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Scott A. Shappell, Ph.D. 

 Dr. Shappell is a Professor of Industrial Engi-

neering at Clemson University.  Before joining the fac-

ulty at Clemson, Dr. Shappell was the Human Factors 

Research Branch Manager at the Civil Aerospace Medi-

cal Institute.  In addition, he has served over 16 years in 

the U.S. Navy as an Aerospace Experimental Psycholo-

gist.  He has published/presented well over 200 papers, 

books, and presentations in the fields of accident inves-

tigation, system safety, spatial disorientation, sustained 

operations and fatigue.  Dr. Shappell received a B.S. in 

psychology (1983) from Wright State University gradua-

tion Summa Cum Laude with honors in psychology and 

a Ph.D. in Neuroscience from the University of Texas 

Medical Branch in 1990.   (Continued on page 3) 

Presenting on Wednesday, September 19th at 8am 

Title of presentation: Shiftwork and Fatigue:    

Managing the Unseen Threat to  

Optimal Performance 
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 (Continued from page 1)  

     In addition to several academic achievements, Dr. Shappell has been recognized worldwide as an expert in 

the field of aviation human factors and human error by his peers and has been honored with several awards 

including the Sonny Carter Memorial Award for excellence in aviation safety awarded by the Society of U.S. 

Naval Flight Surgeons (1996), the Williams E. Collins Award for the outstanding publication in the field of hu-

man factors awarded by the Aerospace Human Factors Association (2002), the Admiral Louis de Florez Award 

for significant contribution to the aviation safety and accident prevention awarded by the Flight Safety Founda-

tion, International (2002), the Harry G. Moseley Award for significant contributions to human factors and aero-

space safety awarded by the Aerospace Medical Association (2003), the Henry L. Taylor Award for out-

standing contributions in the field of aviation human factors presented by the Aerospace Human Factors Asso-

ciation (2010), and the Raymond F. Longacre Award for outstanding accomplishment in the psychological and 

psychiatric aspects of aerospace medicine presented by the Aerospace Medical Association (2011).   

 

Detective Gary Atchison  

 
 Detective Gary Atchison started in law enforcement in 

1986.  Since that time, Gary has worked in the capacity of an 

undercover detective, a community resource officer, and a 

property crimes detective.  From 2001 to the current, Gary 

has been working as a detective in the major crimes section of 

the Citrus County Sheriff’s Office in Florida.   

 

In addition to these assignments, he spent seven years 

on SWAT as team sniper and fourteen years on the Underwa-

ter Recovery Team, eight of those years as team leader.  

Gary has also been involved in emergency management, 

which included deployment to hurricane destructed areas in 

Miami that were affected by Hurricane Andrew and areas in 

Panama Beach that were affected by Hurricane Ople.  

Presenting on Wednesday, September 19th at 
1pm 
 

Title of Presentation: Jessica Lunsford Case 

Study  
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Tom McKay 

 After serving as a Special Deputy with the Switzerland County 

Sheriff’s Department for a brief period from 1972 until 1974, Tom be-

gan his current law enforcement career in 1987 with the Rising Sun 

Police Department in Ohio County, Indiana beginning as a patrol offi-

cer on the midnight shift.  Tom served in various capacities, focusing 

on drug investigations in the small department until September of 1990 

when he was promoted to Sergeant.  Tom was later appointed as 

Chief of the Rising Sun Police Department, and served in that capacity 

until July 2000 when he became the first full-time investigator for the  

Dearborn and Ohio County Prosecutor’s Office.  There Tom worked to improve the investigative 

process through the Prosecutor’s Office; and in January of 2006, he became the Director of the 

newly formed Special Crimes Unit staffed by detectives from participating agencies in Dearborn 

and Ohio counties that conduct investigations related to major felony crime.   

