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Barristers and Solicitors
200 Elgin Street, Suite 500
Oftawa, Ontario

K2P LG

Attertion: Donald Bayrne

TECHNICAL REVIEW
Report of Anne Bisotti

File No. 1975/09
Re: Massan Diab

1. Retginer

| have been retoined by Donald Bayne of Bavne, Sellar, Boxall, Barristers and
Soficitors to conduct o technical review of o forensic report Issued by Anne Bisotti of
the Laboratoire de Police Sclentifique de Paris date stomped 05 Moy 2010.

Fam o forensic document examiner and president of Document Examination
Consultonts, Inc. | have worked in the field since 1982 and am certified 0s o
forensic document exgminer by the American Boord of Forensic Document
Examiners. | have a diplomao from the Forensic Science Society in England and
membership in the Canadian Society of Forensic Science, the American Academy of
Forensic Sciences, and the American Society of Questioned Document Examiners.
During the past 27 years | have published severa! articles and written chapters in two
comprehensive books on forensic science. | am g co-editor of, and o principal
contributor to, the Scientific Exomination of Questioned Documents, 2nd Edition. |
hove given expert evidence in most provinces in Canadao as well as in the United
States. A copy of my curriculum vitae is attached.
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2. Purposes and nature of the technicql review

in the forensic community o technicol review involves an evaluation of griother
forensic scientist’s reports, lustrations, notes, data, and other documentation to
ensure there is an appropriate and sufficient basis for the sclentific conclusions, This
review is usually conducted within a practice or laboratory by a second qualified
individual os part of o quality assurance program before a report is issued.
Alternatively, it can be an external review like those conducted through accreditation
programs, such as ASCLAD/AAB and 150. It can include an assessment of the
examination methodologies and the resulting determinations; the adequacy of
technical notes; verfication of noted ohservations; applicabiiity of references;
refiable application of proper methodology and proper use of equipment;
assessment of the adequocy or limitations of the material ovailable for examination;
and whether the conclusions are supported by the observations recorded.

My external technical review concentrated on the Bisottl forensic report itself; the
supporting ilustrations; the underlying materials made availeble to her; as well as
relevant methodological issues. The objective of the review wuas not for me to form
an independent opinion as to the authorship of the signature and hand printing in
question, but rather to ossess the foundation for, and accuracy of, the conclusions
rendered by Ms. Bisott,

The documents, which were provided to me as copies, were studied at various
degrees of magnification with the oid of o stereoscopic microscope and hand
“magnifiers, To fully assess the extent of natural variation within the writing provided,
Write-On®® Document Comparison Soffware wos employed so that all variations
and letter combinations could be readily evaluated and charts prepared for
iHustrotive purposes. 7

3. Summary of this technical review

The results of the technical review do not suppart the conclusions rendered by Anne
Bisottl. Rather, based on the materials provided to her, it is unreasonable to expect
that any qualified, competent forensic document examiner would reach such
findings emploving recognized and established forensic handwriting comparison
methodologies. In fact, she has used unconventional examination and comparison

N
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methods, some of which are in clear contradiction to well-documented and tested
anglytical techniques. '

Ms. Bisotii’s report is often confusing and incomprehensible. The terminology used
in her conclusions is most unusual and reflects an inherent bias in the use of the
term “presumption.” Furthermore, it is unclear what strength or degree of certainty
three of the conclusions carry.

Overall | find her opinions to be patently unreliable and, for the most part, not
supported even by her own observations, which could not be confirmed upon review
of the material avallable for examination.

4, ltems provided for consideration in this technical review

s Copy of the Bisotti forensic report {olong with an English translation], as well
as appendices that include copies of the documents analyzed.

o Expert Commissioning Order and its Supplement, dated December 15, 2009,

and March 19, 2010, respectively, issued by Marc Trevidic, Vice President of
Investigation ot the Tribunal de Grande Instanice of Paris,

5. Instructions and mandate to Anne Bisott from Marc Trevidic

December 15, 2009-—Order:

“1. Receive the closed and sealed record no. ONE constituted by the Insing
Géndtigue de Nanres Atlantigue, which was last broken and resealed, on
February 6, 2008, by Evelyne MARGANNE, containing an invoice of
FF 315, filed as Exhibit D870, and a cardboard hotel registration form
Fitled out on Seprewmber 22, 1980, and flled as Exhibis D871, which is
the suhject of the preseit comparison anealysis.

> Note the infegrity of the record and provide a description.

ad

Receive the photocopies of exhibits D3499, D3636/T and 2, D364671 to
3, containing the notes hondwritten by Hassan DIAB,

S

E
et

Docurnent Examination Consultants, Inc.
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4. State whether the writer of the exemplars mentioned above in point 3

is or may be the writer of the words "PANADRIYU™,

V “AL EXANDER”, “LARNACA®", "CYPRUS” and “technictun™
atiributed categorically by the hotel receptionist to the person who
introduced himself as Alexander PANADRIYU, uppearing in Exhibit
D87 (sewled record no, ONE) and considering, as the case may be, the

fifferences in the date of the exemplar documenis made between 1987
and 1967, compared with the creation date of the guestioned document,

ie. September 22, 1980, [Emphasis added.]

Gy

Recetve the photocopy of the veport of the questioning of Alexander
PANADRIYU, filed as Exhibit 13908, which has af the boitom siightly to
Fhre right under the word “principal”, a fulse signature (since the
identity of Alexander PANADRIFU himself was false).

6. Compare the false signetire of the individuol who used the false identity
of Alexander PANADRIVU with the signatures of Fassan Naim DIAB
Jound on the bottom of Exhibits 03499 363672, in pare 7 of Exhibit
D364677 and on Exhibir DI3646/3.

wsed the false identity of Alexander PANADRIYU is o false signature, io
compare the false signature with Hasson DIAB s signatures and, if
possible, indicate whether there ave sufficiently probative similarities,
specifically i the general design of the signature, in ils stile or inaiy
other significant point,

IS

State whether it is possible, although the signature of the person who

& Sree all observations that may be usefid for the purpose of the
assigiment.

U Reconstitute the sealed record no. ONE, to the exteni that it was
damaged during the analyvsis and contact us for its restitution.”

March 19, 2010-—Supplement to the Order:

“1. On Mareh 19, 2010, receive officers from the Embassy of the USA who,
in response to the request you sent me by letter dated Jaruary 3, 2010,
will provide you with the oviginagl file regarding Hassan DEAB S

imnrigration to the United States of America.

s
S

Document Examination Consultants, Inc.
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2. Select from this originagl file handwritten writing samples that are of
suffictent guality to be used as exemplars in the expert assignment,
without being fimited ro the documents that had been listed and
transmified as copies (Exiubiis D3499, DI636/T and 2, £2364677 1o 3,

Bigitize coples of the selecied documenis by any method that enabies
Youe o save the mosi aspects that the photocopied reproductions could
not reveal (pressure on the writing instrument, visualizing the position
of the initial strokes, Jine conmections between two characters. divection
of the graphic movement) because the oviginal dociments musi be
returned fo the Embassy of the USA.

g

fndicate if the exemplars you selected are written by the same person.
[Erophasis added ]

s,

State whether the writer of these exemplars is certainly or may be (in
whick case, try to indicate a degree of probability) the writer of the
notes “PANADRIYUY, “ALEXANDER", “LARNACA”, “CYPRUS”
and “techaician” attributed categorically by the hotel receptionist io
the person wity infrodaced himself as Alexander PANADRIYU on the
document filed as Exkibit D871 (sealed record no. I). [Emphasis
added.]

Ty

6. State whether the writer of these exemplars Is certaindy or may be (in
which cuse, iry {o indicate a degree of probability) the writer of the
date “22/09/80” in the “DATE” field, since the hrotel receptionist
stated that he only wrote the word “unexpected” at the botiom of the
form, whick would, by defanlt, indicate that Mr. PANADRIYU also
wrote this date, (Emphaosis added ]

State all ebservations that may be useful for the purpose of the
assignmient.

g

Anravh the scanned veproductions of the guestioned documents to the
expert report.”

It is important t0 note that ot no point does Mr Trevidic request an opinion as 1o
whather Hassan Diab may not be the writer of the signature and hand printing in
question; rather, his instruction is to determine if he (Diab) is certainly or may be the
writer. There appears to be no room for an objective consideration of the possibility

Document Examination Consultants, Inc.
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that the author of the sample material moy not be the writer; be is presumed to be
the writer.

Ms. Bisotti is instructed that the “22/09/80" date is written by the writer of the main
body of hand printing on the hotel registration form. She is not asked to make an
oblective determination as to whether the forensic evidenice supports this assertion,

but is usked to simply accept the proposition based on clalms by a hotel employee.

In my view, Ms. Blsotti has adopted these preconceived ideas in her examinations
and has rendered opintons that dearly reflect a lack of cbjectivity. The instructions
shie received are an obvious example of context bias. Further on in this review | will
explain in detall the basis for my observation.

