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Forensic Document Analyst  
Certified Fingerprint Roller1 

SUMMARY OF EXPERIENCE 

Mr. Gonzales, a retired Combat-Wounded U. S. Marine Corps Reserve Officer and 
former California Department of Consumer Affairs Certified Forensic Sciences Instructor, 
has more than 35 years of professional experience involving most aspects of forensic document 
examination. He is a former San Diego Police Dept. forensic document examiner and, for 
the past 27 plus years, a private forensic document examiner, consultant and testifying expert. 
Mr. Gonzales received his apprenticeship in questioned documents, beginning in 1979, at the 
Riverside County Sheriff’s Department while employed as a Fraud Investigator (California 
Peace Officer) by the County of Riverside. While employed as a Special Investigator by the 
State Bar of California, Mr. Gonzales was also a non-compensated Deputy County Clerk in 
several California Counties. Mr. Gonzales also completed formal questioned documents 
training provided by the U. S. Secret Service and FBI at the FBI Academy, Quantico, VA. 

In criminal matters, Mr. Gonzales has been retained on such crimes ranging from theft, 
prescription forgery to murder. In civil litigation, he has been retained on behalf of plaintiffs and 
defendants in matters ranging from suspected forged promissory notes of a few thousand dollars 
to suspected forged documents with values in the millions of dollars. His cases, both 
criminal and civil, have included high profile or highly publicized figures or incidents. Mr. 
Gonzales has lectured extensively on the subject of questioned documents on a local and 
international level. He is regarded as an excellent expert witness by those who have retained 
him to provide expert witness testimony and is respected by his peers. 



SUMMARY OF EXPERIENCE (continued) 

In addition to the San Diego Police Department, Mr. Gonzales was also found qualified for  
the positions of Forensic Document Examiner by the California Department of Justice (DOJ) 
and Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department. DOJ selection process also included a 
performance evaluation.  

FORMAL EDUCATION 

Bachelor of Science degree in Criminal Justice (Cum Laude) 

AREAS OF EXPERTISE & SERVICES OFFERED: 

 Criminal Defense & Prosecution 
 Family Law 
 Insurance Fraud 
 Development & Decipherment of Indented Writings 
 Photocopier Classification & Identification 
 Typewriting Classification & Identification 
 Signature & Handwriting Identification 
 Document Dating & Anachronism 
 Detection of Altered Documents 
 Computer-Generated Documents 
 Decipherment of Obliterations/Over writings 
 Photocopy Manipulations 
 Ink & Paper Analyses 
 Counterfeit Detection 
 Expert Witness Testimony 
 Consulting 
 Latent Fingerprint Development/Processing & Analysis 

VENUES WHERE EXPERT WITNESS TESTIMONY HAS BEEN PROVIDED 

 Municipal Courts: San Diego, San Bernardino, Riverside & Beverly Hills, CA; 
 Superior Courts: San Diego, San Bernardino, Los Angeles, Kern, Riverside, Imperial, 

Orange Counties & Mohave County, Arizona; 
 Military Courts-Martial: 11th Naval District, San Diego; 
 Federal Courts: San Diego and Orange Counties; 
 Arbitrations: San Diego and Marin Counties; 
 Student Honor Hearing: UCSD, San Diego; 
 Depositions: San Diego, Los Angeles and Orange Counties; 
 Administrative Law Hearings: San Diego; 
 Clark County District Court, Las Vegas, NV; 
  Jewish Rabbinical Court: Los Angeles; 
 Special Master Hearing: San Diego; 
 State Bar Court: Los Angeles; 
 DMV Hearings: San Diego; 
  NASD Hearing: San Diego; 
 US Naval Board of Inquiry Hearing: San Diego. 



