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Additional report, analyses mark QI2

On request of council to analyse mark QI2 and to compare the latent with an impression of the right
forefinger of Marion Ross | report as follows;

Friday the 27" of January 2006 | received copies from the images of the latent and the comparison
print from Gordon Daylell and Andrew Smith from Digby Brown at our office in Zoetermeer.

Analyses of the mark QI2

Mark QI2 is an incomplete mark that is heavily disturbed by background noise, smudging and wipes.
The overall impression of the direction of the ridges show a circular pattern of which the egg shaped
core is the most significant. This core is not seen fully because of a swipe and a change in colour
(towards white) of an unknown cause.

Overall the quality of the print is very poor, only a limited part of the finger is printed. The details of the
ridges is very poor and the coherence of the characteristics cannot be established firmly.

The significance of the so called Galton points as far as they are discernable is low because they are
common given the direction and location.

It is my opinion that this mark has insufficient quality and quantity of information to individualise.

In my analyses | marked ten locations with possible Galton points assuming the information is
genuine. From only a number of those the appearance and location are more or less certain. Three
very questionable ones of those ten | marked in blue.

The print does not meet the ruling standards in the Netherlands and would have been put aside as
insufficient.

Comparison with the right forefinger of Marion Ross

As indicated in my report about the McKie case, production number 12012006AZ1, exclusion with
insufficient prints may still be possible. Differences can be easier to establish and the “non
discrepancy rule” makes it possible to exclude possible donor’s definitively with limited information.

| have compared the latent and the information established in the latent during my analyses with the
characteristics and details of the comparison-print of the right forefinger from Marion Ross.

Attached is an image marked exhibit 12012006AZ1-A-1 in which | placed the mark and the
comparison print next to each other.

In this image have marked three characteristics in green, they could be regarded as similar as far as
direction and location is concerned and applying usual tolerances. Furthermore | have marked the
locations where Galton points are present in one print (and at the same time absent in the other) with
a red dot. The corresponding locations where a Galton point is absent is marked yellow. Each of those
different points on itself would suffice to question the sharing of the same origin.

Given the poor quality of the mark for a few of those an explanation for the difference might be found
but this can only be considered if there is a beginning of a reasonable similarity. Instead | count eight
differences. If we were to dismiss these similarities because the information is not genuine due to
distortion or other reasons we should dismiss the whole latent. The three possible similar Galton
points marked green in the latent are not simitar if we look at the ridge detail.



Conclusion

Latent QI2 has insufficient quality to bear a conclusion of the identity of source.

Assuming the ridge information is reliable and genuine latent QI2 can be excluded as coming from the
right fore finger from Marion Ross based on the number of differences and the absence of substantive
similarities.

Signed, Zoetermeer the 31 of January 2006

A.J.Zeelenberg