6. Qualitications of Anne Bisott

Ms. Bisotil's training and experience are set out in her Appendix 1. She states thot
she is Chief Engineer and Head of the Documents, Handwriting and Traces Section,
and has been o document examiner since 1993, Listed are degrees in biology,
blochemistry and forensics, Under "Professional Development” are eight courses or
seminars totaling 170 hours. MNowhere is there any specific mention of training in
forensic document examination. The 170 hours in professional development are not
focused on handwriting examination, except perhaps for "Expert Analysis—21 h.”
There is also no indication that she participated in g structured training program or
that she was tasted, both in theory and proctice, during training.

While generdlized acaodemic study in forensic science is cerfainly valuable, it must
always be supplemented with specific, in-depth training in the particulor discipline
you infend to work in.

Forensic document examiners train as understudies or apprantices for  minimum of
two years, on a full-time basis. A considerable amount of that time {s devoted to
signature and handwriting comparison. | can find no evidence in Ms. Bisotti's
curriculum vitae thot demonstrates she has completed such o training program.
Based on the qualifications listed, she would not qualify for membership in
recognized professional organizations ond associations in North America, including
the Canadion Society of Forensic Science, American Academy of Forensic Sciences
or the American Society of Questioned Document Examiners. If Ms, Bisotti resided
in North America she would also not be eligible for certitication by the American

Document Exomination Consubtants, Ine.
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Bourd of Forensic Document Examiners. The Board specifically requires ot least two

vears {or equivalent} of understudy in a forensic laboratory, which is in addition to o
minimum of @ baccalaureate degree.

7. Cenclusion terminoloay and absence of an opinion scale

Three of the conclusions rendered on page 33 of the Bisott] report use the term
“presumption” {présomption). The specific instances are shown below.

“There is avery high preswmption that "

« I existe une 1rés forte privonyprion & Pégard o »

“There is a very low presumption that .7

& [ existe une trés faible présomprion & Végard . »

“There is a presumpiion that ..
w« H exisie wme présomption & Hégard L s

In my 28 vears of practice | have never read o forensic document examination
report that uses this word. | have convassed my colleagues in Canada who routinely
Issue reports in French and have determined that they do not offer conclusions using
this type of expression, nor have they encountered such terminology in their work.
Terms such as "probability,” "indications” and “likelihood” are most commonly used
together with appropriate qualifiers, such as “very strong,” “strong” and
“moderate.”

There are guidelines for conclusion terminology and a recommended opinion scale.
The American Society for Testing and Materials {ASTM) publishes many standards,

some of which are specific to forensic science. Attached is Guideline E1658-08, the
Stondard Terminology for Expressing Conclusions of Forensic Document Exarniners.”

" ASTH Designation: £1658-08, (2008} Stondard Terminology for Expressing Conclusions of Forensic Docurment
Exarninsrs, ASTM internotionsl, Wast Conshohocken, PA

i
u;‘&t

Docurmnent Examination Consultants, Inc.



—

\ | October 15, 2010
o Technical Review of Anne Blsott] Report
Poaone 8 of 40
g
., While examiners are under no obligation to use these porticular terms, they bave
i ; . o . '
: nevertheless been adopted by many laboratories throughout the world.

Use of the term “presumption” carries with it o fack of objectivity as its employment
suggests that the examiner is sturting out with a certaln expectation or assumption-—
in this particular case, that Hossan Diab is presumed to be the writer. The forensic
expert should begin from o neutral position as to whether a porticular individual is or

 The final conclusion offered by Ms. Bisotti on page 32 is particularly troublesome.
There she states:

“There is a preswmption thet Hassan DIAR s the author of the guestioned
‘ signature i the report on the guestioning in sealzd record no. SIXTEEN,
: copry of which is Exhibit DYUS. The degree of presumption cannot be

quantifisd ”

« I existe une présomprion & 1 Sgard de M. Hassan DIAR comme autenr de o
signatwre de guestion poriée par le procés-verbal d interrogatoive de question
place sous seelld N° SELZE dont Tu copie est cotde DV0E. Ce degré de
présomption ne peut étve chiffrd. »

This statement is meaningless in the context of o forensic finding. The reader is

given no clue as 1o the certainty of the finding. Does Ms. Bisott believe the
likelihood that Hassan Diab is the writer to ba-—very strong, strong, weak or
inconclusive? We are given no insight. in fact, she declores that "The degree of
presumption cannot be quantified.” Ms. Bisotti seems to be merely stating the
obvious--that someone presumes Hassan Diab is the writer of the Alexander

Panadrivu signature on exhibit DP08. As o forensic document exarniner it is her task
to test this presumption, not to simply regurghtote on investigator’s suspicions.

Forensic sclentists have an obligation to cearly articulate their findings and opinions
such that there is no opportunity for misinterpretation. Ms. Bisott! has not met thot
responsibility. The confusion is further compounded by the absence of an opinion
scale that clearly identifies the range of conclusions and their relative strengths. Is
the term “presumption” routinely used at the Laboratoire de Police Scientifique de
Paris, or is it unique to this particulor file? 1 it is the latter, why would that be?

Document Examination Consultants, Inc.
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Methodology—assessing similarities and dissimilarities

In her report, on page 12, Ms. Bisolti addresses the issue of what is necessary in
order to identify o particular writer as the cuthor of o questioned writing. She
explains the weighing of choracteristics as follows:

“Moreover, only when many persenal characteristics wre Identified in both
the questioned writing and the exempler, and especially when the number of
these graphic similarities Is much grecter than the monber of dissimilarities
Jound there, will It e possible to identify the writer of the exemplor as the
author of a guestioned document.”

« De falt, ce n'est gue lorsgue de nombreuses caractbristigues intimes som mises
en evidence & la fois duns [ eriture de question ef dans celle de comparoison et
surtout borsqgue fe nombre de ces similitudes grophigues est irés supérieur au
nombre de dissemblonces gui v existord, gu il sera possidie de désigner le
seripieny de comparaison comme dant { maetn de o pitee de guestion, »

While it is true thot in order to identify o writer there must be numerous similarities
in writing habits, to suggest that this is sufficient aven if there are dissimilarities flies
in the foce of one of the most busic tenets of handwriting comparison. Evaluating
similarities and differences is not a simple act of counting them up. Rather, the
significance of each characteristic must be considered and the differences must be
reasonably gocounted for I an identification is to be made. Many noted authorities
have written extensively on this subject. They all stress that differences, even though
small in number, carry much greater significance and often oubweigh abundant
similarities. A sampling of these dedlarations follows:

“Repeated small differences are sufficient to establish clearly that writings
are the work of tweo individuals even though they way contain o
consideratle number of general similarities. This is ofien a major concern
to the layman, but of less tmportance to the irained FDE. In situarions
where similorities clegrly outnumber the differences, the existence of a few
fundamenial, repeated differences can be overwhelming and controfling.
Evervone seems to apprecipte that two writings are not by the same
individual when there is a vast mumber of differences, but just a fow
Jundamental dissimilarities may not seem (o warvant the same finding.
Nevertheless, they do. Jf two writings are by a single person, then no
Jundamental differences should exist, Convearsely, if there are anv basic
dissimilarities that covot be accounted for by o logical, commuonsense

Document Examination Consultants, Inc.
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e*’:p&zmz,emz then the fwo writings must have been prepored by different
WrHErs.

U awhatever features two specimens of handwriting may have in common,
they cannot be considered to be of commuon authorship if they display but o
single consistent dissimilority in gy feature which is fundamental to the

] structure of the handwriting, and whose presence is nor capable of
reasoiable explanation. ~

“A series of furrdamentad agreements in Idensifving individualities is
requiistte to the conclusion that fwo weitings were awthored by the same
person, wheregs a single fundamental difference in an idendifving
individuality hetween two ri’f’gfﬁ’?{{% preciudes the conclusion that they were

executed by the same persen,’

Mg, Bisotti’s lack of awareness, or disregard, of this most fundamerital principle is
evidenced in her discussion on the similarities and differences observed between the
Diab speameﬂ hand printing and the details on the hotel registration form {98? 5.
Tris subject will be further expanded upon in my technical review.

9. Contemporaneousness of Diab hand printing specimens

On page 14 of her report, Ms. Bisotti addresses the issue of the 15-vear gap
between the dates of the specimen writings ond the 1980 hotel registration form.
She offers the opinion that this difference does not preclude thelr use. Her reasoning
is as follows:

“Ia this case, the writer was born in 1933 When the questioned documents
were written, he was 27 vears old and thies had reached his optimal level of
graphic performance.

When he wrote the documents in his immigration file, he was about 40
years old. Unless there was sone pavticular ac s:xfwz? i his Iife, Bis wriiing
and his signature would not have changed much.

2 Purdy, Don €., {2006} “identification of Hondwriting” in Sdentific Exomingtion of Questioned Documents, Second
Edfiton, Kally, Jan Seamon and Lindbiom, Brion S, eds,, CRT Press Tovler & Frands, Booo Raton, FL, page 63,
; * Harrison, Wilson B, (1958) Suspect Docurments, Frederick A, Prosger Inc, New York, poge 343,
* Corway, lames V.2, 1959} Pudentiol Docurments, Chades £ Thomes, Springfield, 1L, poge 65 and 67.

