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PREFACE 

The analyses summarized in this report are intended for use as a 
supplement to previously distributed reports. 

The Proficiency Testing Project, initiated in the fall of 1974, 
is a research study of how to prepare and distribute speci~ic samples; 
how to analyze laboratory results; and how to report those results in 
a meaningful manner. Participation in the program is voluntary and 
anonymous, and involves approximately 240 laboratories. To. date, 
21 samples of evidence have been distributed. A Test Report has been 
published or is in the process of being published for each of these 
samples, ~ach report being a statistical summary of the findings of 
the participating laboratories. 

This report is the thi.rd of a series of supplementary reports 
which evaluates results from a grouping of samples. The observations 
are based on data which has been reported in the individual te~t reports 
for those samples. 

The citirg of any product or method in this report is done solely 
for reporting purposes and does not constitute an endorse~ent by the 
project sponsors. 

Comments or suggestions relating to any portion of this report or 
of the program in general will be appreciated. 

U.S. Department of Justice 
National Institute of Justice 

This document has been reproduced exactly as received from the 
person or organization originating iI. Points of view or opinions stated 
in this document are those of the authors and do not necessarily 
represent the officiai position or policies of tile National Institute of 
Justice. 

Permission to reproduce til is ""'Mliglitm:! material has been 
granted by 

PUBLIC DOMAIN / LEAA 

to the National Criminal Justice Reference Service (NCJRS). 

Further reproduction outside of the NCJRS system requires permis­
sion of tile ee~~ 'i~~owner. 
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II\BT&lODUCTUON 

This.is the third in a series of Supplementary Reports pertaining 
to the Proficiency Testing Project. This report, as in the case of 
the first two Supplementary Reports, discusses the frequency of correct 
and incorrect responses reported by participating laboratories. 

The Project Advisory Committee wishes to point out that the 
specific numbers of laboratories reporting correct or incorrect 
responses is not central to the tenets of the Proficiency Testing 
Program. The degree of difficulty of the various samples was determined 
.by the Project Advisory Committee on a sample to sample basis. The 

.. Project Advisory Committee could have composed or manufactured samples 
that would have guaranteed a 99% correct response rate, or samples 
that would have resulted in a 5% correct response rate. Due to this 
variation in degree of difficulty, the actual percentage of laboratories 
submitting correct or incorrect responses may not reflect the actual 
capability of the participating laboratories. 

The Project Advisory Committee also wishes to point out that each 
sample consists of a different data matrix, and that it is not possible 
to assess the capability of a laboratory to perform one type of examina-
tion by examining its performance in another category. 
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RES~ONSE RATES 

#11 SOIL EXAMINATION (90) N. R. (84) 

Participation rate = 52% 

.' 

I 

#12 FIBER EXA~lINATION (116 ) .N.R. (79) ' ... ,( 42·):··········: 

::~:~::::: ::~ ~~~~~:~: ~: 
Participation rate = 61% 

1113 PHYSIOLOGICAL FLUIDS (128) N.R. (73) :::: '(33)::::::: 

:~:~:~:~:~:~:~:~:~ 
Participation rate = 63% 

#14 ARSON EXAMINATION (114 ) N.R. (77) 
• I •••••• 

• • • I ••• •• " •••••••• 

Participation rate = 59% 

r' .. -:-:' ..... ..... · ... .. , 

#15 DRUG ANALYSIS (146 ) N.R. (82) :~1:~(~ 
••• I .. . ... · ... . . · ... 

Participation rate = 64% 

N.R. = No Response 

:::::: = Do not perform thl'S type f o analysis 
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TEST #11 - SOIL EXAMINATION 

Test Sample #11 consisted of three items: Item A was a soil 
sample from near Fresno, California. It~ms B.and C were du~licate 
samples of soil from near Patterson, Callfornla. Laboratorles were 
asked if Items Band C could have shared a common origin with Item A. 
Eighty eight laboratories returned results for this ~~ercise. Of these 
laboratories, 55 or 62.5%, correctly ~eported that nelther B nor C 
could have shared a common origin with Item A. Twenty-five labora­
tories, or 28.4%, incorrectly reported that both Band C could have 
shared a common origin \'Jith A. Two labqratories, or 2.2% of the total, 
reported that Item B could have shared a common' origin with Item A, 
but that Item C could not. Five laboratories, or 5.7% of the labora­
tories responding, reported inconclusive results for both Band C. 
One laboratory reported that Item B could not have shared a common 
origin with Item A, and indicated no response for Item C. 