*TESTIFIED ON BEHALF OF (continued):

 State Bar Court, Division of Trial Counsel, State Bar of California 
 San Diego County Alternate Public Defender’s Office 
 County of San Bernardino Public Defender’s Office 
 County of San Diego Office of the District Attorney 
 San Diego County Public Defender’s Office 
 California Attorney General’s Office 
 Federal Defenders of San Diego, Inc. 
 Beverly Hills Police Department 
  San Diego Police Department 
 U. S. Attorney’s Office, U. S. Department of Justice
 Clark County, Nevada, District Attorney’s Office 

Kern County District Attorney’s Office 
 Private Civil Attorneys for Defendants and Plaintiffs 
 Private Criminal Defense Attorneys 

*Initially qualified as an expert in questioned documents in 1980. Since then, I have testified on almost
190 occasions. In criminal matters, testimony has been provided on behalf of both the prosecution and
defense.

TEACHING & OTHER CONSULTING EXPERIENCE 

 1989-1994/2004: U. S. Department of Justice (ICITAP), Washington, D. C. 
Former chief consultant and instructor of questioned documents courses. Presented formal 
questioned document and expert witness testimony classes to law enforcement and 
intelligence agents throughout Central and South America and Caribbean. 

  1988-1995: Grossmont College, El Cajon, California, Forensic Technology Program. 
Adjunct faculty and chief instructor. Taught, “Examination of Questioned Documents 
semester course. 

EXAMINED DOCUMENTS & RENDERED CONCLUSIONS ON BEHALF OF: 

 Bossier Parish District Attorney’s Office, Benton, Louisiana 
 San Diego County Office of the Alternate Public Defender 
 San Bernardino County Office of the Public Defender 
 Riverside County Office of the Public Defender 
 U. S. Immigration and Naturalization Service
 San Diego County Public Defenders’ Office 
 Clark County, Nevada, District Attorney’s Office 
 City of San Diego City Attorney’s Office 
 U. S. Postal Service Human Resources
 County Counsel, County of San Diego 
 Naval Criminal Investigative Services 
 California Attorney General’s Office 
 Federal Defenders of San Diego, Inc. 
 Drug Enforcement Administration 



EXAMINED DOCUMENTS & RENDERED CONCLUSIONS ON BEHALF OF  
(continued): 

 Beverly Hills Police Department 
 Federal Bureau of Investigation 
 U. S. Postal Inspection Service 
 San Diego Police Department 
 Internal Revenue Service 
 Federal Grand Jury 
 Numerous private law firms, insurance carriers, corporations and private concerns 

HIGHLIGHTS OF SPECIALIZED FORMAL QUESTIONED DOCUMENTS & 
FINGERPRINT DEVELOPMENT TRAINING 

 1971: Golden West College, Huntington Beach, CA, Examination of Questioned 
Documents course; 

 1980: Golden West College, Huntington Beach, CA, Examination of Questioned 
Documents course; 

 1980: Institute of Applied Science. Included the Identification of Handwriting and 
Typewriting, Syracuse, NY, Scientific Crime Detection  (emphasis on fingerprint
sciences);

 1980: U. S. Secret Service, Department of the Treasury, Washington, D.C., 
Questioned Documents Course;

 1986: Federal Bureau of Investigation, Department of Justice, FBI Academy, 
Quantico, Virginia, Fundamentals of Document Examination for Laboratory
Personnel (Graduated with “A” Grade through the University of Virginia.); 

 International Association for Identification (Questioned Document Section)
 Evidence Photographers’ International Council School of Evidence Photography & 

Imaging (EPIC); 
Latent Fingerprint Development & Evidence Processing (emphasis on latent fingerprint
processing & crime scene processing) (Sirchie & Glendale, AZ, Police Dept); 
Forensic Sciences (National University); 

 Crime Scene Processing (Palomar College, San Marcos, CA); 
 Latent Fingerprint Processing (Lewis Consulting & Law Enforcement Training). 

HIGHLIGHTS OF CONTINUING PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION 

 Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department, Forensic Digital Imaging 
 Southwestern Association of Forensic Document Examiners, Inc. (SWAFDE) 
 American Board of Forensic Document Examiners (ABFDE) 
 American Society of Questioned Document Examiners (ASQDE) 
 American Academy of Forensic Sciences (Questioned Document Section) (AAFS) 
 Rochester Institute of Technology 
 California Department of Justice 



PROFESSIONAL EMPLOYMENT (continued) 

 Alliance Forensic Sciences, LLC, Escondido, CA
 Alliance Forensic Services (Principal), Document Examiner, Escondido, CA 
 Associated Documents Examiner (Principal), Document Examiner, San Diego, CA 
 San Diego Police Department, Police Document Examiner, Forensic Sciences Unit, San 

Diego, CA 
  Auditor-Controller’s Office, Document Examiner, County of Los Angeles, CA 
 State Bar of California, Staff Special Investigator & Document Examiner, Los 

Angeles, CA 
  County of Riverside, CA, Fraud Investigator (California Peace Officer) and

 Document Examiner). 

PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS 

 International Association for Identification (Questioned Document Section & Questioned 
Document Section Committee Member) 

 American Academy of Forensic Sciences (Questioned Document Section) 
 Southwestern Association of Forensic Document Examiners, Inc. (Charter Member 

and former Board of Directors) 
 San Diego County Investigators Association (Past President) 
 Association of Certified Fraud Examiners 
 CID Agents Association (USMC associate member) 
  National Criminal Justice Honor Society (For Academic Achievement) 

LICENSES & CERTIFICATIONS 

 
 

 

 

1970: Private Investigator’s License: Issued by the Department of Consumer Affairs 
1993: Certified Fraud Examiner (CFE)  designation: Awarded by the 
Association of Certified Fraud Examiners 
1998: Certified Professional Investigator (CPI) designation: Awarded by the 
California Association of Licensed Investigators, Inc. 
2000: Professional Certificate in Criminal Justice from National University, San 
Diego, CA. Included the formal presentation of a research paper related to the 
forensic examination of photocopies to peers and faculty of National University 

 2004: Certified Instructor: Former California Department of Consumer Affairs: 
was Certified to teach “Forensic Sciences and Technology” and “Security Services 
Administration & Management” (Certificate No. COAFS-04-372516) 

 2004: Fraud Claim Law Specialist (FCLS): A comprehensive course of study in 
insurance fraud law and defense investigation resulting in the FCLS professional 
designation conferred by American Educational Institute, Inc. 

 Certified Fingerprint Roller by California Department of Justice. 



HIGHLIGHTS OF SCIENTIFIC EQUIPMENT EMPLOYED 

 Video Spectral Comparator 4 Plus (Non-destructive ink and paper analyses & decipherment 
of obliterations via infrared, transmitted light and ultraviolet sources); 

 Spectral Luminescence & Reflectance Magnifier (Portable capabilities of VSC-4); 
 Magnetic-Optical Magnifier (Detects Magnetic Properties in Inks and Toners); 
 Transmitted light tables (With infrared & UV) (Portable and Laboratory Versions); 
 Electrostatic Detection Device (EDD) (Development of Invisible Indentations on 

Documents); 
 Spectro Plate Reader (Measures Lines Per Inch & Angles of Halftone Images2); 
 Digital Micrometer (Measures Paper Thickness); 
 Digital (6MP & 12MP) cameras with copy stands; 
 Stereoscopic & digital zoom microscopes; 
 X-Rite Eye-One Spectrophotometer (Measures Color Values of Paper);
 Bodelin ProScope Digital Microscope (with accessories);
 Fingerprint development powders & chemicals for latent print processing;
 Forensic Alternate Light Sources (visualization of latent prints);
 Digital Cameras with macros lenses;

PROFICENCY TESTING 

Mr. Gonzales has participated  in voluntary proficiency testing for questioned document 
examiners administered by a third part  one of which also administers forensic testing in 
other disciplines to major law enforcement agencies. 

ACADEMIC & MILITARY HONORS 

 Graduated Cum Laude with a Bachelor of Science Degree in Criminal Justice from 
National University, San Diego, CA; 

 Award of Recognition: Recognized by PI Magazine as one of the Nation’s Leading 
Private Investigators because of contributions made to the private investigation field as a 
forensic document examiner; 

 Certificate of Achievement for Outstanding Performance as a Teacher: Awarded by 
Grossmont Community College, El Cajon, CA 

 Purple Heart Medal: Awarded for “wounds received in action” against communist 
guerrilla forces while serving in the former Republic of South Vietnam with U.S. 
Marines3; 

 U. S. Army Achievement Medal: Earned for meritorious service while serving as a 
 Marine Liaison Officer for the U. S. Army Oregon National Guard 

