Module 1

The method flow diagram

The method flow diagram provides the backbone for the practical forensic examination of handwriting
and signatures. To structure the comparison process the background of the flow diagram has been pattern
coded. The explanations for these pattern codes appears below.

This pattern highlights a stage where there is a written module within the method specifically dealing
with this issue.

This pattern highlights a stage where alternative propositions are being considered by the examiner.

D This pattern highlights an opinion formation stage.



| Documents enter continuity chain |
Case referred back to client for clarification

A

Documents recorded

!

Handwriting separated into questioned samples and comparison samples (usually specimens) as indicated by client

¥
Preliminary comparison of samples to determine whether grouping is appropriate and whether possible
contamination exists Module 2
I
| No significant contamination detected | | Small quantity of contamination detected | | Significant contamination detected I

| Exclusion of spurious entries |

Cursory comparison of the questioned and comparison samples to determine
whether they are indeed comparable Module 3

Comparable Not comparable

l 1 Module 4
Spatial and line quality examination of the population of Spatial and line quality examination of the population of
comparison samples. Analysis of ‘features’ that characterize questioned handwriting. Analysis of ‘features’ that characterize
the comparison sample handwriting. the questioned handwriting.

Feature Group H Feature Group

Feature Comparison
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Similarity / Dissimilarity determination between the comparison sample and the questioned handwriting.
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Features are similar and there is evidence Features are dissimilar and there is no
that they have been produced using the evidence to support that they have A combination of similar and
same or a similar movement memory been produced using the same or a dissimilar features were detected

similar movement memory
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Authorship: The examination was inconclusive
Process: the writing is the product of a disguise and/or simulation

process
Or inconclusive (authorship & process)




Module 5 Is the questioned handwriting Module 5 Is the questioned handwriting original?
original?

® No ® Yes

® No Yes @

y

Is the questioned image identical
to any other of the submitted Consider limitations
images?

® Yes ? No

Machine generated simulation.

Propositions advanced to explain the feature similarities

The questioned handwriting The observed similarity results
The questioned handwriting was simulated by a writer from a chance match between
was written by the writer of other than the comparison the questioned handwriting
the comparison sample. sample writer however no and the writer of the

evidence of the simulation comparison sample.
process remains.

Module 6

Complexity assessment
Are the questioned and or comparison sample writings too simplistic / limited to
reasonably exclude the possibility of successful simulation or chance match?

®Yes No®

The questioned writing is pictorially similar to the
comparison sample handwriting. No opinion can
be expressed regarding the significance of this
observation, in terms of authorship, due to the
limited and / or simplistic nature of the material
being compared.

There is evidence to support the
proposition that the writer of the
comparison sample wrote the

questioned material.

The comparison sample writer wrote the questioned entries. However, the population of writings submitted as
specimen and/or questioned are not representative of the comparison sample writer’s normal behaviour

The comparison sample
Altered Non-representative Purposeful Altered writer did not write the
neurophysiology sampling of specimens change environmental questioned entries
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Module

Are the observed dissimilarities associated with:

@ Structure? @ Line Quality?

Module 9 Is there any evidence of a simulation? Module 8 Is there any evidence of a tracing?
® No ®Ves ® No ® Yes
\
\
A There is evidence to
Module 9 support tr*]‘e "
proposition that the
Module 6 questioned
handwriting is the
Is there any evidence of a simulation? product of a tracing
Complexity assessment ° process.
Avre the questioned and or comparison sample @ Yes No
writings too simplistic / limited on which to base an
exclusion opinion?
®VYes ® No
The questioned writing Module 10

is dissimilar to the
comparison
handwriting. No
opinion can be
expressed regarding
the significance of this
®

Is the line quality associated with the questioned material
indicative of a more skilled writer than the comparison
material?

Lesser skill

observation, in terms PY .

of authorship, due to Greater skill

the limited nature of
the material. being

compared.

There is evidence to support

There is evidence to support the

proposition that the writer of the

comparison sample did not write
the questioned handwriting.

The questioned writing is
dissimilar to the

comparison handwriting.

the proposition that the
writer of the comparison
sample material did not |
write the questioned
handwriting.

Module 10

Is the line quality associated with the questioned material
indicative of a more skilled writer than the comparison
sample material?

Lesser skill @

® Greater skill

There is evidence to support the
proposition that the writer of the
comparison sample material did
not write the questioned
handwriting.

There is evidence to support the
proposition that the questioned
handwriting is simulated.