To summarize these data in terms of total responses, 56 labora­
tories (63.5%) reported that Item B could not have shared a common 
origin with Item A, and 57 laboratories (64.8%) reported that Item C 
could not have shared a common origin with Item A. Twenty-seven 
laboratories (30.7%) incorrectly stated that Item B could have shared 
a common origin with Item A, and 25 laboratories (28.4%) incorrectly 
reported that Item C could have shared a common origin with Item A. 

The Project Ac'visory Committee is in accord with the following 
general comments regarding this sample: 

The Project Advisory Committee notes a posi:tive relationship 
between incorrect responses and the failure to perform comparative 
den~ity determinations; those laboratories who did not perform a 
density determination were more likely to draw an er~oneous co~clu~ion 
in this exercise than those who did perform the denslty determlnatlons. 
At the same time, a number of laboratories reporting incorrect results 
did in fact conduct a density determination and reported identical 
density distributions for both A and B/C .. Other.laborat?ries repo~ted 
a difference between Band C when tested by denslty gradlent, desplte, 
the fact that Band C were replicate samples taken from a homogenous 
whole. 

From this, the Project Advisory Committee concludes that the 
density gradient technique is very useful for discriminati~g am?ng 
soil samples, but in itself is not a guarantee of succe?s ln sOll 
comparisons. The Project Advisory Committee also concludes that 
in those instances in which the density gradient technique \'Ias attempted 
but erroneous results reported, one or more of the following may have 
occurred: 
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o Carelessness or lack of experience on the part of the 
exami ner, 

o Coarseness or heterogeneity in the density gradients 
resulting from improper technique in their preparation. 

The Project Advisory Committee notes that in a number of instances 
in which incorrect results were reported, instrumental analysis was 
performed. In some instances the ambiguous or erroneous data from 
the instrumental approaches (emission spectroscopy, x-ray spectroscopy) 
was apparently given more weight than more correct data derived from 
other tests., The Project Advi sory Commi ttee cauti ons 1 aboratori es 
against an unjustified faith in instrumental approaches, and wishes to 
point out that the proper utilization of these instrumental approaches 
presumes both a correct operating technique and careful interpretation 
pf the results projected against an adequate data base. The Project 
Advisory Committee most emphatically is not suggesting that sophisticated 
instrumentation not be acquired and used, but.wishes to emphasize the 
necessity for the proper training of personnel, the use of in-house 
standards and blind controls, and properly selected protocols of analysis . 
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TEST #12 - FIBER EXAMINATION 

Test Sample #12 consisted of three items of virtually the same 
color: Item A was wool, Item B was acrylic (70% acrylic + 30% modacrylic), 
and Item C was polyester. Laboratories were asked if Item A coujd have 
shared a common origin with Item C, and if Item B could have shared a 
common origin with Item C. 

All 116 laboratories participating in this exercise correctly 
'reported that Item A could not h3ve shared a common origin with Item C. 

Two laboratories, or 1.7% of the total, incorrectly reported that Item 
B coul d have shared a common or,igin \'lith Item C. 

The Project Advisory Committee is in accord with the following 
general comments regarding this sample: 

One laboratory reporting that Items Band C could have shared a 
common ori gi n used mi croscopi c exami nati on of the fi ber and of its 
cross section, melting point determination, and solubility tests.' 
On the bas is of these tests, Item B was i denti fi ed as acryl i c and Item 
C was tentatively identified as polyester. ,The differences in solu­
bility and cross sectional appearance were noted. The analytical 
r~sults clearly do not s~pport a determination of possible common 
OI~i gi n, and the Project Advi sory Committee concl udes that a check was 
made in the wrong box in Question 1 of the Data Sheet (See App~ndix, 
Fi gure 3). The PI~oject Advi sory Committee wi shes to poi nt out, how­
ever, that an error in reporting may have the same consequences as 
an error in the analytical work, and suggests that labora,tories review 
their procedures for eniuring that the co~clusions stated in reports 
are inconsonance "Jith the 1 aboratory work that has been performed. 

