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QSSG 16 12 14/Minutes v Final 
Quality Standards Specialist Group 

 

 Minutes of the meeting held on 16 December 2014  
Home Office, 2 Marsham Street, London, SW1P 4DF  

 
Item 1.0: Opening and welcome 

1.1 The Chair, Dr Gillian Tully, the new FSR (Forensic Science Regulator), 

welcomed those present to the meeting. See Annex A for the list of attendees 
and apologies. 

1.2 Dr Tully did not plan a change in direction for QSSG, but to continue 

the good work of Andrew Rennison, the previous FSR. She was aware of the 
concerns with the affordability of current accreditation plans, but there was the 

core requirement in forensic science for quality. 

1.3 FSRU (Forensic Science Regulation Unit) had too few staff to 
personally inspect Quality Assurance across the whole forensic market, and 

thus the need for work by UKAS (United Kingdom Accreditation Service) and 
other structures.  

1.4 The emphasis was on embedding quality standards, and accreditation 
was simply a method of demonstrating this. 

Item 2.0: Repositioning of FSAC 

 

2.1 The FSR wanted to inform QSSG of a technical change to committee 

governance. HO Science scientific advisory committees currently reported to 
HOSAC (Home Office Scientific Advisory Council). She had been asked for 
the FSAC (Forensic Science Advisory Council) to also report to HOSAC. This 

would ease administration of FSAC, and allow Home Office policy units to 
seek forensic advice. A paper on this proposal would be presented to the next 

FSAC meeting. 

 
Action 1: The secretariat to provide a paper on FSAC repositioning for 

the next FSAC meeting. 

 
Item 3:0: Minutes and matters arising 

 

3.1 The actions of the previous meeting were agreed as accurate, subject 

to the following changes:  
 

 In Action 3, due to timing, the FSR was only able to meet with Nick 
Baker, John Beckwith and Simon Iveson. 
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 ACC Mark Hopkins had now taken over from DCC Alec Wood as the 

chair of the ACPO Performance and Standards Group.  
 Action 2 which was shown against Para 4.2, should be instead shown 

against para 4.3. 
 The FSR was to meet Professor Niamh Nic Daéid to discuss Fire 

Investigation, and the topic would be tabled at a future QSSG meeting. 

 
3.2 There was a discussion at the previous meeting on inviting colleagues 
to discuss Validation. No decision was reached, and the reference in action 8 

to an individual was thus incorrect.  
 
Action 2: The Secretariat to amend and re-circulate the previous minutes 
by the end of January. 

 

3.3 The other actions were either cleared or were agenda items for the 
meeting. 

 
Item 4.0: Statement of accreditation requirements 

 

4.1 It was challenging to achieve the dates in the accreditation timetable, 
which had been published by the earlier FSR in the codes of practice and 

conduct. The FSR sought views on: 
 

 The situation in relation to dates that had already been missed, and  

 The arguments for differing target dates for the various forensic areas. 

 
4.2 In discussion the following points were made: 

 
 A detailed overall accreditation plan was needed to help police forces 

to understand the lead times, and so that UKAS could resource 
adequately (for example recruiting and training technical assessors). 

 DCC Alec Wood had commissioned CAST (Centre for Applied Science 

and Technology)  to assist with the accreditation process, including 
getting clarity on items included in the scope of each area. 

 Efforts were needed to ensure that police forces applied to UKAS for 

accreditation immediately, in all areas that require accreditation by 

2015, in order to achieve the target dates. 
 Methods fit for purpose, and competence were needed, irrespective of 

accreditation requirements. 
 As external forensic providers were required to be accredited, so also 

should be police forces for in-sourced forensic areas. 
 There was a need to be more creative in using CAST (Centre for 

Applied Science and Technology) to support the forces, not only on 

accreditation support but also validation. 
 Police forces could comply with the targets by out-sourcing services (or 

not in-sourcing them) but were unlikely to be able to out-source Crime 
Scene Investigation, digital and fingerprints, so these should be a 

priority. 
 So far no evidence had been struck out in court on grounds of not 

being produced by an accredited process (as opposed to an un-
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validated process), but this argument might be used to challenge 
forensic evidence. 

 
4.3 The following points were made on digital accreditation: 

 
 Initially police forces did not know how to approach digital accreditation. 

There was now a list of initial target areas for validation and 
accreditation in the digital area, but more would need to be added in 

the future.  
 Jonathan Vaughan and DCC Nick Baker were producing a plan to 

show which police force would lead in each digital area. 
 All the items in the digital area (as listed in footnote 4 on the 

accreditation timetable) were key and high risk. 
 