MILITARY EXPERIENCE 

  Criminal Investigator (trainee), Sergeant, USMC (during the Vietnam War) 
  Criminal Investigations Officer/Military Police Officer, Chief Warrant Officer 4 (Ret), 

USMCR. As an Officer of Marines, Mr. Gonzales provided training for members of the 
Criminal Investigation Division (CID) and military policemen in questioned documents 
and investigations and examined documents for the CID. 
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February 21, 2020       

          

Andrew Flores, Esq.     Sent Via Email 

945 4
th

 Avenue              Andrew@floreslegal.pro 

Suite 412 

San Diego, CA 92101 

 
                                               .           
Re:  Michael D “Biker Sherlock Forensic Signature Analysis 

 

QUESTIONED DOCUMENT REPORT 

QUESTIONED DOCUMENT SUBMITTED FOR ANALYSIS 

Q1: One (1) C Company (LLC) Certificate of Cancellation of a Limited Liability, LLC File No. 

201511910148, file date December 21, 2015. STANDARDS FOR COMPARISON 

 

MICHAEL D. “BIKER” SHERLOCK STANDARDS FOR COMPARISON 

K1-1: Attachment 10 dated April 23, 2014; 

K1-2:  One (1) Articles of Incorporation, file date April 22, 2014; 

K1-3:  One (1) IRS Form 8879-S (2013) dated September 15 (sic); 

K1-4:  One (1) tax-related form dated September 15, 2014; 

K1-5:  One (1) original Agreement bearing three (3) repetitions of the signature Michael D. 

Sherlock (date not visible); 
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MICHAEL D. “BIKER” SHERLOCK STANDARDS FOR COMPARISON (continued) 

K1-6:  One (1) original Agreement with three (3) repetitions of the Michael D. Sherlock (no 

date visible); 

K1-7: One (1) original Agreement, page 2, with three (3) signatures; 

K1-8:  One (1) copy of a 1-page Agreement, page 2 (date not visible); 

K1-9:  One (1) State of California, Secretary of State dated July 8, 2014; 

K1-10:  One (1) partial reproduction of authorization and license dated October 2, 2000; 

K1-11:  One (1) Certificate of Live Birth, San Diego County (date not visible); 

K1-12:  One (1) color photo titled “Authentic Autograph (date not visible); 

K1-13:  One (1) color photo titled “Fleer, Biker Sherlock (date not visible); 

K1-14:  One (1) original, page 2, with Fax TTI at the top which reads “Precision (date not 

visible); 

K1-15:  One (1) original, page 2, Agreement (3 signatures) (date not visible); 

K1-16:  One (1) original Agreement, page 2 (date not visible); 

K1-17: One (1) original, page 2, Agreement, with three (3) signatures; 

K1-18:  One (1) original, page 2, Agreement (date not visible) (3 signatures); 

K1-19:  One (1) original Agreement, page 2 (date not visible); 

K1-20: One (1) original Agreement, page 2, three (3) signatures (date not visible); 

K1-21:  One (1) original, page 2, Agreement (3 signatures) (date not visible. 

PURPOSE OF ANALYSES 

You requested that I conduct a forensic comparison of the Q1 “signature” with Sherlock’s 

Standards (K). 

RESULTS OF ANALYSES & DISCUSSION  

It is my considered expert opinion that the writer of the Sherlock Standards (K1) probably did 

not (more likely than not) write the questioned (Q1) “signature.” This conclusion is based upon 

a number of fundamental differences which cannot be reconciled with the current Standards 

(K1). 

 

Darryl
Highlight
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METHODOLOGY 

I followed the suggested methodology used by many qualified forensic document examiners 

(FDEs). Such involves a side-by-side comparison (or similar arrangement) of the questioned 

(Q) and standard (K) signatures that are cropped, copied and pasted on an electronic worksheet 

(such as PowerPoint). Then, I manually search and evaluate the similarities and differences 

between the two (2) categories of signatures. Generally, the first feature that I search and 

evaluate is what is called “line quality.” Line quality is the combination of penmanship skills or 

manual dexterity, speed, pen pressure patterns, movement of the writing instrument, and is one 

of the most important features in the evaluation of signatures.  Poor “line quality,” for example, 

is embodied in those signatures which demonstrate inferior penmanship skills, hesitations of  

the pen, unnecessary patching (of the strokes), blunt beginning and ending strokes, rough or 

tremulous strokes, etc. Line quality evaluation was very limited because of the degraded copies. 