%
B,

E Pocument Examination Consultants, Inc.



Ditober 15 2000
Technical Revime of Anne Bisols Repent
Page 11 of 40

Thus, basing our comparisons on doctaments writien about 13 vears apart
iy possible. At most, the passing years wonld have resulted only in a
smoother and more definite stroke. If there were changes In the wriling,
they would appear in all of the comparison documents.”

v Duns le cay qui nous intéresse, le seriptesr est wé en 1933, Lovs de la rédaction
des pidces de guestion, # o 27 any ef a donc acquls son nivean de perfirmmance

graphigue optimal.

Larsgu il rédive les ploces de son dossier o Tmmigrarion, § est dgé o environ 40
ans, Aussi, sauf gecident particulier de la vie, son doriture of sa sigratire auront

pen verié.

Ainsi, e fult de fonder nos comparaisons sur des pidees dont fes dates sont
élotandes d ‘envivon 15 ans, est possible. Towr au plus, les années les éloignont

# auront pour conséguence qu'un racd plus éudé. plus performani. Sides
altérations de graphisime se sont produites. elles apparaliront dans ia pepulation
cles dorits de comparatson. »

How could Ms. Bisotti know what did or did not occur in Mr. Dieb’s handwriting over
the course of 15 vears? She had no exemplars from thot time period. Did Mr. Diab
have an injury of other writing impairment around 1980 or any time theregher? She
cannot say. Mot ail writers produce “o smoother and more definite stroke” once they
regeh maturity. This characterization is, at best, a generalization. There ore maony
writers who see a deterioration In penmanship and legibility in their intermediote
vears. This could result from the need to produce lorge volumaes of handwriting in g
hurried fashion {e.q., doctors and lowyers), or from having little occosion to write, A
more recent phenomenon (from the 1990s onward) is the depreciation in writing
skifl coinciding with the advent of computer use. In this situation the amount of
writing decreases substantiolly with a resulting decline in perimuanship,

if Ms. Bisotti had sample hand printing from 1980 and 19941998, she could have
determined whether or not the writings were consistent and, if so, used oll the
material. This is not the case however, Her position on this subject stands in
contradiction to a substartial body of work that consistently coutions against relving
solely on non-contemporaneous specimens,

Following is o sample of the abundant commentary that exists on the need for
contemporangous comparison exemplars: '

Document Examinotion Consultants, Inc.
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] “Normually in the case of a typical aduft basic writing habits change

E graduallv. Therejore, material written 2 or 3 years before or affer the
disputed writing serve as satisfaetory standavds, but as the lapse of years

; herween the date of stondards and questioned material becomes greater, the
standards have a fendency to he less representative. Conseguerily, an effori
showld abways be made fo procure some specimens written near in date to

the disputed matter. ™

“They should be contempurary.

The questioned and specimen writings should be written crownd the same

time frame. 4 vital part of this deperds uporn g number of foclors, the magor
oae being has the writeris) reached graphic maturity? I the writer is young
and bas not reached graphic maturity, then the writing(s} to be examined
should be written as closely together in time as possible. Jf the writer has
reqchwd graphic maturity, then the time differential berween the writingts)
does not have to be as closely spaced, bt they should still be contemporary
in thme. There ave variations 1o this requirement, depending upon such
things as the effects of transitory factors on the writer between, or diring,
the time of the writings. ™

“ft iz abvious that the best standards of comparison are those of the same
general class as the guestioned writing and as nearly os possible of the
samie dete. Sueh standards showld as a rule, include all berween coriain
dates cavering a period of time both before and after the date of the writing
in dispuie. .

10. Handedness of writer

In her discusston of the reference exemplars on page 19 Ms. Bisottf concludes:
L there is a strang presumption that the writey Is vight-handed: the upper
parts (CE7, T L) are weltten from left 1o vight and no lefi-handed or

regressive conviecting strokes are evident.”

* Hiton, Ordwoy (1982} in Sdentific Examinution of Questioned Documents, Elsvier North Hollond Inc., New York,
MY, poge 305

‘* Morris, Ron M, (20000 Forensio Hordwerfting dlentificotion, Acadernic Press, Lendon, UK, page 149,

? Oshoms, Albert S, (1910 Quastioned Documents, The Lawyers’ Co-operative Publishing Co., Rochester, NY, pogs

8-19,

Document Examination Consultants, Inc,
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@ il ressort qu il exisie wn ros forte présomplion pour guc le scripleur de _
comparizon soit droitfer; les barres supdrienres (CF7, 7T, 1L sont traces
: de gauche & drolie ef aucune Haisow idvogyre ou régressive 1 vst mive en

- dvidence. »

This opinion is problematic for twe reasons, First, determiining the direction of
strokes is extremely difficult when non-original documents are examined. As noted
at the beginning of Ms. Bisotti’s report, she worked with scans of the immigration
documents, not the originals. In gssessing direction of stroke the examiner must
study pen pressure characteristics, tapering of inftial and terminal movements, and
ink line morphology features, It is the exceptional circumstance where all of these
elements can be fully assessed In o given character on o copy. This is particularly the
case when considering straight lines; having an electronic image of the writing
under examination does Httle to assist in this regard.

Second, in looking ot characteristics that indicote left-handedness it must be borne
in mind that the ghsence of such features does not In iself provide conclusive
evidence to the contrary. Research shows that the horizontal strokes in letters such
as "E," "7 1Y and others, as well as 71" dots and punctuction marks, are more
fraquently made from right to left when produced by o left-honded writer, Ovals in
“0%s {zeros) or "Os are more often written in a clockwise direction by left-handed
writers. However, not all left-handed writers form these letters in these particular
directions; research shows that the frequency of occurrence varies greatly depending
on the feature being considered. Conrad,® for instance, found that right-to-left cross
3 strokes occurred in 59% of left-handed writers tested, but nearly 30% of thase
executed the stroke consistently from left to right. Clockwise ovals were made by

‘ approximately 13% of left-handed writers, whereas 76.7% made the ovals in @
counter-clockwise direction.

Can it be assumed that Ms. Bisott! is satistied with the 39% frequency of ccourrence
gs justification for @ “strong presumption that the writer is right-handed”? i so, then
this is a shockingly low threshold, bearing in mind that 41% either did not form their
crossbars in this manner or ware inconsistent in the direction of stroke used. This
59% is less than one standard deviation (68%) confidence level.

v ¥ Conrad, Marianne, [2008) Left-hand Writing vs. Right-hond Wiitihg, lowrnal of the Americon Sogiety of
Questiored Document Examiners, Yol 17, Mo, 1, poges 24 ang 25,

Documert Examination Consultants, Inc.
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[nter-comparison of the dlleged Hassan Diab specimen signatures

On pages 20 and 21 of the Bisotti report {pages 21 and 22 of the English
transiation), she discusses the afleged Hassan Diab signotures provided for
comparison with the questioned “A. Panadriyu” signature on Exhibit D208, Ms.
Bisoti nssesses the construction of the three purported Diab signotures, those being
an Feuillets 7, 13 and 14 found in Appendix 10 of the sample materiol. Ms. Bisott
states on page 16 thot, according to the Expert Commissioning Order, these three
signatures are attributed to Hassan Diab, She accepts this information at foce volue
and then compares the remaining 12 Diab signatures on the immigration and
related forms (taken from the USA immigration file] with the three previously
assessed slgnatures. The oblective here is to determine whether or not all the
nurported Diab signoatures are authored by one and the same writer; Ms, Bisotti
concludes that they are. In support of her conclusion she notes that

“AIf of the signatures on these pages fall within the natural variations of the
reference comparison signatures and the stable elements of construction
are relalned.”

« Lensemble des signarnres de ces fewillets rentre dans les variations nuturelles
des signatures de comparaisor de référence et les éléments stable de construction
SORE CORSErves. »

it is my view, however, that Ms. Bisotti has failed to note significant differences within
the structures of some of the immigration document signatures, as follows (see my
Chart 1, attached):

s Inthe “i¥ of “Diab” seen on Feuillet 22, there is an initlol upstroke, followed
by a downstroke to form the letter, Yet, in all the other examples, the
formation is with a single downstroke. Clearly, this is not a “stoble element of

LA

consiruction” found in each "L

e The "o of "Diab” in the signature on Feuillets 15, 18 and 22 is formed with
" an upward movemertt out of the “1” followed by either a retrace along the left

side of the letter or the formation of o dingonally orientated eyelet. The pen
then travels in a counterclockwise direction to form the oval. This is foliowed
by a short vertical staff at the right side of the "a” and concludes with o
rightward movement to complete the letter and connect it to the "b." In
contrast, the “a”s in the other signatures are constructed with a simple
counterclockwise oval that terminates toward the left near the top of the oval.
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The "o is disconnected from the “b” in these exomples. These two sets of
movement combinations are substantially different.

s The final sedes of arches seen below the "D” stoff of the signature on Fauiliet
18 differ from those found in the other signotures. This movement
combination is the ending of the name "Hassan” written in Arcbic, As such, it
is written from right to left and the form looks like o stylized "N {Romaon
alphabet). The other signatures exhibit a more angular and narrower trough
between the two arches than is seen In the Feulilet 18 signature. Additionally,
while the arches are of equal size in the Feuillet 18 example, they are not in
the other signatures, where the first arch from the right is smoller than the
one that follows. Once agaoin, the farm does not exhibit a “stoble element of
construction.”