The second laboratory reporting that Items Band C could have 
shareQ a common origin uS,ed microscopic examination, solubility tests, 
Pyrolysis-GC, and birefringence determination. Solubility tests and 
Pyrolysis-GC were reported as giving the same results on Items B 
and C, and both fibers were identified as being an acrylic. The Project 
Advi sory Commi ttee concl udes that one or more of the fo 11 m."i ng errors 
may have occured: 

8 Inadequate or erroneous data base rel ati ve to sol ubil ity 
tests and Pyrolysis-GC, 

G Misinterpretation of the test results'by the operator 
resulting from carelessness or lack of experience. 

Severa 1 1 aboratories correctly reported that Items A and B coul d 
not have shared a common origin with Item C, but did so for incorrect 
reasons. One laboratory reported that Item C was a plant fiber, one 
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~abor~t?ry jdentified Item C as nylon, and two laboratories tentativel' 
ld~ntlfled Item C as nylon. The Project Advisory Committee wishes to Y 
pOlnt out that a correct ans\."er which is 'only coincidental is still an 
error, and ur~es the, laboratories who misidentified the polyester of 
Item C to revlew thelr methodology to eliminate the possible sources 
of error clted above. 
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TEST #13 - PHYSIOLOGICAL FLUID 

Test Sample #13 consisted of two items: Item A was a saliva 
stain from a Type A secretor individual, and Item B was a seminal stain 
from a Type A secretor individual with a normal sperm count. One 
hundred and twenty-eight laboratories responded in this exercise. 
With respect to Item B (seminal stain), 107 laboratories, or 83.6% of 
the total number responding, conclusively identified the stain as a 
seminal stain. Eighteen laboratories, or 14.1% of the total, tenta­
tively identified it as a seminal ,stain. T\,IO laboratories,.or 1.6~, 
reported inconclusive results. W,th resp~ct to Item,A (sa~'va ~t~'n), 
47 laboratories, or 36.7% of those reportlng, tentatlvely ,dentlfled 
the stain as a saliva stain and 23 laboratories (18.0%) conclusively 
identified the stain as a saliva stain. Thirty-seven labot'atories 
(28.9%) reported inconclusive results. Sixteen laborat?ries (12.5%) 
eliminated at that point. One laboratory (0.8%) tentatlVely \ 
.identified the stain as that of vaginal exudate, and two laboratories 
(1.6%) conclusively identified the stain as vaginal exudate. 

The Project Advisory Committee is in .accord \'lith the following 
general comments regarding this sample: 

The Project Advisory Committee recognizes that the probative value 
,of the identification of saliva stain may be low in many instances, and 
that many laboratories have adopted a policy in routine cases of . 
terminating an examination once it has been established that a staln 
is not a seminal stain. The Project Advisory Committee does not, 
therefore, consider the response "not a seminal stain" to repl"esent 
an incorrect response. 

In a like manner, the Project Advisory Committee does not take 
issue with the tentative identification of the stain as a saliva stain 
if it is- the 'normal laboratory policy not to pursue a rigorous identi­
fication in situations of this sort. At the same time, the Project 
Advisory Committee would urge laboratories to push for a rigorous 
identification when it is of concerri to establish that the stain is 
in fact a saliva stain. Among the situations that would call for a 
rigol"ous identification would include those cases in which a blood 
group determination is attempted. 

~he two laboratori~s that reported that Item A was conclusively 
a vaginal stain both failed to attempt, a starch amylase test. Since 
the identification of a stain as a vaginal stain rests heavily on 
negative evidence, the Project Advisory Committee wishes to point 
out the necessity of attempting the appropriate tests to indicate 
the probable nature of the stain. In this instance, the positive 
starch amylase test would have suggested the probability of the stain 
being attributable to saliva. 
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Two laboratories reported inconclusive results for Item B (seminal 
stain). One of these laboratories failed to indicate any methods used, 
and the Project Advi sory Committee cannot express 'any meani ngful s tate­
ment regarding the adequacy of the, methodology used. In the remaining 
instance where an inconclusive result was reported, a microscopic 
examination was performed and an acid phosphatase test was conducted. 
No specific results were reported, but the Project Advisory Committee 
assumes that no intact spermatazoa were recovered. 