 Tom has served on the Board of Directors of the Indiana Association of Chiefs of Police 

and as Southeast District Representative for IDEA.  Tom is currently serving his fourth term as 

IDEA President.  In January 2011, Tom was appointed Special Deputy with the Investigations Di-

vision of the Dearborn County Sheriff’s Department as Detective Lieutenant in charge of narcotics 

investigations. 

 Graduating from the Indiana Law Enforcement Academy in September 1988, Tom has at-

tended numerous in-service schools related to law enforcement and investigations.  He has 

served as a guest instructor at the academy of Emergency Vehicle Operations, ILEA Basic Inves-

tigator School, and Drug Investigations since 1995.   

 Tom graduated the DEA two week Undercover Agent School, the Bureau of Justice Assis-

tance Narcotics Task Force Commander’s workshop, and is a 2000 graduate of the Indiana Asso-

ciation of Chiefs of Police Foundation’s Police Executive Leadership Academy (PELA). 

 Tom is a member of the Rising Sun Church of Christ, and the Rising Sun Masonic Lodge.  

Tom has been married to his wife, Kathy, for 40 years, and they have two sons and two grandchil-

dren.   

Presenting on Monday, September 17th at 3:30pm 
 

Title of Presentation: Forensics: The View from 
the Other Side of the Fence 
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                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            PHOTO CONTEST    

The Indiana Division of the International Association for Identification is announcing our first (and hope-

fully annual) PHOTOGRAPHY  CONTEST  to be held at our educational conference in September, spon-

sored in part by Robert’s Camera of Indianapolis. This is your chance to show off your photographic 

ability from either a “FORENSIC” case or something more “PERSONAL”, i.e. nature, family, etc.   Prizes 

will be awarded for the top three entrees, with the first place award being an Olympus digital camera. 

 

REQUIREMENTS: 
Maximum of two submissions per person 

Black and white, color, film and digital are all acceptable 

Photo size minimum is 8” x 10”, with maximum size 20 x 24 

Each submission should be mounted on foam board without borders, and should include a brief de-

scription of the photo, the type of media used, and any other significant information that might 

be needed to further explain the picture. 

 

Participants should submit any entries at the conference registration area no later than 4:00PM on Mon-

day, September 16, 2012.  The winning entries will be announced on Wednesday, September 18, 2012.  

The participants will be responsible for picking up entries following the awards. 

The registration form should be e-mailed to Chuck McMichael at lmcmichael@greenfieldin.org no 

later than August 24, 2012. 

First Annual INIAIFirst Annual INIAIFirst Annual INIAIFirst Annual INIAI    

Photo Contest!Photo Contest!Photo Contest!Photo Contest!    
Please complete the registration formPlease complete the registration formPlease complete the registration formPlease complete the registration form    

On page 5 and submit it byOn page 5 and submit it byOn page 5 and submit it byOn page 5 and submit it by    

August 24August 24August 24August 24    
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                                PHOTOGRAPHY CONTEST REGISTRATION FORM 

Submitter(s) Name, Agency and preferred mailing address: 

______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________
________________________ 

Contact Numbers: 

Work: 

______________________Home:___________________Email:___________________
_ 

Number of photographs submitting (maximum of 2):  ______ 

Brief description of each photo:  

1._____________________________________________________________________
_______ 

2._____________________________________________________________________

_______ 

 

Please e-mail this form no later than August 24, 2012 to: 
 

Chuck McMichael 
Greenfield Police Department 

lmcmichael@greenfieldin.org 
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 Proving Fingerprints Are UniqueProving Fingerprints Are UniqueProving Fingerprints Are UniqueProving Fingerprints Are Unique    

William Leo, M.S., C.L.P.E. 

Overview 

This paper will discuss the philosophical concepts of what science is and how it is ap-

plied, uniqueness in nature, and the nature of proof.  Finally the discussion will focus 
on the proof that establishes all areas of friction ridge skin as unique, thereby allowing 

individualization of friction skin. 