4.4 The FSR would return to QSSG with an assessment of the 
accreditation timetable. 
 
Action 3: The FSR to return to QSSG with an assessment of the 
accreditation timetable for the next meeting. 

 
Item 5.0: Fingerprints 

5.1 Three papers on fingerprints [Appendix for Fingerprint Comparison, 
Terminology Document and Draft Primer] which had required much work from 
FQSSG, were provided. Little discussion of them was required. 

5.2 The term “ident”, meaning identification, is used by the fingerprints 
community to mean identification of the owner of a set of fingerprints. 

However there is no scientific basis on for this claim. There is a need to 
expand the definition of an “ident“ to clarify that the prints might not belong to 
a particular individual.  The additional phrase “in the opinion of the 

practitioner” was suggested. 

5.3 A probabilistic approach to fingerprints, as used abroad, might be 

adopted in future. Complex marks might require a blind verification to be 
carried out. 

5.4 The FSR requested any feedback on the fingerprints papers to be sent 

to June Guiness by 30th December 2014. 

Action 4: Feedback on the fingerprints papers to be sent to June 

Guiness by 30th December 2014. 
 
Item 6.0: Firearms 

6.1 Some firearms which came into police possession could be laid aside, 
as not required for court cases. Measurements needed to be carried out on 

other firearms, and there was a need to know the uncertainty in the 
measurements. Classification of firearms was a complex process. The 
suggestion from the meeting was that work which could be undertaken in-

force and outside a formal accreditation structure would be limited to the basic 
classification of weapons, which did not involve any analytical process or 

assessments that required significant expertise.  
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6.2 An opinion was stated that force armourers should not provide expert 
evidence in courts, but confine themselves to factual evidence. Force firearms 

units tended to be outside the forensic unit, and therefore could lack forensic 
expertise The Law Commission were reviewing Firearms Legislation, and 

might welcome comments. 

6.3 The FSR undertook to take up the issue with the new Police Quality 
and Performance Lead, ACC Mark Hopkins.  

 
Action 5: The FSR to write to ACC Mark Hopkins regarding firearms 

classification. 
 
Item 7.0: Blood Screening 

 
7.1 For blood screening accreditation, Low Power Microscopy (LPM) was 

needed, together with a presumptive blood test. However, “Touch DNA” was 
treated differently, and was “recovered” and not “searched for”. Many 
colleagues had requested that the LPM requirement be dropped, or had 

challenged it. However the requirement was only for the capability for LPM, 
not that it routinely be carried out. DCC John Fletcher had written to police 

forces to instruct them to use LPM. 
 
7.2  A specific exception was agreed for an operational defence recovery 

facility as discussed. 
 

7.3 The FSR would give a clear direction on Blood Screening. 
 

Action 6: The FSR to provide a clear direction on Blood Screening the 

end of January. 
 

Item 8.0: Update from the BSI FSM/1 Meeting   
 

8.1 An ISO on Forensic Grade Consumables was being developed. June 

Guiness had attended this meeting in Berlin. There was a public consultation 
on the BSI website. Staff Elimination Databases were mentioned. 

 
8.2 Ian Brewster and Andrew Rennison had attended a European 
committee, which was developing standards for accreditation. Its next meeting 

was not, however, until 2015. This ISO committee might become a Technical 
Committee and so supersede the European Committee for Standardisation. 

 
Item 9.0: Cognitive Bias 
 

9.1 The consultation on Cognitive Bias had received mainly supportive 
feedback but much unfortunate press. The Lord Chief Justice had made a 

speech on the subject. 
 
9.2 Simon Iveson or Kevin Sullivan would carry out further editorial work on 

the Cognitive Bias paper. 
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Action 7: Simon Iveson or Kevin Sullivan to edit the Cognitive Bias 
guidance by the end of March. 

  
Item 10.0: Digital Validation 

 

10.1 The feedback received to the consultation covered both old and new 
issues, and ranged from constructive to angry. 

 
10.2 Simon Iveson would work on the digital validation document in January 

2015 and deliver it back to the Digital Forensic Specialist Group in February. 
He would re-work it in March. In April the document should be ready for a 
shorter consultation, committee meetings willing.  
 
Action 8: Simon Iveson to provide an updated version of the Digital 

Validation Guidance to the Digital Forensic Specialist Group by the end 
of February, edit it further and aim to put it out for consultation by the 
end of April. 