Additional features that I search and evaluate in all questioned signatures, besides those above, 

are spacing between letters and given and surnames, lateral and vertical sizes of the signatures, 

style of writing,
1
 spelling, size-height relationships, overall and individual slants between 

letters, slovenly appearances, punctuation and baseline adherence and overall appearances.  

Features that carry a significant amount of weight for or against identification 

(individualization) are those that deviate significantly from copybook forms or those that are 

found infrequently in the random population. 

SCIENTIFIC WORKING GROUP FOR FORENSIC DOCUMENT EXAMINATION 

This matter was examined within the parameters of the Scientific Working Group for Forensic 

Document Examination (www.swgdoc.com). The foregoing organization is composed of 

private examiners and government examiners from local, state and federal agencies throughout 

the United States and sets guidelines of questioned documents examination. 

RECOMMENDATIONS/COMMENTS 

For the possibility of a more productive result, I highly recommend locating the original 

questioned document (Q1) and submitting it for analyses.  

Alliance Forensic Sciences, LLC 

 

Manny Gonzales, B.S., C.P.I., F.C.L.S. 

Forensic Document Analyst 
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Exhibits:           (A) Questioned Document Report 

            (B) Manny Gonzales’ CV 

            (C)) Handwriting Terminology 

            (D) Limitations of Examining Photocopies 

            (E) SWGDOC Levels of Confidence 

            (F) Standards & Questioned Documents 
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SWGDOC Standard Terminology for Expressing Conclusions of Forensic Document Examiners 

 

1. Scope  

1.1 This terminology is intended to assist forensic document examiners in expressing conclusions or opinions based on 

their examinations.  

1.2 The terms in this terminology are based on the report of a committee of the Questioned Document Section of the 

American Academy of Forensic Science that was adopted as the recommended guidelines in reports and testimony by 

the Questioned Document Section of the American Academy of Forensic Science and the American Board of Forensic 

Document Examiners.
1
  

 

2. Referenced Documents  

2.1 Standards 

SWGDOC Standard for Scope of Work of Forensic Document Examiners 

 

3. Significance and Use  

3.1 Document examiners begin examinations from a point of neutrality. There are an infinite number of gradations of 

opinion toward an identification or toward an elimination. It is in those cases wherein the opinion is less than definite 

that careful attention is especially needed in the choice of language used to convey the weight of the evidence.  

3.2 Common sense dictates that we must limit the terminology we use in expressing our degrees of confidence in the 

evidence to terms that are readily understandable to those who use our services (including investigators, attorneys, 

judges, and jury members), as well as to other document examiners. The expressions used to differentiate the 

gradations of opinions should not be considered as strongly defined “categories”. These expressions should be 

guidelines without sharply defined boundaries.  

3.3 When a forensic document examiner chooses to use one of the terms defined below, the listener or reader can 

assume that this is what the examiner intended the term to mean. To avoid the possibility of misinterpretation of a term 

where the expert is not present to explain the guidelines in this standard, the appropriate definition(s) could be quoted 

in or appended to reports.  

3.4 The examples are given both in the first person and in third person since both methods of reporting are used by 

document examiners and since both forms meet the main purpose of the standard, that is, to suggest terminology that is 

readily understandable. These examples should not be regarded as the only ways to utilize probability statements in 

reports and testimony. In following any guidelines, the examiner should always bear in mind that sometimes the 

examination will lead into paths that cannot be anticipated and that no guidelines can cover exactly.  

3.5 Although the material that follows deals with handwriting, forensic document examiners may apply this 

terminology to other examinations within the scope of their work, as described in SWGDOC Standard for Scope of 

Work of Forensic Document Examiners, and it may be used by forensic examiners in other areas, as appropriate.  

