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Forensic Science Advisory Council (FSAC)  
 

Minutes of the meeting held on 25 February 2014  
 Home Office, 2 Marsham Street, London SW1P 4DF  

  
Present:  
 

Andrew Rennison  Forensic Science Regulator (Chair) 
Ian Elkins CPS 
Adrian Foster CPS 
Albert Kirkwood  FSNI (attending for Stan Brown) 
Mark Pearse  Association of Forensic Science Providers 
Kath Mashiter Lancashire Constabulary 
Tom Nelson Scottish Police Authority 
Basil Purdue British Association in Forensic Medicine 
Roger Robson Forensic Access 
Lorraine Turner UKAS 
DCC Alec Wood  ACPO 
Ann Priston Forensic Science Society 
Ewen Smith  CCRC 
Barbara Warsap Cambridgeshire Constabulary  
Derek Winter Coroners’ Society of England and Wales 
Soheel Joosab  Home Office Science Secretariat 

 
1. Welcome and apologies 
 
1.1 Andrew Rennison welcomed those present to the meeting. Apologies were 
received from: 
 

Stan Brown FSNI   
Zoe Scott Skills for Justice 
Julie Goulding Criminal Cases Review Commission 
  

2.  Minutes of the last meeting, actions and matters arising 
2.1 Minutes of the last meeting were agreed as accurate. Actions had been 
completed or were the subject of agenda items. 
 
• Matters arising 

 
2.2 As Andrew Goymer had recently stood down as the FSAC’s Judiciary 
representative, Mr Rennison said he written to the Lord Chief Justice seeking two 
new nominees (a representative and deputy representative); a reply is yet to be 
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received.  
 
2.3 Mr Rennison updated the position on the consultation paper regarding the 
Governments intended approach to statutory powers for the regulator. He 
reported that 56 (detailed) responses had been received by the Crime and 
Policing Unit, and that these were under consideration. The findings of the 
consultation, response and next steps will be presented to the FSAC at its next 
meeting.  

 
3. Interpretation of Evidence 

 
3.1 Shortly after taking up post as Regulator, Mr Rennison said that the 
Association of Forensics Science Providers (whose membership comprises the 
main commercial and government forensic laboratories in UK and Ireland)  
produced (in 2009) standards and guidance and evaluation/interpretation of 
evidence. That, in turn became, the start of the Regulator’s standards guidance 
on the evaluation and interpretation of evidence. 
 
3.2 There was then, in the Court of Appeal, the case of RvT [2010]. The 
judgment in that case raised a number of issues relating to the interpretation of 
evidence and, in particular, the use of Bayesian Inference and (reference) data 
bases. Accordingly, Jeff Adams (Forensic Science regulation Unit) produced a 
paper [2011] that identified issues raised by the judgment, and considered their 
potential impact (the FSAC had commented on that paper). Additionally, there 
have been a number of published articles (produced by forensics specialists) in 
academic and specialist journals on the RvT judgement. 

 
3.3 Following that judgement, Mr Rennison advised the he meet with LJ 
Hughes (on behalf of LJ Thomas) to seek clarity on the judgement and some 
direction for the future. The response was that there would be no issue in using 
the Bayesian approach and likelihood ratios, but, when sets of data are used they 
should be accurate, very clear and the Regulator should advise the Judiciary on 
where is the ‘line below’ which that data might be considered unreliable. 

 
3.4 Mr Rennison said that this work has not moved forward greatly, and that 
the time is now right to revisit this debate and work with the Judiciary (from the 
outset) to agree a way forward. As part of this work, with Jeff Adams help, Mr 
Rennison is to send to his Technical Advisory Committee a draft standard for 
shoemark evidence. A contract tender to take forward this work was put out 
around a year ago, with the Forensic Science Laboratory New Zealand securing 
the contract. The draft standard has been produced, and the expectation is to 
shortly put the draft out for consultation.   
 
3.5 In considering the use and access of forensic reference databases, Mr 
Rennison’s view is that, where possible, such databases should be publically 
accessible and disclosable.    

 
3.6 The Council recognised that a number of forensic intelligence databases 
exist, but there is a lack of knowledge of who owns/manages these databases 
and what standards are being applied to quality assure them. It was agreed, 
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therefore, there is a need to identify what databases are being used and their 
associated validity/quality processes. Accordingly, a (light touch) survey should be 
undertaken to identify the number of databases, where currently in use and the 
standards applied.                 

Action: Andrew Rennison/Tom Nelson 
 
3.7 In parallel with the survey, there needs to be clearly documented 
(accreditation) standards added to the Regulator’s Codes of Practice on how 
databases are managed, guidance on the use of databases and to include a 
notion of the line below which the data may be considered unreliable. 
 
3.8 The Council was reminded that the Association of Forensic Science 
Providers (AFSP) developed a “best practice” for interpretation of evidence, which 
was adopted by its members. Mr Rennison felt – working in hand with the AFSP - 
that this (published) model could be adapted and incorporated into an appendix of 
the Codes. It was agreed that the AFSP document should be read across with 
comparative documents produced by ENFSI and Australia to determine if there 
are other issues that could usefully be addressed. 