 
Item 11.0: Other Publications 

 

11.1 Recent FSR publications included: 
  

 guidance on speaking in public on court cases,  

 access for defence to tissue samples,  
 blood accreditation, and  

 a draft protocol for defence teams. 

 
11.2 A problem had been reported to the FSR that the Legal Aid Agency 

refused to pay for photocopying of case files. However the Legal Aid Agency 
representative at the meeting felt that the standard agreement would normally 

include this copying, so this was felt to be an implementation issue. Dr Tully 
would pass the issue to Glyn Hardy so that he could investigate. 
 

Action 9: Dr Tully would pass the issue on the photocopying of case 
files to Glyn Hardy by the end of January. 

 
Item 12.0: 2015/2016 Business Plan 
 

12.1 The FSR would speak to the key forensic stakeholders to identify the 
main risks. The business plan would then be presented to ministers, to define 

the forensic priorities. Currently the Digital and Interpretation areas seemed to 
be high risk. The FSR welcomed feedback from the forensic specialist groups 
on the business plan within the next two weeks. 
 
Action 10: All specialist group members to provide feedback priorities 

for the business plan to the FSR by the end of January. 
 
Action 11: The FSR to speak to forensic stakeholders and present the 

business plan to ministers by the end of March. 
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Item 13.0:  AOB    
 

13.1 BJ requested an update on Cannabis Yield Determination. 
Determination was a very variable area, with some analysis. The FSR would 

consult Jeff Adams and feed back to QSSG. 
 
Action 12: The FSR to feed back to QSSG on Cannabis Yield 

Determination by the following meeting. 

 

13.2 SM had heard from expert witnesses in two or three person firms, 
which were based in accountancy, but carried out criminal work. There were 
concerns about accreditation of expert evidence in these businesses. The 

FSR did include expert witness evidence in her scope. She did not plan to 
certify individuals, as an additional layer of regulation, besides organisations’ 

accreditation, but in niche areas where accreditation was not a suitable 
approach, the Chartered Society of Forensic Sciences or other professional 
bodies might be able to assist with certification of individuals . 

 
13.3 KM reported a new item relating to International Laboratory 

Accreditation Cooperation G19. The compliance date was March 2015, and a 
technical bulletin had been produced by UKAS. 
 

13.4 KS enquired on possible statutory powers for the FSR. The current 
parliament lacked time to debate these. It would be for the new government in 

2015, to determine their priorities, in the new legislative timetables. 
 
13.5 The QSSG Secretariat would circulate the dates for the future QSSG 

meetings in 2015. 
 
Action 13: The Secretariat to circulate dates for 2015 QSSG meetings by 
the end of February. 
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Annex A 

 
Present:    
 

Gill Tully Forensic Science Regulator (Chair) 

Ian Elkins Crown Prosecution Service 

Glyn Hardy Legal Aid Agency 

Simon Iveson Forensic Science Regulation Unit 

Beth Joule Lancashire Constabulary 

Sandy Mackay  Expert Witness Institute 

Katherine Monnery United Kingdom Accreditation Service 

Nuala O’Hanlon Forensic Science Northern Ireland 

Brian Rankin Forensic Science Society 

Karen Smith Thames Valley Police 

Kevin Sullivan Independent 

Jon Vaughan  Centre for Applied Science and Technology, 
Home Office 

Steve Bleay Centre for Applied Science and Technology, 

Home Office 

Martyn Bradford Avon and Somerset Constabulary 

Craig Donnachie Scottish Police Authority 

Martin Hanly LGC Forensics 

Mike Taylor Home Office Science Secretariat 

 
Apologies:  

  

Peter Harper Orchid Cellmark Ltd 

Chanda Lowther-Harris Metropolitan Police Service 

Sandra Stanley Greater Manchester Police 

Shirley Bailey-Wood  British Standards Institute 

Ian Brewster South Wales Police 

Anthony Heaton-Armstrong Criminal Bar Association 

Jane Higham Glaisyers Solicitors 

Nigel Meadows Coroners’ Society of England and Wales  

Zoe Scott Skills for Justice 

Ewen Smith Criminal Cases Review Commission 

Francesca Weisman  Legal Services Commission 

Matthew Marshall British Standards Institute 

June Guiness Forensic Science Regulation Unit 

Mike Bell Crown Office and Procurator Fiscal Service 

Lynne Townley Crown Prosecution Service 

Teresa Cunningham British Standards Institute 

 