These noticeable differences may not be natural variotions. The possibility that o
second writer was involved in signing some of the signatures must be given
considerable weight. ‘

It is imporiant to note that this s the third French exominer who haos foiled to
praperly assess the somple material for possible comtaminotion. In each instance the
exarminers appointed by the French government dismissed the differences amongst
the writing samples as variations or alternate styles. This is g position for which there
is no forensic support and one that ignores fundomental principles of handwriting
exarringation. :

According to Ms. Bisotti, one of the "stable elements” of the Diab signature is the
position of the "D vertical staff relative to the initial and terminal strokes of the 707
body. She states thot:

“The infital and terminal strokes of (P are left of 117
« Lattague et fa finale de (P sont & gauche de (Hi »

This is clearly not the case. The terminating movement of the "7 in the signatures
seen on Feuillets 1, 6, 9-13, 20 and 21 (nine signatures in total) off conclude of, or
often to the right of, the "D” stoff (identified in the Bisotti diagram as HJ. (See my
Chart 1, gttoched)

A second slement of construction identified by Ms. Bisottl is g pen ift within the "0.”
For this, she states:

Hilh,
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“2 pen lifis are made systematicolly: the first one between the stroke of TH])
and the siroke of (P) and the second ane between the oval and the tail of
the “a™ " [Emphosis added ] :

« 7 levers de phame soni systématiguemont magués: le premier entre le tracd de
FHY et celuf de (P} et le second entve Dove et Ia guene du “a”. »

This description is also incorrect, The signatures on pages 15, 18 and 22 all show
very obvious connection of the “a” oval to the vertical staff or tall. (See my Chart 1,
attoched. )

ts. Bisori's evaluation of the alleged Diab signatures is seriously fiawed in two
ways—both in her failure to note structural differences within the group of
signatures that are strongly suggestive of o second writer, ond her inability to
properly characterize the initial and ferminal strokes in the "D” and the formation of
the "a.”

Her lack of thoroughness and accuracy is further demonstrated in the cregtion of
the Diab slgnature chart on page 21 {page 22 in the English wansiation). The
Feuillet 9 signature shown s missing the terminal forms in the Arabic nome
“Hassan.” This signature, as found in Appendix 10, shows arch-like movements
helow and to the left of the "D stoff that are absent from her chart. (See my Chart
1, attached.}

Comparison of the alleged Hassan Diab signatures and hend printing with
the A, Panodrivu signature on D908 |

On pages 30 and 31 of the Bisofti report there is a description of the comparison
made between a substanticlly illegible “A. Panadrivu” signature found on Exhibit
DYOR and the olleged signatures of Hassan Diab written in ¢ combination of Roman
and Arabic characters. She also compares hand printed letters within the Diab
sample material with certain elements of the guestioned signature.

A fundamental principle of forensic handwriting comparison is thot like items must
be compared; that is, signotures with signatures, hand printing with hand printing,
numerals with numerals and cursive handwriting with cursive handwriting. One
cannot compare numerals with o handwritten sentence, or a stylized illegible cursive
signature with hand printing. The reason for this is obvious; they most offen do not

&

o
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have writing features in common. Common elements must be present in order to
conduct a comparison or the process is a non-starter. As Moris states:

“AH the writing(sh st be suilable for comparison purposes.

What does this mean? We have already seen thot they must consist of
conmmon letters and letter combinations, be of the same style and, ideaily,
they should be wsed within the same coniext, stonding alone, or in
combinations, They must be of the same sple—cursive with cursive, printed
with printed, numerals with numerals, efc ~—ond they must have been
weitten with the same relutive speed. ™

Even when comparing handwriting with handwriting the sample must be compatible
with the writing in question. Ellen provides o concise example of why it is essential o
comgpare like with like:

“Comparisons are made of each letter of the alphaber with other examples
af the same letter. Nothing Is gained by comparing the letter abwith the
letter Ko Similarly, there is no prrpose in comparing a block capital A with
a lowercase cursive letter ¢ Because each lefter has to be compared, it is
important that all those present in the guestioned writings are represenied
in the known writings. " [Emphasis added ]

The comparison conducted by Ms. Bisotti is misguided and wholly inappropriate.
The Panadrivu signature {shown in my Chart 1, ottached) features only one legible
letter—that being the initial “A.7 All other structures are illegible and the signature
as o whole is greotly abbreviated, In contrast, the alleged Hasson Diab comparison
signatures are each composed of g cursive Roman script surname {Diab) followed
by an Arabic given nome {Hassan}. Diob is written from left to right, whereas
Massan is executed from right to left. (See my Chart 1, attoched.)

The Diab signature samples include neither an uppercase "A” nor any of the other
forms seen in the questioned signature. They are, therefore, of very little value for
compurison purposes ond should not have been used.

? Rorris, Ron N, (2000} Forensic Handwriting ldentification, Academic Press, London, UK, poge 148,
% Ellers, Dovid {2006}, Scientific Fxamingtion of Documents, Methods ard Techsigues, Third Edition, CRC Tavior &
Francis, Boco Reton, FL, sage B2,

ity
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Ms. Bisotti’'s comparison of movements in the Panadriyu signature with the Arabic
portion of the Diab signature defies not only common sense but most certainly the
fundamentals of forensic handwriting comparison. She suggests that the diagonal
retrace running across the bottom of the Panadriyu signature is similar to the
horizontal movement appearing under the surname Dicb. That horfzonial
movement is actually an “assa” letter combination in the Arabic given name. It of
course goes from right to left becouse thot is the direction in which Arabic is written.
[t is not a flourish like the movement combination found In the questioned signature,
but rather recognizable characters in o different alphabet. It is nothing more than ¢
coincidence that both signatures feature horizontal movements. They are wiitten for
quite different reasons and at different points in the construction of the two
signatures. To suggest that the same general movement is present i both and that
it has identification value is absurd. To reiterate, only like structures can be
compared,

I Ms. Bisoti's description of the flowrish on page 30 of her report she states:

“d- The final flourish (PR} in a geometrically inverted o (). written frop
fefi ro right and descending (51,7

« 4. Le paraphe fingl (PR, en o géométriguement inversé (o), fracd de gauche
droite ¢f descendant (Bl »

The 4(h} description is clearly wrong os the movement is, in fact, from right to left os
represerted in her diagram. This is vet another example of her foilure to accurately
document the construction of o form.

Ei i

Another feature that Ms. Bisotti corsiders fo be a similarity is the shape of the "A.
“2- The pointed form of the frame of “4 7 with curved stems.”
« 2« La forme du portigue pointiy du 47 gvec ses monfanls ineurves. »

The specimen iflustrated on page 30 is an uppercase printed “A7 While it does have
a pointed peak, the right stem does not show the degree of curvature found in the
questioned signature. Furthermore, the central horizontal bar in the sample "A" is
nothing like the short diagonal bar seen in the initial "A.” Also of considerable
frportance is the presence of 6 retrace on the left stem of the Diob sample that is
absent in the guestioned signature. A review of numerous other “A’s In the sample
material (220 occurrences) reveals a pattern of retracing the left stem. Ms. Bisotti
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makss no mention of this fundamenial difference, vet it is a structural fecture that
reflects an author’s writing habit,

A third similarity outlined is the manner of terminating the long vertical stroke in
“Panadrivu.” It is described as:

o Visible pwists on vertical strokes.”
@ J- Les torsiony visibles sur lex fracés verficepx. »

According to Ms. Bisotti the movement is found in the terminations of o hand
printed “A" and “1.” Once again, she is comparing printing with cursive
handwriting. In addition, such o miniscule movement that is more a line quality
element than o writing habit con be found in the writing of thousands of individuals
and is therefore of no value in establishing the identity of the writer of the
auestioned signature. To suggest thot this minor undulation in the stroke s of
significance is a demonstration of Ms. Bisotti’s lack of understanding about what
constitutes a handwriting charocteristic that can be used to identify the author of o
questioned entry.

| do agree that the loop in the Panadriyu signature is similar to the loop in the "b" of
the Digh signatures. However, when there are so few comporoble structures in the
two signiatures ond when even these forms show differences, proper consideration
must be given to the possibility of o coincidental similarity.

Filen notes that the possibility of @ coincidental match is dependent on the amount
of writing under examination:

“Provided that o sufficiers amount of materil is present, the combination af
Jeatures used by one person in his or her writing will be sygficiently
different from the combination of features of any other person for any
chanie match to be found. If the wmount of writing is smaller, the

o §

probability of coincidental maich will be greater.™

Even in writings by two different individuals it is possible to find o few, or even
several, features in common, This is because each feature in a persor’s handwriting

Y Eflen, Dovid (2006}, Scientific Examinatinn of Documents, Methods and Technigues, Third Edition, CRC Taylor &
Frovws, Boco Baoton, FL, ooge 27,
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is not necessarily unique to that writer, These vary from common, to less commaon,
to unusual, fo very unusual. Even if we focus solely on the similarities, the very few
identified between the alleged Diab signatures and the questioned Panadriyu
signature are clearly insufficiert to establish whether or not they are by one writer.
But of course, as discussed above, there are also significant differences to toke Into
considergtion.

