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I. INTRODUCTION 
 

Ink examinations typically involve the differentiation of ink samples found on possible altered 
documents (Refer to Alterations and Obliteration’s).  However, an investigator may request many 
types of ink examinations.  These would include, but are not limited to, the examination and 
comparison of ink found in a writing instrument to a questioned letter or the examination and 
comparison of inks found on genuine and counterfeit documents.    

 
II. INSTRUMENTATION 
 

Magnification loop, stereo microscope, comparison microscope, adequate lighting, dichroic filters, 
and alternate light sources (See Appendix VI). 

 
III. MINIMUM STANDARDS & CONTROLS 
 

Refer to Appendix I. 
 
IV. EXAMINATION PROCEDURE 
 

A. Non-destructive techniques: 
 

1. Visual examination using appropriate magnification: Differentiate by type of ink, color, 
width of line or striations.  Care must be taken that differences exist because of 
instrument, not pressure or speed of writing. 

2. Ultraviolet: Examine visually, with magnification if necessary.  Differentiate by fluorescence 
or color   

3. Infrared:  Examine with the VSC 6000/HS using magnification as necessary.  Differentiate 
by visibility, transparency or intensity.   

4. Infrared Luminescence: Examine with the VSC 6000/HS. Differentiate by presence or 
absence of luminescence, by presence or absence of dark image, or by intensity of 
luminescence or dark image.  Care must be taken in differentiation by luminescence, 
because an ink that is not normally luminescent may become dequenched, and thereby 
luminescent by a number of different substances.  The background and/or paper can also 
affect the luminescence of inks.  If the obliterated or altered material luminesces it may be 
visible from the reverse side of the document. Liquid nitrogen enhances IR luminescence, 
makes paper more transparent, and neutralizes the adhesive bond of glues. 

5. Use the dichroic filters to determine if there is a difference in visibility, transparency or 
intensity. 

6. Use the Microspectrophotometry capability of the VSC 6000/HS to differentiate by 
comparing an inks spectrum for absorption, transmission, reflectance or fluorescence. 

 
B. Destructive techniques: 

 
Destructive techniques will not be used in the CMPD Crime lab for ink examinations.  If results 
are inconclusive after using non-destructive techniques then the customer will be notified and 
also be advised on an external agency that may be able to conduct further examination utilizing 
a destructive method.  Any conversation will be noted in the case file.   
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C. Report conclusions: 

 
If inks can be differentiated using any of the techniques listed above then it will be reported that 
the inks do not have a common origin.  If the inks cannot be differentiated then it will reported 
that “there is an inability to distinguish the ink samples at this level of analysis” or “physical 
testing at this level failed to detect any differences between the ink samples.”  All ink 
examination reports will include the different methods utilized in the examination process.  No 
ink examination will be reported out that the inks match, are identical or the same.    
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