 
3.9 To initiate this work (that will include future research requirements), Mr 
Rennison proposed reinstating his Evidence Assessment Specialist Group – this 
was agreed. Consideration of the annex will have to accord with the Criminal 
Procedure Rules; therefore, there should be CPS and Judiciary representation on 
the specialist group.  A summary note and draft terms of reference will be 
produced and circulated for the FSACs consideration, and the AFSP contacted. 

Action: Andrew Rennison   
 
4. European Standards 
 
4.1 Mr Rennison reminded the Council that, three years ago, the European 
Commission produced a Council Conclusion paper on the vision for European 
forensic science for 2020 – where there would be common standards, practices 
and procedures across Europe. The UK held debates with member states on the 
proposals put forward, with the UK not necessarily in accord with all the proposed 
approach(s). Following negotiation, a proposal was put forward to produce (within 
the 2020 vision) European standards framework. This then went to CEN, who 
then established a project committee (CEN/TC Project Committee 419) to set 
standards for forensic science across Europe.       
 
4.2 Mr Rennison said that he had attended the first project meeting in Warsaw, 
where terms of reference were agreed. Additionally, it was proposed to develop 
four sets of standards, starting with a standard for crime scene investigations. It 
was agreed that the four standards would not replace the already established 
international ISO standards, but would only be for support and guidance (in effect, 
similar to ILAC G19). It was, at that time, made clear that the UK’ s position was 
that it would not allow those proposed standards to be imposed upon itself. 

 
4.3 Mr Rennison said that the (419) Project Committee appointed a working 
group to develop a standard for crime scene investigations; with the working 
group then producing a draft standards document.  
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4.4 Mr Rennison advised that he had attended, in January, a meeting in 
Warsaw of the Project Committee, and at that meeting tabled a positioning paper, 
on behalf of the UK, stating that it seemed what was being produced has the 
intention to replace ISO17025 and ISO17020. The outcome is that the CEN 
Project Committee is to press ahead with producing the four standards: crime 
scene investigation; evidence interpretation; laboratory; and exhibit handling but 
will move forward with a clear understanding that such standards cannot be 
imposed on the UK, and that the outputs will not replace international standards. 
The new Regulator will keep the Council informed on progress.            
 
5. ISO Standards 
 
5.1 At the international level, Mr Rennison advised that, a number of years 
ago, Australia proposed a new international committee to develop a new ISO 
standard for consumables used in DNA testing. There is currently a PAS (a British 
standard) for all consumables, so, at the ISO level, Australia is working on an ISO 
just for DNA consumables to harmonise the approach, or avoidance of 
contamination, on a global basis. June Guiness sits on the international 
committee as the Forensic Regulator’s representative. 
 
5.2 Council members were advised that the latest meeting of the international 
committee was hosted by the Regulator in Birmingham on 4-6th February. Work is 
progressing well, with valuable information gleaned from the British standard. 
Standards Australia (SA) has now decided that it wants to expand this work to 
develop international standards for further areas of forensic science, SA is content 
to lead, fund the work and provide a secretariat. SA has already discussed this 
proposal with ISO (CASCO), with the message feedback to the Regulator that 
CASCO is keeping an open mind to the idea of international standards for forensic 
science.  

 
5.3 Accordingly, the ISO project committee (which was a temporary committee) 
voted in favour to become a technical committee, and allows it to broaden its 
scope. Mr Rennison said that this would be a major piece of work, and could take 
a significant amount of time to see through. It was emphasised that control of this 
(within the UK) sits with BSI and not the Regulator. The BSI has, therefore, 
formed a UK committee (previously within the Regulators Quality Standards 
Specialist Group) to talk through this work in detail and to agree a formal UK 
position. 
 
6. Recruitment of New Regulator 
 
6.1 Mr Rennison said that his position as Regulator would (formally) come to 
end at the end of February. He reminded members that he had a duel role as 
Regulator and Surveillance Camera Commissioner; and that the Home Office had 
decided that there should be separate post holders, with the appointment of the 
Commissioner to be announced imminently.  A recruitment plan for a new 
Regulator has recently been agreed, with an advertising campaign for the position 
of the Regulator to begin on 28 February, advertised for 3 weeks, with interviews 
to be held on 5 May. 
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6.2 Given the gap before a new Regulator may be appointed, Mr Rennison 
said that the Home Office asked that, in the interim, he remain as the Regulator 
on a one day a week basis. He said he had agreed to this, but bearing in mind 
that he has separately been appointed as a Commissioner with the Criminal 
Cases Review Commission, any potential conflicts of interest will be a principal 
consideration.   
   
7. AOB 

 
7.1 Mr Winter advised that the Royal College of Pathologists recently issued 
guidance for pathologists carrying out coroner autopsy work on non-suspicious 
deaths. The guidance had been produced as there is a recognition that a number 
of autopsy cases have been be dealt with by hospital pathologists rather than, 
specifically, forensic pathologists - particularly where there may be a forensic 
implication. 
 
7.2 Mr Winter advised that Regulation 12 of the Coroners (Investigations) 
Regulations 2013 provided that “where a coroner is informed by a chief officer of 
police that a homicide offence is suspected in connection with the death of the 
deceased, the coroner must consult that chief officer of police about who should 
make the post-mortem examination”. 
 
 
8. Date of next meeting: 
  
12th June 2014 
 
Post-meeting note: The meeting scheduled for 12 June was cancelled.   
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