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Questioned Document Examiner Letter 
 

Subject:  Andrew Kelly 
Date:  March 19, 2024 

 
I have examined a document consisting of page 24 of By-laws containing the signatures of an 
Association named Townhomes Association, Inc., to determine if the questioned document 
signature of the President has been copied from a different document. ‘Q1A’ is the President’s 
Signature.  ‘Q1B’ is the Secretary’s signature.  

 

METHODOLOGY 

A Meticulous examination of each page of the questioned document to each other was 
conducted using a side-by-side comparison with the unaided eye, handheld magnifying loupes, 
microscope, photocopy enlargements, grids, a light table, and metric measuring devices.  The 
scientific methodology used in this examination consists of the ‘ACE’ methodology, which means 
‘Analyze, Compare, and Evaluate’.  The FBI, U.S. Treasury Department, and the US Postal Services 
reportedly use this reliable methodology in their questioned document laboratories.  ASTM 
recommends this methodology as the standard in this field.  This methodology was also accepted 
and affirmed by the District of Columbia Court of Appeals in Case No. 08-CF-1361, Pettus V. 
United States.  In addition, this examiner adds the Peer Review Methodology, which requests a 
second independent examination by a qualified handwriting expert.  The State and Federal Court 
qualified expert I selected to peer review this case confirmed my opinion. 
The techniques promulgated by the scientific community in the forensic document examination 
field generate reliable results and are generally accepted. 
 
Based upon thorough analysis of these items, and from an application of accepted forensic 
document examination tools, principles and techniques, it is my professional expert opinion that 
the Andrew Kelly’s signature was pasted onto the document.  The document has been altered.  
  

I am willing to testify in a deposition or court of law regarding the above-mentioned examination 
and expert opinion, provided that I am contacted prior to setting a date for such testimony to 
avoid scheduling conflicts and to allow adequate time for preparation.  
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Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
____________________________ 
Patricia J. Hale 
 
 
The above Letter of Opinion was sworn and subscribed before me by Patricia J. Hale this _____ 
day of ______________, 2024. 
 
State of Texas                 § 
     § 
     § 
County of Grayson         §  ____________________________ 
       Notary Public – State of Texas 
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LEGAL DATA 

UNITED STATES v. JANET L. THORNTON 

Case No. 02-M-9150-01, decided January 24, 2003 

This issue is governed by Fed.R.Evid. 702, which states as follows: 

If scientific, technical, or other specialized knowledge will assist the trier of fact to understand the evidence 

or to determine a fact in issue, a witness qualified as an expert by knowledge, skill, experience, training, or 

education, may testify thereto in the form of an opinion or otherwise, if (1) the testimony is based upon 

sufficient facts or data, (2) the testimony is the product of reliable principles and methods, and (3) the witness 

has applied the principles and methods reliably to the facts of the case. [This rule was amended in 2000 in 

response to Daubert v. Merrell Dow Pharmaceuticals, Inc. (1993) and Kumho Tire Co. Ltd. v. Carmichael 

(1999).] 

In Daubert, the court, focusing on the admissibility of scientific expert testimony, held that the trial judge has the task 

of ensuring that an expert's testimony both rests on a reliable foundation and is relevant to the task at hand. In Kumho 

Tire, the court held that a trial judge’s gatekeeping obligation applies not only to testimony based on scientific 

knowledge, but also to testimony based on technical and other specialized knowledge. 

Among the studies cited by Mr. Hammond is a study by Professor Sargur Srihari on the individuality of handwriting. 

Using handwriting of 1500 individuals, his conclusions were that, using computer software, they were able to establish 

with a 98% confidence that the writer can be identified. Taking the results over the entire population, they were able 
to validate handwriting individuality with a 96% confidence. By considering finer features, Professor Srihari opined 

that they should be able to validate handwriting individuality with a near 100% confidence. A study by Dr. Moshe 

Kam indicates that professional document examiners had only a 6.5% error rate compared to an error rate of 38.3% 

for nonprofessionals. Dr. Kam concluded by stating that professional document examiners possess writer 

identification skills absent in the general population. Another study by Professor Kam indicated that professionals 

concluded that forgeries were genuine 0.49% of the time whereas laypersons did so 6.47% of the time. Professionals 

mistakenly concluded that genuine signatories were forgeries 7.05% of the time; laypersons did so 26.1% of the time. 

Another study by Jodi Sita, Brian Found and others found that forensic document examiners made errors in 3.4% of 

their opinions, while 19.1% of the control group gave erroneous opinions. 

The above studies provide solid evidence that handwriting individuality can be validated with a very high degree of 

confidence, and that professional forensic document examiners have developed an expertise and training that allow 

them to correctly identify a person's handwriting with a much lower error rate than laypersons. On the other hand, the 

affidavit, of Dr. Saks raises legitimate questions concerning the validity of these studies and the accuracy of 

handwriting identification in general. 

However, in Daubert, the U.S. Supreme Court made it clear that "it would be unreasonable to conclude that the subject 

of scientific testimony must be known to a certainty; arguably, there are no certainties in science. . . . Science . . . 

represents a process for proposing and refining theoretical explanations about the world that are subject to further 

testing and refinement." It is sufficient if the proposed testimony can be supported by appropriate validation, i.e., good 

grounds, based on what is known. 
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