Comparison of the "22/09/80" date with the Diab specimen material

On pages 25 and 26, Ms. Bisotii outlines her comparison of the date on the hotel
registration card {D871) with the sample numerals olleged to have been written by
Hassan Diab. She notes that of oll the feotures identified and profiled in the Dicb
sample material only five are comparable to the date. Of these five, only one feature
(#53) is also found in the questioned date; that characteristic Is the meeting of the
initial and terminal strokes of the "0 at the 10-12 o'clock position. This s a
frequently seer writing characteristic and, while similar, cannot be given much
weight for identificotion purposes.

Ms. Bisotti correctly states that there are also some notable dissimilarities, including
the construction of the "8” and the connection of the "80" combingtion.

There are impartart handwriting characteristics in the date that have not been
assessed by Ms. Bisotti. For instance, within the month, the "0 Is much smaller than
the *9.” The Diab specimen material contains 16 occurrences of "0%”
cormnbinations, as shown in my Chart 2, attached. Ms. Bisotti should have compared
these examples with the dote in question to determine whether or not the size ratio
of the two numerals is the same or different. As we can see, they are not the same.

The date on DB71 includes two diagonal {oblique) lines thot separate the day,
month and vear. These too could have been evaluated for thelr length, slope and
spacing within the date. There are more than 20 Instanices where obliques are used
to separote elements of the dote in the specimen documents.

The formatting of the date should also have been considered and compared. On
D871 it Is written as day/monthivear, which Ms. Bisotti identifies as a French format.
She suggests that a comparison cannot be made because the writer of the samples
used an Anglo-Saxon style {month/day/vear) for dates. As the hotel registration ca rd
daes not indicate which format to use one would expect the author to use their

i,
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normal dating habit, which is a significant fecture to consider in itself. Moreover, #
must be noted that there has been a presumption that the date and main body of
the registration were nuthored by the same writer. | must emphasize thot the
remainder of the hand printing on the registration card s in English, not French.

There are also documents in the Diab specimens that do not provide direction on
the date format-—these Include 3499, Feuillets 1, 2, 3, 6 and13. Some include
numaerical dates that are definitely formatted as month/dayiyeor and therefore differ
from that on D87 1.

According to Ms. Bisotti, there is but o single general similarity between the
guestioned date and specimen materials, along with significant, fundamental
differences. She renders o puzziing canclusion when she states (on page 33) that:

“There is o very low presumplion that Hassan DIAB Is the author of the dote
C22/09/807 on Fxhibit 871 in sealed record no. . The degree of
presumption cannot be quantified.”

« H exisie une irés faible présomprion ¢ Pégard de M. Hussan DIAE vomme
qulewr de lo deage “22/00/807 flpurant sur la pidce cotée D871 sous scelld N7 1
Ce degré de présomprion ne peud étve chiffré. »

is she saying it is unlikely that Hassan Diab wrote the date or that there is o weak
possibility that he did write it? The wording is very problematic; the opinion unclear,
Given the fundamental differences noted by Ms. Bisott, why is she not giving «
strong and clearly worded negative opinion? The differences are very significant
and, yet, according to her report there is but one similarity.

Although Ms. Bisot states that there is little writing in the date, there are a number
of highly unusual features which she chose not to assess. She also poirts out that
the registration form was chemically treated for fingerprints. She suggests that these
two factors preclude the possibility “... o exclude the writer with certainty.” Does this
mean that her opinion is on the negative side of the conclusion scale, pointing away
from Hassan Diab being the writer? Possibly, but in the absence of a conclusion
scale ranking the opinion the reader connot be certain. Once more Ms. Bisottl has
left the reader guessing as to what her conclusion is, and she has noft, theretore,
met her obligation to provide an unambiguous conclusion.

3
ﬁ;)
=
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Another concern with respect to her examination of the numerals in the date is the
description of how the 2" in the specimens was constructed. Feature #55 is

characterized as follows:

“The curve of the “27 is a hairpin shape, the connection 1o the wavy end
stroke Iv looped. ™

« Lot comrbure di ©27 est en dpingle & cheveux! la llaison avee la terminaison
strmense, est bouclée. »

Her description notes a loop or evelet preceding the wavy terminal maovement {"27L
While this is true for some of the forms, ?h%fﬁ% are approximately 40 examples that
are constructed in a “z"-like manner {727}, lacking the loop. (See my Chart 3 for an
Hustration of the fwo variations.} Ms, Bisoft! hos not recog rized the variation in the
numeral design. | m}te that some emmg}%eg are quite similar to the "27 in the
questioned date, an element in the writing opparently not appreciated by Mas. Bfﬁ@ﬁ’
Her failure to properly evaluate the character’s structure leads me to seriously
question her ability to recognize both gross and subtle elements in the design of

letters and numerals.

There is no comment in the Bisott report regarding the writing fluency and
penmanship seen in the questioned date as compared to the other ha nd prirting on
the registration form. The date is written with a consistent rightward slope and a
high degree of writing skill, whereas the hand printed name, address, nationality
and profession exhibit an inconsistent, variable slope together with less skifled, more
rudimentary penmanship. These differences poirt away from the two sets of wiltings
being by the same person.

kare Trevidic instructed Ms. Bisotii that it was the hotel dlerk’s recollection that all
of the hand printing, including the date, was written by one individual. As the
fectures do not support his working hypothesis, it is curicus she did not observe and
note the unlikelihood of this being true. This should have been brought fo Mr

Trevidic’s attention

| believe it Is here that context bias plays «a significant role. Had Ms. Bisott simply
been asked to compare the date and other hand printing with the comparison
specimens she may very well have observed the interncl differences. Instead, she
accepted Mr. Trevidic's preconceived ideas and disregarded obvious differences.
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| find it surprising that handwriting samples were not obtained from the hotel clerk.
Typically, the date on a hotel registration card would be filled in by hotel staff. Mr.
Trevidic has accepted the clerk’s assertion that he did not fill in that part of the form
and has moved directly to requesting o comparison of that entry with Hossan Diab’s
samples. It would have been more appropricte to first explore whether or not the
hotel dlerk is accurate in his recollection of what he did and did not complete. In
Haght of the numerous differences between the purported Diob specimens and the
dote, why would an investigotor not pursue the matter further with regard to whether
the hotel clerk may have been mistaken?

14, Evalugtion of the hand printed words on the hote! registration form-—DB87 1

A review of the five hand printed words on the registration form reveals thot some of
the letters are very shmplistic In structure and, as such, have limited value for
identification purposes. These parlicular letters are Hlustroted below:

B s e
z ] ﬁf E
3 Y

¥

tachnician tachricion BANADRIYU ALEXANDER

Bearing in mind that there are only five words in question, the simplicity of the
above lefters has a significant impact on the strength of canclusion that could
notentially be rendered.

The words "PANANDRIYU,” "ALEXANDER” and "LARNACA" are all in uppercase
hand printing. In contrast, "cyprus” and "technician” include several lowercase
forms, although “cyprus” does appear to feature o few uppercase letters. The lack
of consistency between these two groups of words makes it ¢ considerable challenge
to establish with any degree of certainty that they are all by one writer. Furthermore,
"eyprus,” Mtechnician” ond the date “22/09/80" appear 1o be written with lighter
and finer pen strokes, raising the issue of whether the some pen was even used to
execute all greas of the registration form. There is no indication that Ms. Bisotti hos
investigated this possibility. Had the entries been written with more thon one blue ink
ballpoint pen then such a finding could be useful in a determingtion of the number
of writers involved in completing the registration form. This is particularly relevant
with regard to the questioned date,
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Surprisingly, Ms. Bisotti also hos very little to say about wifting skill and fluency in the
hand printed words. She does note that the registration card was tested for
fingerprints and that the chemical treatment has caused the ink to hleed somewhat,
and that this could hamper assessment of the writing fea?ums I gddition, she

states on page 15 thot

“Moreover. the quantity of writings, comprised of & few upper case and
lower case choraciers, is low.”