Another goal of this paper is to reinforce the fact that forensic science and specifically 

fingerprint identification as practiced within the criminal justice system is an applied 
science.   Many of the abstract philosophies of science that are taught and discussed in 

a college science class do not apply. 

Just one example of how an abstract philosophy of science is mis-applied by some to 

the discussion of the proof of the uniqueness of fingerprints goes something like this—
The uniqueness of the individual fingerprint cannot be proved without examining all 

fingerprints past, present, and future 1.  This form of proof is known as observational 

proof or direct evidence and is only one form of proof.   

Every day many things are proven that were not observed first hand.  In the justice 

system this type of evidence is known as circumstantial or indirect evidence.  All physi-
cal evidence is circumstantial evidence and often can be as strong, or many times 

stronger than direct evidence.    

What is Science? 

Many texts, philosophers, and dictionaries provide definitions of what science is.  These 
definitions are usually something along the line—systematized knowledge derived from 

observation, study, and experimentation 2.  How scientific research takes place and is 
applied will differ between the many scientific disciplines.  There is no one way of ap-

plying science or doing scientific research.  The laws that apply to the natural sciences 
are not the same as the laws of the physical sciences.  This issue is addressed in depth 

in the text, Philosophy of Biology 3.   

It has been suggested that in science, there is never absolute certainty, that all theo-

ries can be falsified.  For example, the premise that everyone’s fingerprints are differ-

ent is only true until it is falsified.  This is known as the “falsification theory” advanced 
by a German philosopher of science by the name of Karl Popper.  The theory was de-

tailed in his book published in 1934.  However, this is only one philosopher’s theory, 
and there are many competing theories.  There is great disagreement among 

“philosophers of science” as to what constitutes scientific proof 4. 
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(continued from page 7) 

Popper’s falsification theory has been bastardized to the point that it is repeatedly 

suggested that there is no certainty in science.  The concept that scientific research is 
open ended is fine and correct.  But to suggest that nothing can be proven by the re-

sults of scientific research and its discoveries and then applied with certainty in every-
day life is absurd.  In the application of science in our everyday lives there had better 

be certainty.  Whether flying an airplane, storage of food to prevent spoilage, use of a 
laser scanner at the supermarket, or identifying a fingerprint, the results need to be 

certain.  In mathematics, suggested by some as the only pure science, the simple ad-
dition problem of 2+2=4, had better be absolute or all accounting and the banking in-

dustry would be in jeopardy.   The identification of a fingerprint is not scientific re-

Uniqueness in Science 

 

In fingerprint identification, the scientific foundation that establishes all areas of fric-

tion skin as unique is based upon the scientific law of biological uniqueness. This law 
is sometimes stated as “nature never repeats”.  A law is a theory that has been veri-

fied by many scientists over time. Some philosophers of science state that a law is a 
generalization of science that has been so well proven that the word, fact, could be 

substituted for the word, law.  To my knowledge no scientific law has been disproved.   

 

All natural objects are unique. This is well understood in the natural sciences. Unique-
ness is not found in the world of the physical sciences. The late Ernst Mayr PhD., Pro-

fessor of Zoology and Philosopher of Biology at Harvard University states:   

 

“In the uniqueness of biological entities and phenomena lies one of the major 
differences between biology and the physical sciences.  Physicists and chemists 

often have genuine difficulty in understanding the biologist’s stress on the 

unique.  The variation from individual to individual within the population is the 
reality of nature, whereas the mean value (the “type”) is only a statistical ab-

straction.  Biopopulations differ fundamentally from classes of inanimate objects 
not only in their propensity for variation but also in their internal cohesion and 

their spatio-temporal restriction. There is nothing in inanimate nature that cor-
responds to biopopulations, and this perhaps explains why philosophers whose 

background is in mathematics or physics seem to have such a difficult time un-
derstanding this concept”.5 

(continued on page 10) 
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(continued from page 9) 

The Nature of Proof 

Proof is a philosophical concept that can and will change according to the point of view 
of the philosopher’s background.  Proof for a statistician will be different than one 

whose background is in the natural science of Biology.  Proof in the justice system is 
different in criminal law (beyond a reasonable doubt) when compared with civil law (a 

preponderance of the evidence, 51%).  