Eighteen laboratories reported Item B as being tentatively iden­
tified as a seminal stain. Virtually all of these laboratories 
reportRd being unable to demonstrate intact, spermatazoa in the stain. 
No poslti~e relationship was observed between the stain used and the 
ability or inability to recover intact spermatazoa. In view of the 
fact that the overwhelming majority of laboratories were able to recover 
spermatazoa from the stain, the Project Advisory Committee concludes 
that one or more of the following may have occurred: 

o Improper extraction and fixing of the stai~, 
Q Failure to systematically examine the slides prepared from 

the stain, 

• Or a failure tG continue the search for cells after an 
initial lack of success. 

The Project Advi sory Committe'e u.rges 1 aboratories to revi ew thei r 
methods for the extraction of stains and the fixation of the cells to 
the microscope slide, and to ensure that reasonable perseverance is 
excercised in the search for spermatazoa. 

' . .... 
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TEST #14 - ARSON EXAMINATION 

~ onsiste 4 of three items: Item A was approximately 
Test Sample rr14,c ~fic~11Y Chevron Supreme (94,5 octane). 

8 ml of leaded,gaS01ln~~0~peC~ton cloth with 2 ml of the gasoline , 
Item B was a p1ece of a co . the cloth. Item C was another pl~ce 
described under Item A abso~bed ~~ d under Item B but with n~ gaso11ne. 
of cloth identical to th~t es~~~o~s from one pie~e of cloth. Labora­
Ite~s Band C were,~U1tWlthAs~r C could have a common ori~in w~th 
torles were asked 1 ems 1 b atories responded 1n thlS 
Item B. One hundred and fo~rteen ;80~% of the total laboratories 
exercis~. Ninety laborat~~le~~a~rIte~ ~ c~uld have shared a common 
re~p~n d 

1 
n9, stated co ~re\ u~d red an done 1 aborato ri es, 0 r 88: 6%, . h 

or191n w1th Item B. ne t m C could have shared a common or1g1n W1t 
correctly reported thatt I,e (10 5~) stated incorrectly that Item ~ 
Item B. Twelve labora ones ',10, ith Item Band 4 laboratorles 
could not have shared a ctomdmothn ~r~i~~ ~ could not'have shared a common (3.5%) incorrectly repor e a , 
origin with Item B. 

d 'th the following The Project Advisory Committee is in accor W1 
general comments regarding this sample: 

, "t d that Item C and Item B and the The four laborator1es that ~epol ~usive results for this portion 
five laborat?ries ~hat ~eported ~ncon~e h sical match between the 
of the exerc1~e fa11ed t\recogn~~~ ~roj~c{ Advisol~y Committee urges 
cotton cloth 1 n the two 1 ~ms. 0 ar to ensure that one form of 
laboratorie~ to ta~e thet ~teps ~e~~~~lYYbecause it is not typical of physical eV1dence 1S no 19~ore. 
the type of case under exam1nat10n. 

. t' that Item A could not have The twelve la~orato~les repo~l~~ied in part on gas chromatographic 
shared a common orlgln W1t~ Itemc rittee concludes that ca0elessness 
analysi s. The P~oject AdtV1hsory t o~~ the operator may have lead to or lack of experlence o~ e par 
these erroneous conclus10ns. . 

." d lpsc; tran CL'i-:rl'lrt; results whi ch Se~eral laborator1es lepor~~~tii~ed reliance on Infrared ~pectro-
appear 1n part ~o r~f~ect an unJ - asoline mixtures. The ProJect 
photometry to d1scr'lmlnate between '~erable caution be exercised in 
Advi sory Commi ~~ee urfgeIsR tdh~~ ~~n~~mp lex mi x'tures of hydrocarbons and the interpretat10n 0 a 
petroleum distillates. 
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TEST #15 - DRUG ANALYSIS 

A mixture of methamphetamine and ephedrine in lactose and sodium 
carbonate I</as sent Gut as Test Sample #15. One hundred fortY-si x 
laboratories reportpd results. Eighty-seven laboratories, or 59.6% of 
the total correctly reported both methamphetamine and ephedrine. Thirty­
one laboratories, or 21.2%, reported methamphetamine only. Seventeen 
laboratories, or 11.6% of the total, reported ephedrine only. Four 
laboratories, or 2.7%, reported amphetamine

l 
and seVen laboratories, 

representing 4.8% of the total laboratories, reported no drug material present. 