« Par ailicurs. la guantitd o éerits. constitutés de pew de caractéres en majliscules
ot en mbnuscules, est faible. »

The presence of letter structures locking individuality is not addressed, nor is the
obvious change in writing fluency within the surname “PANADRIYU.” The "P7 is
written with greater fluency and writing skill than the letters that follow. This same
type of discrepancy is seen omongst other letters within the hand printed entry. The
inconsistency in line quality could very well be ar indication that the hand printing
was to some extent not naturally and spontaneously written. Ms. Bisotti is clearly
oblivious to this real possibility. In foct, she comments on page 15 that:

“However, the fact that the writing shows no sign of disguise makes i
sossitie to consider if usable in handwriting comparison
7 &2

« £n revanche, le fait que 'écriture ne présente aucur signe de déguisement,
autorise & la comsidérer comme ex;}ffwfz? ble pour une comparaizson d deritures

FHIMBSCTIES. » -

This is a very cavalier position for an examiner to take, given the limited omount of
hand printing, as acknowledged by Ms. Bisott], the lack of consistency and the low
writing skill within the five words. A far more prudent approach would have been fo
treat the writing with caution and not assume that the characteristics present are ol
truly representative of the writer’s normal habits. Under the heading “The
Recognition of Disguise,” Harrdson'* notes eight characteristics to consider when
assessing handwriting for the possibility of disguise. These include:

2 Harrson, Wison R, {1958} Suspect Documents, Fraderick A. Prosger inc, Mew York, poges 350-372.
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Y F Most Disguise s Relatively Stmple in Natwre _
12) Disguised Handwriting Fxkibits Less Fluency and Poorgr Rivython than
the Normal Hand
(3} Any Change in Slope Introduced as Disguise is Rorely Constont
(4} Disguised Hondwriting Often Contains Alteved Letter Desions
{5} The nternal Consistency of Handwriting is Disturbed by the
fntroduction of Disguise
(61 Originality in Disguise iz Rare
17} Disguise is Rorelv Congisient

(8) Certatn Features are Rarely Disguised ™

Some of the indicia of disguise are certainly present within the hand printing in
question-it should have been scrutinized for irdernal consistency. Such an
examination often reveals writing distortion or disguise ¥ It is present, as well as
revealing letterform variations. By way of example, the examiner studies letters that
repeat themselves to determine if they are written In g consistent fashion. There are
muttiples of the letters "8,7 “C,7 "D,7 "E,7 “L7 "L "M" "n,” "R” and U, From this
analysis we can see that certain letters are formed in o relotively consistent manner,
such as the A" “L,° "N and "U,” while the shapes of the "C" and "R” vory quite
considerably. Is thot because the writer has broad natural variotion or because it
may be disguised? Both possibilities must be carefully evaluated.

Different letters with common elements can also be compared with one ancther, In
this instance, the “A” and "N” have nitial movements in common. Both begin ot the
baseline and move upward at an angle to form the left stoff or stem, The stem s
also sometimes commenced at ¢ lower point relative 10 the base of other strokes in
the letter. These similarities are of considerable importance as they tend to he fixed
habits,

There is not one word in Ms. Bisotti’s 33-page narrative fo suggest that she
conducted this essentiol analysis. Instead, it appeurs that after ¢ cursory inspection
: of the hand printing she moved directly to the comparison with the purported Dich
hand printing specimens.

s
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15. Comparison of questioned hand printing on the hotel registration form with
the alleged Hassan Diab specimen material

it is important to remember that the purported Diob specimens are dated
approximately 15 vears after the questioned document and therefore are not
contemporaneous. in addition, the sample writings were scans of the original

: documents. While coples can be used for comparison purposes, depending on the

: writing under examination they may not reveal subtle but important characteristics.
Features such as retraces, subtle disconnections within letters, sequence and
direction of strokes, and the number of strokes used to construct a fetter or
numeral can be indistinet on printed copies and even in electronic files.

There is nothing in the report o suggest that Ms. Bisoiti performed a microscopic
examination of the exhibits before returning them fo the US Embassy staff. She also
has not acknowledged the problems that can be encountered when examining non-
originals. Although Ms. Bisotti did request the originals of documents thot were
intially provided as photocopies, in the end she did not directly examine the

¢ originals submitted,

In any handwriting comparison the examiner must objectively evatuate oll of the
writing features in the questioned material, determining whether they are similar
to, or different from, the specimens. This procedure involves assessing whether or
mot each letter, numeral or other symbol of the questioned writing folls within the
range of natural variation present in the specimen material. A failure to thoroughly
analyze dll the characteristics is a significant potential source of error.

The ASTM Standard Guide for Examination of Handwritterr lterns provides a step-by-
step procedure for conducting o handwriting comparison, as well as a reference list
of handwriting features that should be evaluated. Point 7.12 4 states:

“7 124 Analyze, compare, and eveluate the individualizing characteristics
and other polentially significant features present in the comparable
portions of the bodies of writing.

NOTE 6—Anong the featwres o be considered are elements of the writing
such as abbreviation; aligrmment; arrangement, formatting, and
positioning: capitalization connectedness and disconnectedness; cross
sirokes and dots, digeritics and punctuotion; divection of strokes;
disguise: embellishments; formation; freedom of execution, handedness,
Fegibility; line guality, method of production, pen hold end pen position;
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pverall pressure i paiterns of pressure emphasis; proportion,
simplification; size. skifl; skamt or slope. spacing; speed; nitiaf,
commecting, and terminad strokes; system; lremor; type of writing; and
range of variation,

Other featwres such as Hfts, stops and hesitations of the writing
instrument; patehing and refouching slow, drawn quolily of the {ine!
unnatural fremor: and guide lines of various fovms should be evaluated
whes preseit,

Potential limiting factors such as age; illness or injury; medication, drugs
ar alcobol (intoxication or withdrawal); owkward writing position; cold
or heat; fatigue, haste or carelessness; nervousiess; nature of the
document, use of the unaccustomed hand.: deliberate attempl at disgiise
or auto-forgery should be considered.” -

in conducting a forensic handwriting comparison an examiner is determining if the
fegtures present in the questioned writing can be accounted for within the specimen
material provided. That specimen material may include o multitude of letters,
numerals and character variations that are not seen in the questioned writing. This
is nat Important to the identification process. By woy of example, consider o
questioned writing consisting of the words “/ar #g42 " Included is only a single
instance of the letter “g.” It is formed with a narrow oval at the top and smail loop
in the lower region. Suppose this combination of movements is seen repeatedly
within the extensive sarple material; the letter is therefore determined to be similar.
Let us also suppose that found amongst the occurrences of the "g" is a variation in
which the oval is open at the top and the bottom of the letter is made with a simple
downstroke, rather than a loop. The presence of this alternative variation has no
bearing on the conclusion reached, as the "g” design encountered in the questioned
writing has oiready been occounted for within the sample material. It is not
necessary to match each letterform variation within the specimen moterial with the
questiored writing. Clearly, in the example above, two or more variations of the "g”
cannot be expressed in a single instance of the letter within the questioned material.

in Appendix 12, Ms. Bisotti has idertified 30 characteristics that she believes are
similarities betwaen the hand printing in question and the specimen hond printing.

¥ ASTM Designotlen: E2290-07a, (2007) Stondurd Guide for Exomination of Handwritiens lrams, ASTM
intemational, West Conshohockers, PA

2,
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Two of these are given the greatest importance. | agree with her that there are
similarities in the “¢” (two instances), “E,” e, "L,7 "5,""Y" {general shape), "h”
and “t.” However, it must be noted that a number of these have very basic
structures that deviate little from the copybook style and, therefore, are not highly
individual—they are seen in many people’s writing. The more common the feature,
the greater the number required before a strong opinion can be rendered,

Feature #8 is one of the two characteristivs that Ms. Bisotti gives great weight to:

“The characters revenl, particularly on the stems, twists, remors apd deried
patierns. Angular breaks appear in craved strokes and bowls. The ovals
may thus be wiongwlar, This is a significant identifying fuctor.”

w O décéle sur les caraciéres, plus particulidrement sur les hampes, des forsions,
des mouvements iremblds, dey cabossages. Des cassires anguleuses apparaissent
dons les tracds courbes ef les ponses. Les oves peyvest e ainsi de form
trianguiaive. Les barres sond sowvent streuses. 1 8 agit & un dldment fort
& identification. »

| have studied Ms. Bisotti's charts for many hours and discussed the meaning of this
characteristic with Mr. Radley, Mr. Osbhorn (forensic documernt examiners also
retained in this matter) and two French-speaking Canadian examiners. Like me, they
find her description and accompanying examples incomprehensible. In the
purported Diab specimens arrows point to ballpaint pen morphology characteristics,
line quality elements and minute undulations In the ink fine. The majority of the
examples do not identify g writing habit but rather more often o characteristic of the
pen type used or a general line quality feature. | have THustrated Ms. Bisotti's
exarnples in my Chart 4 {attached), along with the single instance of the
characteristic, the “U” of "PANADRIYU,” found in the questioned hand printing.
The indistinct starting point of the “U” may be partly retraced, potched or impacted
on by the writing surface. Other than having o slight curve ot its commencement it
has little in common with the assortment of features/anomalies highlighted by Ms.
Bisotti, Even if it were similar ft can hardly be considered o “significont identifying
foctor”: rather, it has minimal or no identification value,

The second significant characteristic identified is the varying slant within the saome
word. While the changing orientation is found to some extent in the Diab specimens
at certain points, it is of minor value. Many writers with limited wrlting development
will fail fo maintain o consistent slope and within the Diab specimens there is far
greater adherence to the baseline. What would be far more significant is the sloping

s
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of a particular letter consistently in one direction, while ancther shows an equally
consistent, but different, slope.

