greenwood Police Dept.  

Vice-President: Larry Deckard, Hendricks County Sheriff‟s Dept. 

Secretary-Treasurer: Eric Black, Fort Wayne Police Dept. 

Board Chairman: Rachael Donaldson, Marion County Forensic Services Agency.   

Board Members 

Steven Estrada, Greenwood Police Dept. 

Larry Kephart,  Franklin Police Dept. 

Ed Lewis, Dearborn County Sheriff‟s Dept.  

John Vanderkolk, Indiana State Police 

Hillary Wilson, Indiana State Police 

Webmaster: Marcus Montooth, Indiana State Police 

Editor: Tom Pitzen, Fort Wayne Police Dept. 

Co-editor: Allyson Dagnon, Indiana State Police 

Top Row: Ed Lewis, John Vanderkolk, Steven Estrada, Larry Kephart, Hillary Wilson   

Bottom: Larry Deckard, Eric Lowe,  Rachael Donaldson 