Forensic science is concerned with legal proof.  Legal proof is different than the vari-

ous types of scientific proof,   Volumes have been written on the philosophy of scien-
tific proof with no consistency of what that even means.  However, that is not our 

concern because fingerprint identification is not a science in itself, but rather an ap-
plied science. In other words, it is the application of scientific knowledge derived from 

many scientific disciplines that is used in criminal identification and investigation to 

establish a person’s identity or to solve a crime.  Forensic science is presented in the 
legal arena before judges and juries and must comply with the rules of evidence.  

Black’s Law Dictionary, 8th Ed., defines proof as “the establishment or refutation of an 
alleged fact by evidence; the persuasive effect of evidence in the mind of the fact-

finder”.  Affirmative proof is further defined as; “evidence establishing the fact in dis-
pute by a preponderance of the evidence”.  Every day, crimes are proven by evidence 

without anyone seeing the criminal commit the crime.  This is done through circum-
stantial evidence.  To suggest that the uniqueness of fingerprints can only be proven 

by looking at all fingerprints flies in the face of common sense and how things are 
proven in society.  

Proof That Fingerprints Are Unique 

 

Scientific Proof 

 

In 1788, Doctor J.C.A. Mayer, a Professor of Human Anatomy, first acknowledged that 

“ the arrangement of skin ridges are never duplicated in two persons”.6  Doctors Cum-
mins and Midlo, of Tulane University Medical School in their text, opened the chapter, 

titled: “The Individuality of the Fingerprint”, with  “The complex of ridge details in a 
single finger print, or even part of one, is not duplicated in any other finger”.7  They 

also acknowledge that “Complete observational proof that prints from two fingers are 
never identical is unattainable” but go on to point out that “It would be unnecessary, 

as a matter of fact, to consider such a task, since a significant experience is already 
accumulated”.  In the 69 plus years since those statements were made, the experi-

ence (empirical knowledge), together with all scientific research done prior to and 
since their research, has rigorously reinforced those statements making their conclu-

sions stronger today than they were when they were made.  

(continued on page 11) 



 

 

(continued from page 10) 

The proof that all areas of friction skin are unique and can be individualized is found in 

three different areas, any one of which would provide a preponderance of the evi-
dence that fingerprints are unique: 

 

1.  The fundamental Law of Nature (Biological Variation) most readily demon-

strated by a number of “twins studies” that show that not even identical twins 
have identical fingerprints. 

 

2.  The extensive scientific and medical research that has taken place that pro-

vides a biological explanation of how friction skin (volar skin) is formed during 
fetal development and how environmental factors during formation causes fric-

tion skin to be unique. (Scientific Validation)  

 

 3.  The over one hundred years of practical application of this knowledge, 

(Empirical  

  Validation). 

 

It was estimated by Interpol that in 2004, that 10 to 15% of the world’s population 

was stored in automated fingerprint identification systems (AFIS) data bases 8.  To-
day, conservatively that number would be between 15 to 20 %.  In that same docu-

ment, Interpol points out that thousands of partial latent prints are ran against these 
data bases daily, resulting in billions of comparisons, each day.  This has been going 

on now for at least the last 25 years.  To this date no two partial prints from different 
sources have been found to be the same.  

 

What other research study can be cited, formal or informal, that has been done by 

thousands of experts in their field, which now involves twenty percent of the world’s 

population, and takes place 24 hours a day, 365 days a year, for at least the last 25 
years and continues as you read this?  As each day goes by, this informal study pro-

vides an unprecedented empirical foundation for the uniqueness of friction skin.  