P ust also point out that Ms. Bisottl's depiction of the slope found in particular
letters of the specimen material s often inaccurate. Provided below are three
instances token from the Bisottl chart whare the slope indicated by the red bar
misreprasents the actuol orientation or stope of the letter. She has arbitrarily chosen
a point within the letter to define its orlentation, rather than considering the letter as
a whole. This Is  concrete example of her fallure to recognize in g precise manner
the structural elements of the hand printing she is ossessing.

F:eui’i%iié% 12

What is actually observed in these examples is: an upright “S” with no noticeable
slope either o the left or right; an "I* with g slight rightward orientation; and o “g”
that is upright. Ms. Bisotti’s approach is imprecise; these particular examples are not

representative of the variable slope alluded to in her report,

b find it astounding that she would place so much weight on these two supposedly
“significant identifving foctor(s).” Once agaln, it demonstrates Ms. Bisotti's inobility
to properly evoluate and weigh handwriting characteristics.

Her dissection and analysis of many letterforms on the hotel registration cord is
superficial iy the extreme, often ignoring Important structural elements. As | have
mentioned previously, both the "A" and N” in the questioned hand printing are
formed with an initial upward movement from the baseline. Seven “A”s and three
“N"s exhibit this important element of internal consistency. Nowhere in her report
does Ms. Bisotti address this characteristic.

Given that the specimens include 220 occurrences of the "A” and 183 examples of
the uppercose “N,” Ms. Bisottl had ample comparison material. My Charts 5 and 6
{attached) show g side-by-side sampling of questioned and specimen “A's and “N"s,
Each specimen shows a retrace of the left stem that is consistently absent from the
10 letters in question, making it o repeated fundamental difference,
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Ancther case where Ms, Bisotti only looks at the most bosic elements of a lefter is
the “I.” In Appendix 12 she comments thot:

“The “I, which is never pointed, has @ top and base.”
w Le “F°, qui west jamais pointé est pourv de platean ¢f pidtement. »

There is nothing in the least unusual about an uppercase “1" with a horizontal
stroke ot the top and bottom of the vertical staff. Millions of writers use such a
structure as it is the copybook stvle learned in school. Forensically, what would be of
interest In the design are the relative lengths of the vertical and horizontal strokes;
whether the horizontals are evenly spaced above and below the staff; and whether
the horizontals ore parallel to one another or at different angles. None of these
writing elements are discussed in Ms. Bisotti's report.

The relative alignrment of letters is another wiiting habit that con serve as an

identifying feature. As seen below, both the top and bottorm of the two "i"s in
“techniciarn” sit well below those of the neighboring letters.

?g

The Diab material contains 91 examples of an “¥ found in on intermediate position
within @ word: 10 have an “ic” and one includes on "ich.” | can find no
consideration of this characteristic in the Bisotti report. The enly observation she
makes is that “the "i”, o stick, is pointed.” This Is certainly not of identifying volue as
it is nathing more than a description of how an “i” should be formed,

On pages 1618 Ms, Bisotti presents a list of 62 graphic characteristics reportedly
identified while examining Feuillets 7, 13 and 14, Feature #32 reads “the "X"is ¢
cross.” This is of interest for two reasons, First, as there is no "X” found on these

-

three sheets, how this characteristic made it onto her initial list is o mystery.

o
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Questioned-—D87 1 Specimens
x{éimi}Eﬁ} x{&ﬁNN@XV?LiE} Feulilet 10

¥

¥ faxl) Fouillet 18

x {saciusive) Feulilst 18

Second, the fhree “X”s within the remaining specimen documents, shown abaove,
could have been used in o comparison. Ms. Bisotti cloims on page 23 (poge 24 in

' the English transtation) that Feature #32 is not assessable in the questioned writing,
with rio explanation as to why it was not evaluated.

There is an intrinsic danger in Ms, Bisotti’s backwards approach to hand printing
compaorison. She beging with an inter-compaorison of Feuillets 7, 13 and 14. From
this she constructs a list of what she considers to be the important teatures in, and
variations of, each comparoble letrer on these particular pages. This s used as a
chacklist 1o determine whether these features are found within the balance of the
specimen material. Consequently, any additional letters, characteristics or variations
present in the 11 other specimens were not addressed. This procedural error is then
compounded by using the same list in the comparison with the questionad hand
rinting. A prime example of this flawed method is seen in Ms. Bisotti's '
consideration of the uppercase “R.” Based on her examination of Feuillets 7, 13 and
14, she states:

“27. The bowl of the "R ™ s ellipiical, even triangular, the comumissure 1s
angidar {a) or looped (b and meets the stem; the leg is short and
rectilinear (¢} or convex (.7

x
)
=3

La panise du “R7 ast elfiptique, volre triongulire! la commissure esi
argrlense (aj ow bowclde (b) et rejoint le fur) la iraverse, courte. est
reciiligne (¢ ou convexe (). »

Characteristic #27 does not accurately describe the “R” variation in "PANADRIYU”
shown below. [t is constructed using two strokes, one being the vertical staff on the

‘‘‘‘‘
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teft, and the other being the open bovd and diagonal leg on the right. There is an
open eyelet between the upper oval and diagonal teg, and the movements on the
right do rot meet, or join, the left vertical stoff. Because this variation is absent from
the 21 “R¥s on Feuillets 7, 13 or 14 it is neither described nor properdy considered.
No thought Is given as to whether or not it appears within the 82 “R”s found
amongst the remaining specimens. A review of these examples establishes that
there is not ¢ single instance of this variation within the specimen materiol. This
constitutes o significant difference (see my Chart 7, attoched).

There are four cccurrences of g "c” on DE7 1. Ms. Bisottl describes both the upper
ond lowercase forms as:

“12. The back uf the “C7 Iy not very round; iy termival stroke is
rectifinear.”
“23. The back of the “¢” is not very rotind. "

« 12 Les dos du “C esi peu bombd; sa finale ext rectiligne.”
“25 Les dos du "7 est peu bowmbé. »

While this description is accurate with regard to two of the “¢”s, it does not address
two other voriations: one af the beginning of “cyprus” and the first occurrence of the
letter in “technician.” As can be seen in the imoge below, the back of the "c” In

“eyprus” hos a pronounced curve. Also shown is the terminal upswing, f{}tﬁ»@f ’éhaﬂ
rectilinear termination, in the “¢* of "fechnicion”—not 1o be confused with
connecting stroke to the next letter as would be seen in a cursive version of the “c.”
As these varictions are not described on her checklist, Ms. Bisotti does not consider
thern and fails to note that they are pot represented within any of the 107
occutrences in the specimen material {see my Chart 8, attached).
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Once again, Ms. Bisotti has failed to appreciate significant differences between
the hand printing in question and the sample material.

It is incomprehensible that Ms. Bisotti would not assess all of the questioned letters

given there are so few of them to begin with. It is g dlear demonstyation of an
incomplete examination.

16. Differences ore dismissed as variagtions

On page 23 (page 24 in the English translgtion) gre listed seven differences. Let us
look at four of these in greater depth,

The first three examples are instances where a structural variation present in the
specimen materigl, but absent from the guestioned document, is erronecusly
identitied os o difference.

QG the TFT s o stick”
o FOu e 17 st bdron, »

As discussed previously, there is only one uppercase "17 found in "PANADRIYU”
and it is formed with two horizontal strokes and o vertical staff. There are nine
occurrences of this basic structure in the Diab specimen materiol, Hs general design,
therefore, is accounted for (bud not the more subtle characteristics), The fact thot
the “stick” stvle “T%—qa variation found in the specimens—Is not in the questioned
hond prirting Is frrelevant. Obviously, many letters and variations of particular
characteristics will be seen only in the specimen material, This is o be expected
when the amount of exemplor writing is much more substartial than that in
question. | do not know why Ms, Bisottt would list this variation in the known writing
as o difference; it makes no sense.

Similarly, Feoture #33a describes the "Y” as being “... formed with on aengulor cup
with a taif odded to the bose.” Once again, this variation is found only in the known
writing—it is of no importance and should not be listed.

In @ third instance, a variation of the "t” in the sample material Is identified as being
different. Ms. Bisotti states:

:
i
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rE

“49 b The “t" can be in "y
& 49 Le "1 peut tre gn Ty (B) oy

| believe what she is actually describing is o design in which the haorizontal crossbar
is formed by a curved upward movement from the base of the vertical stoff, as seen
in the example below,

t{cooperation) Feuillet 12

Clearly there is no equivalent on D871, To refterate, It does not matter if o variation
observed in the specimen material is absent from the questioned document,

Now let us consider the converse: a structural difference in a letter seen within the
questioned hand printing but not found in the specimen material is dismissad gs o
variation, Ms. Bisoiti does notice thot within the sample material there are two
variations of the “B” She has determined that one of those variations is represented
in the word “cyprus.” The second style is claimed to be absent from the questioned
document. It is characterized as follows:

“25B: The bowl of the “P 7 is elliptical.”

