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Study Design

• 40 trials – 1 latent v 10 single finger candidates
• Latent prints reflective of case work
• 11 non-matching trials

o 10 close non-matches (in ranked order)
• 29 matching trials

o 9 close non-matches (in ranked order)
o 1 true match (in random placement)

• Participants used regular comparison software
• Reported results anonymously via online survey
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Latent Print Value
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Decision Decisiveness
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Matching Trials (1 correct identification & 9 correct exclusions)
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“Perfect” Examiner

• All 40 latent prints found to have value

• 29 Matching-trials: correctly identified the true 
match and excluded the nine CNMs

• 11 Non-matching: correctly excluded all ten 
CNMs
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Expert Decision Uncertainty
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PDISAGREE ≈ 17%
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Examiner Accuracy

24%
36%

67%
77%33%

34%

17%
10%

43%
30%

16% 12%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

NOVICES

IN
DUCTEES

TECHNICIANS

EXPERTS

Matching Trials

False Negative
Inconclusive
True Positive

67%
77%

98% 99%

30%
23%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

NOVICES

IN
DUCTEES

TECHNICIANS

EXPERTS

Non-Matching Trials

False Positive
Inconclusive
True Negative

FPER: 3.2% 0.15% 0.11% 0.03%



PPV: Identification Accuracy
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Why do experts make
erroneous identifications?
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