The Project Advisory Committee is in accord with the following 
general comments regarding this sample: 

The Project Advisory Committee recognizes that many laboratories 
have a policy of pursuing an analysis only to the point where relevant 
statutory considerations are fulfilled, and, having identified the 
methampHetami ne', woul d concl ude the exami nati on. The Project Advi sory 
Connni ttee cannot concl ude that any er'"or has taken place if a 1 aboratory 
reported only methampheta~ine. 

Seven laboratories failed to report either ephedrine or metham­
phetamine. Among the methods used by these laboratories were 'Gas 
Chromatogl~ilphy, UV and TR Spectrophotometry, Color and Cl"ystal Tests, 
GC/tIaS, X-Ray Diffractometl"Y, and Thin-Layer Chromatography. In no 0 

instance would it appeal" that the failure to identify the drug matet'ials 
could be attributed to ~ lack of available instrumentation or to 
insufficient methodology. The Project Advisory Committee can conclude 
that one of the following may have occurred: 

o Inadequate, data base or inadequate standard spectra, 
o MiSinterpretation of the test results by the operator 

resulting from carelessness or lack of experience. 

Four laboratories reported the presence of amphetamine, the four 
being split on I</hether the amphetamine was' the dextrorotary isomer or 
the racemic mixture. Each laboratory reported the use of gold chloride 
or platinic chloride fOI" the identification of the material. The 
Project Advisory Committee can conclude that one Of the following may have occurred: 

o Mislabelled or contaminated p·rimary stand,ard, 
o Reagent made up incorrectly, 

e MiSinterpretation of test results by the operator re­
sulting from carelessness or lack of experience leading 
to failure to properly recognize and interpret crystal forms. 
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The Project Advisory Committee wishes also to point out that a 
quickly performed and easily interpreted color test exists to distinguish 
primary and secondary amines, and urges the application of this test 
when the circumstances warrant. T~e application of this test would 
have avoi~2d the mistakes of the type under discussion. 

Seventeen laboratories reported only ephedrine. The Project 
Advisory Committee considers the reporting of ephedrine only to be a 
Jess thCln correct response for this sample. The methods used by 
trlt::::.e laboratories run a full gamut of instrumental approaches, color 
and crystal tests, and chromatographic methods. The Project Advisory 
Committee ~rges the laboratories missing th~ methamphetamine to review 
their analytical approach to ensure that the presence of one non­
controlled material will not mask the presence of another, controlled 
drug material. In the case of the phenethylamines, considerable 
caution should be placed on the interpretation of the results of 
Ultraviolet Spectrophotometry and color tests. 
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LAB CODE B- --------1 
FIGURE 1 

o CHECK HERE AND RETURN IF YOU DO NOT PERFORM SOIL EXAMINATIONS 0", 
DATE RECEIVED IN LAB ____ ' _'_ 
DATE PROCESSED IN LAB -----

DATA SHEET 
PROFICIENCY TESTING PROGRAM 

TEST #11 
SOIL EXAMINATION 

Item A represents a soil sample from a burglary scene. Items Band C represent 
samples of soil removed from the shoes of two different suspects. 

1. Could Items B or C have a common origin with Item A? 

Item B Item t 

Yes 0 ,0 
No 0 0 
Inconclusive 0 [C] 

2. What information (qualitative and quantitative) did you develop to arrive at (~' 
your conclusions in Question l? Please' check all appropriate boxes and provide ~ ~ 
values where applicable.' ' 
In the left hand column indicate the sequence (1,2,3, etc.) in which the tests 
were run. Indicate with an asterisk (*) the point where a conclusion was 
reached, even though subsequent tests were performed for confirmatory purposes. 
If elementtll and/or mineral composition is determined, indicate the elements 
and/or minerals identifie9. 