« 23k La panse du “P 7 est elliptique. »

Again, it does not matter whether this variation is present. What does matter is that
there are a total of 25 “P”s in the specimens {see my Chart 9, attached) and none
have the same shape as the bowl in the first "P¥ of the questioned hand printing.
Given the number of occurrences in the specimens one would expect to see that

}_ shape present if it were within the writer’s range of natural variation. So here we

have g true and relevant difference or, af the very least, an unaccounted for

E characteristic,

Ms. Bisotti ultimately goes on to dismiss oll seven “differences” by declaring that:

“These differences are thus actually natural variations of the form of
certain characteristics and thevefore do not constitute dissimilarities thai
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would exclude the writer of the exemplar from being the writer of the
guestioned documents because all of the characteristics cannol appear i
such o small writing sample.”

« Ces dissemblances sont dovee en foif des variations naturelfes de forme de
certaing caractéres ef ne constituent done pas des dissimititudey propres & exclure
le seriptenr de compearaison comme en ftanr & Dovigine graphigue, puisqu elles
e peuvend foutes apparaitre dans st peu déerits, »

This stotement is both self-serving ond unsupported as it applies to some of the
differences. Using this type of logic, one could account for virtually any difference
found between two writings, where ooe is limited in amount, i o structure or
characteristic is present in the guestioned writing but absent from the specimens
then # must be considered at the very least an unaccounted for feature if not o
differsnce. The examiner cannot speculate that it is o varigtion, for there is nothing
to substaontiote that position, Ms. Bisoftl's reqsoning Is quite simply contrary o one
of the busic principles of forensic handwriting comparison,

17. Failure to note differences and to assess all of the letters in question

From the discussions above it should be apparent that there are a multitude of
differences between the questioned hand printing and the purported Diab sample
materiol that connot be merely dismissed as natural varigtions. There are also
several letters that Ms. Bisottl has not evaluated; both are highlighted in the
illustration below. The red indicates elernents that are made differently in 12 letters;
the five blue letters have either been only partially evaluated or entirely ignored.

qyalivg

sion .
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Again, one must bear in mind that it is not possible for an examiner fo identify the -
author of the questioned document as the same individual who wrote the
exemplars if there are even a few fundamental differences that cannot reasonably
be accounted for. Moreover, Ms. Bisotti does not know whether the letters she folled
to assess are similar or different, so potentially there may be even meore differences.
Based on the differences identified obove, one cannot possibly render an opinion
higher than inconclusive.

18. Conclusion respecting the hand printed details on D87 1

Ms. Bisotl’s opinion on the authorship of the name, address, notionality and
accupation is found at page 33 of her report:

“There is a very kigh presumption that Hassan DIAB is the author of the

5 wotes “PANADRIYU, ALEXANDER, LARNACA, CYPRUS and technician”
on Fxhibit D871 in seated record no. §. The degree of presumption cannor
be guantified ”

« 1T existe ume s forte presompion & | gord de M. Hassan DIAE comme aittews
des mentions "PANADEI ALEXANDER LARNACA CYPRUS technician”™,
Fourant sur I piéce cotée D871 sous scellé N7 1. Ce degré de présompiion we
pewd fire chifird »

The opinion stated above cannot be justified for the numerous reasons outlined in
the preceding points.

Fven before comparing the hand printing with the specimen material a competent
examiner would know thot the potential to give o strong opinion is very unlikely for
many reasons: the amount of guestioned writing under consideration; the limited
individuality in this smoll sample; and the possibility of disguise.

19. The degree of presumption cannot be quantified

in the three most important conclusions offered by Ms. Bisotti on page 33 of her
report, she states that the degree of presumption Is unknowry; that is, it cannot be
guantified. How can she not know the strength of her own opinions, but at the
sarme time state there is a “very high” and “very low” presumption? It is beyond

B
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comprehension; once again the reader is left in o quandary as to how certain she is
that Hassan Diab wrote the entries in question.

“Fhere is a very high presumption thet Hassan DIAB is the author of the
notes "PANADRIYU, ALEXANDIR, LARNACA. CYPRUS and technician”
on Exhibit DE71 in sealed record no. 1. The degree of preswnpltion cannot
be guaniifivd.

There is o very low presumprion that Hassan DIAB is the author of the date
“DBO9R0 on Exhibit 871 in sealed record no . The degree of
presumption cannet be quntified,

There is a preswmption that Hassan DIAB ix the author of the guestioned
sienature in the report on the questioning in sealed record no. SIXTELN
copy of which is Exhibir D908, The degree of presamption carnot be
guantified.” [Emphasts added.]

« i existe une irés forte présompiion & | 'égard de M. Hassar DIAR comme autewr
des mentions " PANADRIZ ALEXANDER IARNACA CYPRUS fechnician”.
Sisnarant sur ku pidce cotbe DETT sous scellé N I Ce degré de présomption ne
preut ire chifird.

H existe une prés faible présomption & [ égard de M Hassoar IHAR comme auewr
de la dave “220WER” fgwrant sw la pidce potde DITI sous scellé N7 1 Ce degré
de présomption ne peit éive chifjre.

1 existe une présompiion & Uégard de M. Hassan DIAB comme aurewr de la
signarure de guestion poriée par le procés-verbal d interrogatoire de guestion
placé sous scellé N° SEIZE dowt Fa copie est cotée DVOS. Ce degrd de
présomption ne pent e chifivé. »

20. Confusing illustrative charts

Comparison charts are an essential part of any forensic handwriting comparison
report. They allow the reader to fully appreciate the similarities and differences
discussad in the narrative. Ms. Bisotti's report does not include any side-by-side
charts such as those attached to this technical review. What she has presented is @
very confusing assortment of scattered images pointing to various examples of
certain letter designs. For the most part we are leff to hunt for the appropricte
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comparison example amongst the multitude of red arrows within caples of the
specimen documents. She further confuses the matter by using different numbers to
describe the same feature or. clternatively, the same number to describe different
features. Evaluating the characteristics highlighted in her copies is extremely
chatienging for o document examiner and | believe almost impossible for the lay

nerson. A coherent set of charts thot illustrate and support her findings is sadly
lacking in this sub-standard report.

Technical review conclusions

It is appropriate here to consider the words of Albert 5. Osborn, one of the founding
fathers of forensic document exarmination in Neorth America. | have highlighted in
hold those points that, in my view, are particulorly applicoble:

“Sumimary,

Tdentity is proved when two handwritings both contain a sufficient
numtber of significant characteristics, gualitivs and elements so that it is
unreasorable to say that they wordd all accidestally coincide in two
different handwrilings.

Identity ks not proved by the presence af only a few comuon or
comventional forms.

Identity is not proved by the presence of enly system or national qualities
or eharacteristics.

Identity is not proved by the presence of a few common abbreviaied or
developed forms and gquaiities.

Errors ave due to: (1) Basing opinion on inadequate amowunt of disputed
writing: (2) inadequaie amount of siandard writing, (3 basing conclusion
on commen qualities alone; (1) basing concluston on system or natiomil
characteristics: (3) basing conclusion purtly on outside facts or statements
of interested party; (6} ignoring differences in tie writings: (7)
interpreting all differences as disguises; (8) allowing prejudice, sympaihy
or antipathy to affect a conclusion; (9) haste or superficial examination:
(1)) inability to weigh and imterpret characteristics or gualities: (11
hasing opinion on wdeveloped writing from school teachers or pupils or
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voung writers; {12) the attempr to identify the actual writer of a forged
signature that is a simlated or traced writing. " [Emphasis added ]

The above quotation could have been wiitten specificolly In response to the Bisotti
report, had it not been published several decodes earlier, | belleve Ms. Bisotti’s
ohservations and conclusions cannot be relied upon because they are subject to
several of the errors identified by Osborn. It Is alarming thot an examiner in the
employ of a national police institute could deviate so significantly from standard
examination procedures and igrore not one but numerous of the underlying axioms
of forensic handwriting and signature comparison,

It is for the reasons set out in detail of points 7 1o 20 earlier in this review that | offer
the following conclusions:

« Mg, Bisoti’s opinions are patantly unrefiable and, for the most part,
unsupportoble even by her own observations, which could not be confirmed
upon review of the material ovailoble for examination.

¢ The approach used by Ms. Bisotti deviates significantly from established
methodologies in the fleld of forensic document examingtion.

e There is very clear evidence that she has not approached her assignment in
an objective manner, but rather has accepted Mr Trevidic's preconceived
ideas and ignored fundamental principles of torensic document examination,
while advancing self-serving illogical arguments.

e It is unreasonable to expect that any qualified examiner would reach such
findings using the same materials provided to Ms, Bisotti,

{ wish to emphasize that | hove focused my review on what | believe to be the most
serigus problems with the Bisotti report—ones that undermine her findings and
demonstrate thelr unreliability. Not addressed herein are numerous other
shortcomings, inaccuracies and methodological problems,

 Osbarn, Alber S., (1952, reprinted 1973} Questioned Documents, 2nd Edition, Patterson Smith Publishing Corpr,
Mordclalr, N1 poge 388,
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Prepared by
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Forensic Document Examiner
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