 

Statistical Studies Supporting the Uniqueness of the Individual Fingerprint 

 

Statistics cannot prove the uniqueness of anything.  Statistics deal in probabilities.  
However, every statistical study done demonstrates that the likelihood that the same 

arrangement of second level detail could be reproduced in two different single finger-
prints is many times the population of the earth. 
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Source:  National Institute of Justice, The Fingerprint Sourcebook, Chapter 14, Scientific Research Supporting the 
Foundations of Friction Ridge Examinations, page14-18. (2011) 

(continued on page 13) 

Probability of Matching a Specific Configuration of 

2nd Level Ridge Features 

 

  
Author and Year 36 Minutiae 12 Minutiae 8 Minutiae 

  
Galton (1892) 1.45 x 10-11 9.54 x 10-7 6.06 x 10-6 

  
Henry (1900) 1.32 x 10-23 3.72 x 10-9 9.54 x 10-7 

  
Balthazard (1911) 2.12 x 10-22 5.96 x 10-8 1.53 x 10-5 

  
Bose (1917) 2.12 x 10-22 5.96 x 10-8 1.53 x 10-5 

  
Wilder and Wentworth (1918) 6.87 x 10-62 4.10 x 10-21 2.56 x 10-14 

  
  Pearson (1930) 1.09 x 10-41 8.65 x 10-17 1.22 x 10-12 

  
Roxburgh (1933) 3.75 x 10-47 3.35 x 10-18 2.24 x 10-14 

  
Cummins and Midlo (1943) 2.22 x 10-63 1.32 x 10-22 8.26 x 10-16 

  
Trauring (1963) 2.47 x 10-26 2.91 x 10-9 2.04 x 10-6 

  
Gupta (1968) 1.00 x 10-38 1.00 x 10-14 1.00 x 10-10 

  
Osterburg et al. (1977–1980) 1.33 x 10-27 3.05 x 10-15 3.50 x 10-13 

  
Stoney and Thornton (1985–1989) 1.20 x 10-80 3.50 x 10-26 7.50 x 10-17 

  

Pankanti et al. (2001)a 5.47 x 10-59 1.22 x 10-20 1.56 x 10-14 

  
Amy (1946–1948)b <<6.2 x 10-18 3.4 x 10-14 1.8 x 10-8 

  
Kingston (1964)c 3.90 x 10-97 3.74 x 10-32 1.97 x 10-20 

  
Champod (1995–1996) Two configurations: Configuration #1: five ridge endings and two bifurcations = a prob-

ability of 2.5 x 10-5 Configuration #2: three ridge endings, one enclo-
sure, one spur, and one opposed bifurcation = a probability of 7.0 x 
10-10 

  

Meagher et al. (1999) 4 minutiae = 1 x 10-27 18 or more minutiae = 1 x 10-97 fully rolled print = 1 x 10-97 
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The uniqueness of fingerprints is overwhelmingly proven by the Law of Nature of Bio-

logical Uniqueness, the scientific research into the formation of fingerprints, the empiri-
cal proof of over 100 years of experience and observation, and the fact that all statisti-

cal studies show that the chance of just second level detail being duplicated in a differ-
ent fingerprint is beyond the realm of possibility. 

All areas of friction skin are unique.  The identification or individualization of a partial 
latent print to its sole source has been done correctly for over 100 years and is sup-

ported by all scientific research done on this subject and every day the empirical data 
becomes stronger. 

In conclusion, as very well stated by Henry Swofford in his paper:  — “the uniqueness 
and permanence of friction ridges throughout postnatal life, – has been unanimously 

supported by all biological and anatomical researchers.” 9  

 

1. U.S. Department of Justice, The Fingerprint Sourcebook, p. 14-7, (2011) National Institute of Justice Publication. 

2. Leo, William, Fingerprint Identification, p.220, (2004), Law Tech Publishing. 

3. Sober, Elliott, Philosophy of Biology, 2nd Ed., pp. 14-27, (2000), Westview Press 

4. Achinstein, Peter, Editor, Scientific Evidence, Philosophical Theories & Applications, pp.1-34, (2005), John Hopkins 

University Press. 