Sequence of 
Testing 

" 

Color 

Density Studies 

Microscopic Examination 

Emission Spectroscopy 

X-Ray Diffraction 

X-Ray Spectroscopy 

Other (Specify) ___ _ 

OVER 
13 

ITEt~ A nm B ITHl C 

-l 
-~ 

-

--
,--, 

.' 
I 

I 
i 
;\ 

- 2 -

3. Please provide the reslllts'obtained'\.:ith each of th~ rnet~od~ a~d 
instruments checked in Question 2. (Example: Densl~y G)rc1~~ent 
tubes us i ng m; vtUl'e of bl'omoform and bromobenzene, e~c: eat se 

-. ' ',' 1 t s Attach addltlonal swets provlde speclflc and camp e e response. 
if necessary. 

t·1ethad: 

~!ethod : 

t'lethod: 

4. Additional Crnnments 

E FOUI·,.ID.~TIOtl OFFICE [31' JANUARY 2, 197G 
D/\TA ~Hf.ETS i'!UST BE RECEIVED AT Til' 
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FIGURE 2 

QUICK REPORT 

PROFICIENCY TESTING PROGRAM 

TEST #11 - SOIL EXA~lINATION 

Thank you for returning your data sheets and test results. 

The soil samples have been characterized by the manufacturer as follows: 

Sample A 

Sample 5J same 
Sample C] 

Hanford Sandy Loam, Fresno, California 

Columbia Sandy Loam, Patterson, California 

Samples A, B, and C key in the r·1unsell Soil ColoY' Chart as: 

10 YR/5/3 

lO YR/3/3 

A may be distinguished from Band C by density gradient and elemental 
analysis. Therefore, A does not have common origin with B or C. 

At a later date, a complete report will be sent to you irrcluding the 
results of the referee laboratories and the results of all laboratories 
by code number. 
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LAa CO'DE B 
FIGURE 3 --,--

o CHECK HERE (AND RETURN) IF YOU DO tlOT PERFORM FIBER EXAMH{ATION 

DATE RECEIVED IN LAB ------
DATE PROCESSED IN LAB -----

DATA SHEET 
PROFICIENCY TESTING PROGRAM 

TEST #12 
FI2ER EXAMINATIO~ 

Item C represe~ts fiber~ from the scene of a homicide on the shoes of t\~o different suspects, ' Items A and B represent fibers found 

1. Caul d Items A or B ha ve comrr.on ori gi n \~i th C? 

ITW A ITF.r1 B 

YES 0 0 
NO 0 0 
IrlCONCL US I VE 0 0 

Io.'nat inforrration (qualitative and quant't t' ) d'd in Question l? Please check all approP~i:t!V~oxe~ Ydou dev~dloP to arrive at your conclusions . "an prov,' e va1U2S Hhere applicable. 
2, 

In .~he left hand column indicate the sequence (1 2 3· . ): .. InGlcate ~.Iith an ast"'risk ('~) L)" 't f'. • • .etc. III \'In,ch the tests \~ere run. t t -, c)_ pen 11 \~ Jere a conc 1 us, on was reach"'d eve th h b 
cs s were performed for can fi r;:la tory purposes, -, n. oug s u seque~ t 

Sequence of 
Testing 

BIREFRINGEIJC:: 

Em S5 I ON SrECTRQ5C0PY 
(Specify E'ler"ents Identified)' 

_. __ FLUORESCENT STUDIES 

____ INFR.<\RED t.lIALYSIS 

____ ~1ACROSCOPIC EXANINATION 

____ /~El TL'IG POINT r;~TF.RMINJ.iiClN 

_. ____ PYl\ULYSIS r.-C 

_____ HEr.) \CT!\F INDEX 

_____ $'JLU8ILIiY TeST:; (3;:>eci;y 
SJ1VW1~.~ i.. ;.~d) 

____ . ___ THItI LAYP\ CH'iO,'-!.J\TOGRAPHY 

_________ UJ srECTRiihIOTll:~ETRY 

_____ , __ . ___ x-:: ~Y FLIJ!"HF:Sc:r:::;c£ 
(CO'.J1l t .~ .... c i 0) 

-----' 

rTE"! 
A 

I 

-----
----~, -

I , 
; r--------
,------_ ..... -

[- . 

--.--- ... 

I 
! 
._----_ ...... . --

~ ----_.---

I -_ .. , - --

"_.- . - .. . -. 