3.6 This standard does not purport to address all of the safety concerns, if any, associated with its use. It is the 

responsibility of the user of this standard to establish appropriate safety and health practices and determine the 

applicability of regulatory limitations prior to use.  

 

4. Terminology  

4.1 Recommended Terms:  

identification (definite conclusion of identity)—this is the highest degree of confidence expressed by document 

examiners in handwriting comparisons. The examiner has no reservations whatever, and although prohibited from 

using the word “fact,” the examiner is certain, based on evidence contained in the handwriting, that the writer of the 

known material actually wrote the writing in question.  

Examples—It has been concluded that John Doe wrote the questioned material, or it is my opinion [or conclusion] that 

John Doe of the known material wrote the questioned material.  

strong probability (highly probable, very probable)—the evidence is very persuasive, yet some critical feature or 

quality is missing so that an identification is not in order; however, the examiner is virtually certain that the questioned 

and known writings were written by the same individual.  

Examples—There is strong probability that the John Doe of the known material wrote the questioned material, or it is 

my opinion (or conclusion or determination) that the John Doe of the known material very probably wrote the 

questioned material.  

DISCUSSION—Some examiners doubt the desirability of differentiating between strong probability and probable, and 

certainly they may eliminate this terminology. But those examiners who are trying to encompass the entire “gray 

scale” of degrees of confidence may wish to use this or a similar term.  

                                                 
1
 McAlexander T.V., Beck, J., and Dick, R., “The Standardization of Handwriting Opinion Terminology,” Journal of 

Forensic Science, Vol 36, No. 2, March 1991, pp. 311–319. 
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probable—the evidence contained in the handwriting points rather strongly toward the questioned and known writings 

having been written by the same individual; however, it falls short of the“ virtually certain” degree of confidence. 

Examples—It has been concluded that the John Doe of the known material probably wrote the questioned material, or 

it is my opinion (or conclusion or determination) that the John Doe of the known material probably wrote the 

questioned material.  

indications (evidence to suggest)—a body of writing has few features which are of significance for handwriting 

comparison purposes, but those features are in agreement with another body of writing.  

Examples—There is evidence which indicates (or suggests) that the John Doe of the known material may have written 

the questioned material but the evidence falls far short of that necessary to support a definite conclusion.  

DISCUSSION—This is a very weak opinion, and a report may be misinterpreted to be an identification by some 

readers if the report simply states, “The evidence indicates that the John Doe of the known material wrote the 

questioned material.” There should always be additional limiting words or phrases (such as “may have” or “but the 

evidence is far from conclusive”) when this opinion is reported, to ensure that the reader understands that the opinion 

is weak. Some examiners doubt the desirability of reporting an opinion this vague, and certainly they cannot be 

criticized if they eliminate this terminology. But those examiners who are trying to encompass the entire “gray scale” 

of degrees of confidence may wish to use this or a similar term.  

no conclusion (totally inconclusive, indeterminable)—This is the zero point of the confidence scale. It is used when 

there are significantly limiting factors, such as disguise in the questioned and/or known writing or a lack of 

comparable writing, and the examiner does not have even a leaning one way or another. Examples—No conclusion 

could be reached as to whether or not the John Doe of the known material wrote the questioned material, or I could not 

determine whether or not the John Doe of the known material wrote the questioned material.  

indications did not—this carries the same weight as the indications term that is, it is a very weak opinion.  

Examples—There is very little significant evidence present in the comparable portions of the questioned and known 

writings, but that evidence suggests that the John Doe of the known material did not write the questioned material, or I 

found indications that the John Doe of the known material did not write the questioned material but the evidence is far 

from conclusive.  

See Discussion after indications.  

probably did not—the evidence points rather strongly against the questioned and known writings having been written 

by the same individual, but, as in the probable range above, the evidence is not quite up to the “virtually certain” 

range.  

Examples—It has been concluded that the John Doe of the known material probably did not write the questioned 

material, or it is my opinion (or conclusion or determination) that the John Doe of the known material probably did not 

write the questioned material.  