5. Mayr, Ernst, Toward a New Philosophy of Biology, p.15, (1988), Harvard University Press 

6. Mayer, J.C.A., Anatomical Cooper-plates with Appropriate Explanations, (1788), Germany 

7. Cummins, H &  Midlo, C.,  Fingerprints Palms, and Soles: An Introduction to Dermatoglyphics, pp.147-155, (1943) 

Dover Press, New York.  

8.  http://www.interpol.int/public/Forensic/fingerprints/WorkingParties/IEEGFI/ieegfi.asp> 

9. Swofford, Henry,  The Ontogeny of the Friction Ridge: A Unified Explanation of Epidermal Ridge Development with 

Descriptive Detail of Individuality, pp.682-695, 58 (6) 2008, Journal of Forensic Identification, International Associa-

tion for Identification 

It must be noted that these studies only include level 2 detail.  Including level 1, the 

ridge flow, and level 3, the ridge appearance, as is done by fingerprint examiners 
during an examination would make these numbers much higher.   

 
Summary 

 
Affirmative proof is evidence establishing the fact in dispute by a preponderance of 

the evidence.  A preponderance of the evidence is the greater weight of the evi-
dence, the majority, or 51%.  All the evidence, that is 100% of the evidence, sup-

ports the position that all areas of friction ridge skin are unique.  There is no evi-
dence to suggest otherwise. 



 

 

P A G E  1 4  V O L U M E  1 6 ,  I S S U E  3   

    
 



 

 

P A G E  1 5  V O L U M E  1 6 ,  I S S U E  3    

 

 
Monday, September 17, 2012 

 

 
 9:00 – 9:30 am  Opening Ceremonies 

Flag presentation, Prayer, and  
Opening Remarks by President Roxanne Brooks 

 
9:30 am – 12:00 pm Keynote Speaker – Jeff Scalf 
   Was John Dillinger at the Killing of Officer Patrick O’Malley? 
 
12:00 – 1:00 pm Lunch Break – on your own 
 
1:00 – 2:00 pm  Michael Putzek – Indianapolis-Marion County Forensic Services    

                    Agency 
       Identifying Firearms 
 
2:00 – 2:45 pm  F/Sgt. Mark Keisler – Indiana State Police 
     Daubert Challenges to Forensic Science 
 
2:45 – 3:00 pm  Break 
 
3:00 – 3:30 pm  Hailey Newton – Indiana State Police 
     Drug Trends in Indiana   
 
3:30 – 5:00 pm  Tom McKay – IDEA 
     Forensics: The View from the Other Side of the Fence 
 
5:00 pm  Adjourn for the Day 

 

Tuesday, September 18, 2012 
 
 

 8:00 – 9:00 am   Dave Zauner – Indianapolis-Marion County Forensic Services Agency 
Friction Ridge Identification: Responses to Scientific and Legal Challenges 

 
 9:00 – 10:00 am  Barbara Trathen – Marion County Prosecutor’s Office 
    Is the Pen Mightier than the Print: Anticipating and Overcoming 702 Challenges!! 
 
 10:00 – 10:15 am Break 
 
 10:15 – 11:45 am Lt. Tim Speedy – Princeton Fire Department 
     Information Regarding Dealing with Meth Labs 
 
 11:45 am – 1:30 pm Lunch 
  
 1:30 pm – 3:00 pm  Biehl – United States Postal Services Laboratory   
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Tuesday, September 18, 2012 

(continued) 
 

 
 3:00 – 3:15 pm  Break 
 
 3:15 – 4:15 pm  Battalion Chief Clifton Johnson – Indianapolis Fire Department 
     Processing Arson Scenes 
 