--...... _ .. ---F 
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3. Please specify the information developed with each of the methods 
artd inst~ument5 checked in Question 2, (Example: So'lubility 
tests USlllY Hel, H2 SO'p Acetone and H~J03; m;croscopic-f'ibet's 
identified as cotton. nylon, etc.) , 

Please provide specific and complete responses. Attach additional 
sheets '; f necess(l,i"Y. 

t'1ethod: 

t,letl1od: 

4. /'c1di ti ona 1 Comments: 

. " 

(),'\T,'\ SHEETS ;'::;5T 8E RECc:IIJEO AT THE 
f'lJ!j~WATIOi',1 OFF(GE D'r FF.iJRUARY 10,1976 
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FIGURE 4 

QUICK REPORT 

PROFICIENCY TESTING PROGRAM 

TEST #12 
FIBER EXAMINATION 

Thank you for returning your data sheets and test results. The fibers can be 
characterized according to the sample manufacturer as follows: 

Item A - Composition: 100% wool 
Manufacturer: Philadelphia Carpet Company 
Color: Heather Green 

Item B - Composition: Acrylic (70% acrylic + 30% modacry1ic) 
Manufacturer: Brinkcrest Company 

Item C 

Color: #1014 Avocado 

Composition: 100% Dacron Polyester 
Manufacturer: Burlington Industrjes 
Color: #31 Pine 

At a later date, a complete report will be sent to you including the results of 
these )'eferce laboratories and the results of all laboratories, (by code ·l1ulllbers). 

18 



1 a. 

1 b. 

~ FIGURE 5 LAB CODE B -----
CHECK HERE (AND RETURN) IF YOU DO NOT DO PHYSIOLOGICAL FLUID 

t: 
DATE RECEIVED 0·· . f 
DATE PROCESSEO·----- ;:. f ... I ~: 

EXAMINATION. 

DATA SHEET 
PROFICIENCY TESTING PROGRAM 

TEST #13 
PHYSIOLOGICAL FLUID EXAMINATION 

Items A and B represent evidence collected in connection with a rape case. Please 
exanline the items according to your normal laboratory procedures and complete 
portion(s) \'/hich comply with your laboratory policy. Please add any additional 
information you consider pertinent to your ~esponse. 

The stain on Item A (Blue Cloth): 
D't/as examined 'tlith inconclusive results 

h 

r.l i.~. 
r I 
t ~ .. 

~ I 
Owas examined and determined 0 tentatively as representing a stain. o conclusively --------' 

, 
The following tests were conducted to arrive at the answer to questio~ la: 

o 
o 
o 

Microscopic examination 
Phase contrast 
Bright field (specify stain~ used) 

o Acid pllospllatase determination 
specify substrate: 

o Starch a illY 1 ase 
o Microcrysta'iline (specify) 

'specify dye: 

,.0 Blood group determination (specify factors sought, and methode; used). 

Factors: Methods used: 

o Other (specify) 

(OVER) 
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The stain on Item B (Pink Cloth): 
Dwas examined with inconclusive results 
Owas examined and determined 0 tentatively as representing a ____ _ 

c=J conclusively stain 

The following tests were conducted to arrive at the answer to question 
2a: 
D Microscopic examination 
o Phase contrast 
o Bright field (specify stains used) 

o Acid phosphatase determination 
specify substrate: 

o Starch amyl ase 
o r'licrocrystalline (specify) 

specify dye: 

o Blood group determi nati on (speci fy factors sought, and methods used). 
Factors: Methods used: 

o Other (specify) 

3. Additional Comments: 
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FIGURE 6 

QUICK REPO~T 
PROFICIENCY TESTING PROGRAM 

TEST #13 

PHYSIOLOGICAL FLUID EXAMINATION 

Thank you for returning your data sheets and test results. The stains 
are characteri zed by the manufacturer as fo 11 m-/s: 

Item A: (Blue Cloth) is stained with ~liva from a Type A 
secretor individual. 

Item B: (Pink Cloth) is stained wit~ seninal fluid from a 
Type p, secretor individual \-lit"fia normal-oS-perm count. 

. At a later date, a complete report will be sent to you including the 
results of three referee laboratories and the results of all laboratories 
(by code number). 
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FIGURE 7' LAI3 CODE B 

o CHECK HERE (AND RETURN) IF YOU DO NOT PERFORM ARSON 
EXAt~INATION 

DATA SHEET 
PROFICIENCY TESTING PROGRAM 

TEST 1114 
ARSON EXAMINATION 

DATE RECEIVED IN LAB 
DATE PROCESSED IN LAB 

Item B represents a piece of evidence fouhd at the scene of an attempted arson. 
Items A & C were found in the back seat of a fleeing motor vehicle minutes' after 
a silent alarm was activated at police head~uarters. 

a. Could Items A or C have common origin with Item B? 