DISCUSSION—Some examiners prefer to state this opinion: “It is unlikely that the John Doe of the known material 

wrote the questioned material.” There is no strong objection to this, as “unlikely” is merely the Anglo-Saxon 

equivalent of “improbable”.  

strong probability did not—this carries the same weight as strong probability on the identification side of the scale; 

that is, the examiner is virtually certain that the questioned and known writings were not written by the same 

individual.  

Examples—There is strong probability that the John Doe of the known material did not write the questioned material, 

or in my opinion (or conclusion or determination) it is highly probable that the John Doe of the known material did not 

write the questioned material.  

DISCUSSION—Certainly those examiners who choose to use “unlikely” in place of “probably did not” may wish to 

use “highly unlikely” here.  

elimination—this, like the definite conclusion of identity, is the highest degree of confidence expressed by the 

document examiner in handwriting comparisons. By using this expression the examiner denotes no doubt in his 

opinion that the questioned and known writings were not written by the same individual.  

Examples—It has been concluded that the John Doe of the known material did not write the questioned material, or it 

is my opinion (or conclusion or determination) that the John Doe of the known material did not write the questioned 

material.  

DISCUSSION—This is often a very difficult determination to make in handwriting examinations, especially when 

only requested exemplars are available, and extreme care should be used in arriving at this conclusion.  

4.1.1 When the opinion is less than definite, there is usually a necessity for additional comments, consisting of such 

things as reasons for qualification (if the available evidence allows that determination), suggestions for remedies (if 

any are known), and any other comments that will shed more light on the report. The report should stand alone with no 

extra explanations necessary.  

4.2 Deprecated and Discouraged Expressions:  

4.2.1 Several expressions occasionally used by document examiners are troublesome because they may be 

misinterpreted to imply bias, lack of clarity, or fallaciousness and their use is deprecated. Some of the terms are so 
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blatantly inane (such as “make/no make”) that they will not be discussed. The use of others is discouraged because 

they are incomplete or misused. These expressions include:  

possible/could have—these terms have no place in expert opinions on handwriting because the examiner’s task is to 

decide to what degree of certainty it can be said that a handwriting sample is by a specific person. If the evidence is so 

limited or unclear that no definite or qualified opinion can be expressed, then the proper answer is no conclusion. To 

say that the suspect “could have written the material in question” says nothing about probability and is therefore 

meaningless to the reader or to the court. The examiner should be clear on the different meanings of “possible” and 

“probable,” although they are often used interchangeably in everyday speech.  

consistent with—there are times when this expression is perfectly appropriate, such as when “evidence consistent 

with disguise is present” or “evidence consistent with a simulation or tracing is present, but “the known writing is 

consistent with the questioned writing” has no intelligible meaning.  

could not be identified/cannot identify—these terms are objectionable not only because they are ambiguous but also 

because they are biased; they imply that the examiner’s task is only to identify the suspect, not to decide whether or 

not the suspect is the writer. If one of these terms is used, it should always be followed by “or eliminate[d]”.  

similarities were noted/differences as well as similarities— these expressions are meaningless without an 

explanation as to the extent and significance of the similarities or differences between the known and questioned 

material. These terms should never be substituted for gradations of opinions.  

cannot be associated/cannot be connected—these terms are too vague and may be interpreted as reflecting bias as 

they have no counterpart suggesting that the writer cannot be eliminated either.  

no identification—this expression could be understood to mean anything from a strong probability that the suspect 

wrote the questioned writing; to a complete elimination. It is not only confusing but also grammatically incorrect when 

used informally in sentences such as. “I no identified the writer” or “I made a no ident in this case.”  

inconclusive—this is commonly used synonymously with no conclusion when the examiner is at the zero point on the 

scale of confidence. A potential problem is that some people understand this term to mean something short of definite 

(or conclusive), that is, any degree of probability, and the examiner should be aware of this ambiguity.  

positive identification—This phrase is inappropriate because it seems to suggest that some identifications are more 

positive than others.  

[strong] reason to believe—there are too many definitions of believe and belief that lack certitude. It is more 

appropriate to testify to our conclusion (or determination or expert opinion) than to our belief, so why use that term in 

a report?  

qualified identification—An identification is not qualified. However, opinions may be qualified when the evidence 

falls short of an identification or elimination.  
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