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Introduction
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� Canada, USA, Great Britain and Australia 
participate in this study

� Line quality

- tremor - patching

- hesitation - blunt initial

- pen lifts - terminal strokes

- abrupt change in direction



�SProbably WroteW

�SProbably did not writeW

�Sthis result can be confirmed by examination of 
the originalW



�Almost  96%  of  the line quality feature in  
the  originals  were  identified  on  the  
photocopies.



Materials and Methods

�Package

- one photocopied questioned signature, labelled Q

- ten original specimen signatures, labelled K

- one Evaluation Form

- one Work Sheet



�SWeekly Activity RegisterW

=The source of signatures for this project, 

questioned documents

Centre  of  Forensic Sciences in Toroto



one photocopied questioned signature

� Genuine

� Non-Genuine

�All copies were  produced  at  100%  on one 
photocopier and at the same time.



ten original specimen signatures
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one Work Sheet

� Reproducing the photocopied questioned 
signature at 200%  enlargement.



� assess the line quality of the photocopied questioned signature

� assess the line quality of the original sample signatures

� compare the line quality of the questioned and sample signatures

� make notes on the Work Sheet

The forensic document examiners were required to:
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Results and discussion
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�Assess of line quality in three of the 72 tests was 
inconsistent with the line quality of the originals.

�In 2 of 3 , Ink striae was a factor

�1 genuine signature, misinterpretation of the 
striae patterns as pen lifts and patching 



Conclusions
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Questions & Answers