A C 

Yes D 0 
No 0 0 
Inconclusive 0 0 

b. Does the evidence denote a conspiracy? 

Yes 0 
No 0 
Inconclusive 0 

2. What information (qualitative, quantitative and criminalistic) did you develop 
to arrive at your conclusion in Question l? List t~e order of tests performed. 
Asterisk (*) the point at which a conclusion or conclusions were reached. 

Sequence of 
Testing Information Developed 

1. 

2. 
3. 

4. 
5. 

3. a. \~as an accelerant found? Yes 0 
b. If IIYes ll

, was it identified? Yes 0 
Identified as: --------

- Over -
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4. Please specify the information developed llJith each of the methods 
and instruments us~d. 

Please provide specific and complete responses. Attach pdd'itional 
sheets if necessary. 

Method: 

Method: 

MethoQ: 

Method: 

S. Additional Comments: 

DATA SHEETS MUST BE RECEIVED AT THE FOUNDATION 
OFFICE BY APRIL 23, 1976 
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FIGURE 8 

QUICK REPORT 

PROFICIENCY TESTING PROGRAM 

TEST #14 

ARSON EXAMINATION 

Inank you for' Y'ei:urnin~ YOUr' data sheets dnd C(;!st t'esults. The arson 
examination sample is characterized by the manufacturer as follm./s: 

Item A 

Item B 

Item C 

Contained approximately 8 ml of leaded gasoline 
Chevron Supreme (High test) 
94.5 Octane 

A portion of a 8" square of lOO~~ white cotton 
cloth purchased at J. C. Penney IS \.Ji th 2 ml of 
Item A absorbed thereon. 

The other portion of the 8" square used in 
Item B. 

The cloth in Band C was cut 0ith scissors. Therefore: 

6 Gasoline of Item A exhibits all the same characteristics as the 
gasoline of Item B. 

o Cloth of Item 8 is an exact fit to the cloth of Item C and at one 
time was a sin9l~ unit. 

At a later' date, a complete report \'Ii11 be' sent to YGU including the rE'sults 
of ti1)'~':> referep hf)nY'=jtor'if's and the resu"!,ts of all laboratories (by code numbers) . 
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FIGURE 9 

LAB CODE B 

D CHECK HERE (AND RETURN) IF YOU DO NOT PERFOR~l DRUG ANALYSIS 

DATE RECEIVED IN LAB ______ _ 

DATE PROCESSED IN LAB _____ _ 

DATA SHEET ------
PROFICIENCY TESTING PROGRAM 

TEST #15 

DRUG ANALYSIS 

1. The enclosed substance was a street buy. The agent needs all the 
qua 1 itati ve and quantitat·j ve i nformat; on you can provi de. 

(Over) 

Information is being collected for research"and statistical purposes only. 
Stich information \'/i"ll not be l''2vealed ot usee! for .any other purpose .. In­
fo)',nation fUI~nisheci by any per'son Ot' agency and identifiClble to any specific 
person or 1 abora tOl'y will n~)t be revea 1 E:d or used for any purpose other than 
the research and statistical purposes for which it was obtained. 

25 

. 
. , 

. ~ 

',' 

(") 
\...;..:) 

, 
'I 

J 

, I 

;1 . 
t 

. ·:i 

.. ' 

2 -

2. Indicate method(s) used: 

DATA SHEETS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY JUNE 9, 1976 
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FIGURE 10 

QUICK REPORT 

PROFICIENCY TESTING PROGRA~l 

TEST #15 

DRUG ANALYSIS 

Thank you for returning you'data sheets and test results. 

sample is characterized by the manufacturer as follows: 

Component Composition by Weight 

dl Methamphetamine HCl 3.0 grams 

Ephedrine Sulfate 3.0 gr.ams 

Lactose 147 grams 

Sodium Carbonate (Annhydrous) 147 grams 

300 grams 

The drug 

% Composition 

10
/ I~ 

1% 

49% 

49~& 
---
100% 

At a later date, a complete report will be sent to you including the results 

of the r.eferee 1 abora tori es and the resul ts of all 1 abora tori es (by Code 

Number) . 
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