 4:30 – 5:15 pm   Ginger Kobliska and F/Sgt. Andy Lohrman – Indiana State Police 
     Benefits of Processing with Superglue at the Scene 
 
 5:15 pm   Adjourn 
 

 
Wednesday, September 19, 2012 

 
 8:00 – 10:00 am  Dr. Scott Shappell 

Shiftwork and Fatigue: Managing the Unseen Threat to Optimal Perform-
ance 

   
 10:00 – 10:15 am   Break 
 
 10:15 – 12:00 pm  Joseph Chaney - FBI Evidence Response Team 
 
 12:00 – 1:00 pm   Lunch Break – on your own 
 
 1:00 – 5:00 pm  Gary Atchison – Citrus County Sheriff Office 
     Jessica Lunsford Case Study 
 
 5:00 pm   Presentation of Certificates 
     Conference Adjourned 
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Board MembersBoard MembersBoard MembersBoard Members Wally Lewis E-mail: wlewis@dearborncounty.in.gov  Rodney Vawter E-mail: rvawter@greenfieldin.org  Chuck McMichael E-mail: lmcmichael@greenfieldin.org  

PresidentPresidentPresidentPresident    Roxanne Brooks E-mail: rbrooks@isp.in.gov        Vice PresidentVice PresidentVice PresidentVice President    Lorinda Gibbs Email: lgibbs@isp.in.gov         SecretarySecretarySecretarySecretary----TreasurerTreasurerTreasurerTreasurer    Eric Black E-mail: ericb277@yahoo.com 

Diane Donnelly E-mail: diane.donnelly@indy.gov  Cinda Curtis E-mail: cinda.curtis@ci.ft-wayne.in.us      Board ChairBoard ChairBoard ChairBoard Chair Steve Estrada  E-mail: estradas@greenwood.in.gov 

Officers and Board Members Contact Information 

Upcoming Local Training 

Advanced Palm Print Comparison Techniques 
Location: Indiana State Police Laboratory,  
     Indianapolis 
Instructor: Jamie Bush, Ron Smith & Associates 
Dates:  August 14-16, 2012 
Cost: $400 
 
To register go to www.ronsmithandassociates.com 

 

Know of any upcoming 
training?  
Email me at 
adagnon@isp.in.gov to  
include it in the next   
newsletter. 

 
Be sure to check the 

INIAI website for          
updates on our Annual 

Conference,  
Sept. 17-19, 2012 



 

 

President: Roxanne Brooks 

Vice President: Lorinda Gibbs 

Secretary/Treasurer: Eric Black 

Board Chair: Steven Estrada 

Board Member: Wally Lewis 

Board Member: Rodney Vawter 

Board Member: Diane Donnelly 

Board Member: Cinda Curtis 

Board Member: Chuck McMichael 

Webmaster: Allyson Dagnon 

Newsletter Editor: Allyson Dagnon 

2012 INIAI Officers and Board Members 

The Indiana Division of the IAI was chartered July 29, 1994.  

This organization was established as a not-for-profit organiza-

tion to associate persons working in the fields of forensic in-
vestigation, examination, and identification for the following 

purposes: 

• To encourage communication and the sharing of ideas and 

information among the forensic science and criminal justice 

communities. 

• To keep members advised of the latest developments in the 

forensic and identification sciences. 

• To encourage research into new methods and techniques of 

forensic investigation, examination and identification. 

• To encourage professionalism and high standards in the 

fields of forensic investigation, examination and identifica-

tion. 
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2011 Indiana Division of the IAI Conference 
Please help this newsletter grow by emailing any articles, 

news, personal achievements, retirements, promotions,   

photos, cartoons, etc. to: 

Editor: Allyson Dagnon 

           ADagnon@isp.in.gov 

           allysondagnon@ymail.com 

 

Let’s all get involved and make this Let’s all get involved and make this Let’s all get involved and make this Let’s all get involved and make this     

a great newsletter!a great newsletter!a great newsletter!a great newsletter!    



 

 


