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Type of
TextLine#| Document
Comment # . M Current Document Wording Proposed Revision Revision Justification
(s) Section E-Editorial
T-Technical
Suggest adding a statement somewhere in the document that
£8 . g R R Accept: Added section 6.5 "Prior to the release of the report
Overall . a technical review is only complete when the reviewer agrees N . .
1 T new section . . . . ) Probably implied but should be added. all disagreements between the analyst and the technical
document with all finalized observations, results, interpretations, and . "
. reviewer shall be resolved.
opinions.
Comment: Would it help to define a blood pattern analyst? Is
it your intention for this standard to apply to anyone who
dabbles in BPA, or only qualified analysts? If the later, maybe
clarify by making a statement in the foreward: "qualified BPA
only" and then add a definition what makes a person
"qualified" such as certification etc. The scaope and Section
g X X P Accept with modification: The scope has been edited to apply
3.3 caught my attention to this. The scope says the standard X
X . ) to anybody that writes a BPA report. However, the
applies to a BPA but what makes a person a BPA isnt defined. ) . .
2 N/A All T N/A N/A R . requirement to have a technical review preformed by a
3.3 says a 2nd BPA is needed to Tech Review therefore, as the e . .
L . ) . qualified BPA remains. Bloodstain pattern analyst has been
original BPA, who do | get to review my review? in other -
added to the terms and definitions.
words, can | use my coworker whom has helped do BPA on my
scenes before? Or do | need to reach out to someone 100
miles away if thats the closest BPA | can "contract" with. So in
summary, who is qualified for the Tech Review; who is a BPA?
FYI, I think | know what you want but you may want to make
this more clear.
3 20 3.2 E "forensic sciences services" change "sciences" to "science" better grammar Accept. Now 3.3.
. " N OSAC is not in favor of this term. Has chosen to replace this [ Reject. The ASB consensus body feels that "conclusions" is the
4 24 33 E conclusions remove word "conclusions R . . - . S
with results, interpretations, and opinions. appropriate term to be used in this document. Now 3.4.
The review must be done by someone who is competent, not | Reject with modification. "competent" is subjective. Definition
5 24-25 33 T "by a second bloodstain pattern analyst" change to "by a second competent bloodstain pattern analyst"| just trained. By adding "competent," this requires the FSSP to| for bloodstain pattern analyst added for clarification of the
demonstrate selected revieiwers are competent in BPA. discipline. Now 3.4
The review must be done by someone who is competent, not | Reject with modification. "competent" is subjective. Definition
6 30 4.2 T "by a second bloodstain pattern analyst" change to "by a second competent bloodstain pattern analyst"| just trained. By adding "competent," this requires the FSSP to| for bloodstain pattern analyst added for clarification of the
demonstrate selected revieiwers are competent in BPA. discipline. Now 3.4
" The technical review shall be performed by a second " - . o . Reject with modification. "qualified" is subjective. Definition
(page 1, line R Add “qualified bloodstain pattern analyst” “analyst trained to . P
7 30 30)4.2 E bloodstain pattern analyst. review"? for bloodstain pattern analyst added for clarification of the
- What makes someone a bloodstain pattern analyst? i discipline. Now 3.4
I'm not sure what this means? Does this mean the reviewer
should have limited experience with the case? Does it mean | Accept with modification. Changed "reviewer" to "review" for
8 33 5.1.1 E "The technical reviewer shall be objective." Reword R . p. A P o N .
the intent of the review is to be objective? | would expand on clarification.
this.
34 5.1.2 E "data and evidence" change to "supporting documentation" Consistent with the heading in section 5.2 Accept.
(page 2, line After review of the data and evidence the technical
10 34 p?j) 5 ;I. 2 E reviewer.... Clarify what is meant by evidence. Accept.
- What is meant by "evidence"? The bloodstain patterns?
The docucment uses case folder, case record, and case file.
11 39 5.2.2 E "case folder" Change to "case file" ) ; Accept.
Need to pick one phrase and be consistent.
I'm not entirely sure what this means. Does the reviewer need|
Il of th ific inf i hich
"Documentation of the items and evidence reviewed shall be to (flocument all of the specific in f)rmatlon which was Accept. Section revised to read "...evidence provided for
12 39 5.2.2 E . ) " Reword provided to them as part of the review? When would an ) . . o
included in the case folder. A . . 3 review shall be included in the case file.
analyst not send everything which was associated with the
report to the reviewer?
It may help clarify this statement to subset this of 5.2.2. Im
assuming the intention of "this process" refers to 5.2.2 which
would justify making this statement 5.2.2.1 because its also
ossible that you would want to document any deviations the|  Accept with modification. No proposed updated wordin,
13 40 5.2.2 E Deviations from this process shall be documented 5.2.2.1 P v v P prop ’ 8

processes set forth in all of section 5. if the intention of
documenting deviations from "this process" is meant to cover
all of section 5, maybe move the statement from line 40 to the

end of 5 and give it its own number (5.4 Deviations)

provided. 5.4 added for clarification.




14 41 5.2.3 "but not" "but is not" better grammar Accept.
age 2, line "Supporting documentation to be provided to the technical . Accept with modification. Revised to "but is not limited to"
15 41-42 (pag Fp N . 'p ) - Add but not “be” limited to. P
41-42)5.2.3 reviewer should include, but not limited to, the following. based on comment 14.
16 48 523 "for achieving final opinions" change to "for achieving.tf'\e fiTaI interpretations and better grammar and captgr_es both interpretations and Accept.
opinions opinions.
Reject. The ASB consensus body feels that "conclusions" is the
17 51 5.3.1 "analyst's opinions and conclusions" Change to "analyst's interpretations and opinions" OSAC is not in favor of the term "conclusions". s R ! y, X Ut !
appropriate term to be used in this document. Now 3.4.
1'm not sure this is required by ISO 17025. Changes to
"technical records" require documentation and tracking;
however, | don't believe a report is considered a technical
" record until it has been approved for release after technical
'Any amendments made to the report as a result of the . " . . . R . . . .
N R review. Additionally, I'm not entirely sure what the intent is Reject. Agencies may have different requirments for how
18 52-53 5.3.2 technical review shall be documented and addressed by the Delete . . . . L
. " behind this requirement. Does a draft opinion really matter? 17025 is intrepeted.
reporting analyst. . .
Why would a analyst even discuss a draft opinion? The
process determined that was not the appropriate opinion and
came to a different opinion. The final opinion is the only one
which matters.
N . . (comment is on section 6.4, not 5.3.2)
. If the analyst and technical reviewer cannot agree, another . . “ . .
19 52.53 (page 2, line qualified analyst shall be...” Edit to include “another qualified bloodstain pattern analyst
52-53)5.3.2 R A . shall be...” Accept with modification. "qualified" removed based on other
Missing "bloodstain pattern" analyst : .. . "
comment resolutions. "bloodstain pattern" added.
Change to "resolve disagreement(s) between the reportin Reject. The document is written for a BPA, therefore the
20 55 6.1 "resolve disagreement(s) that occur" 8 ve disag N ( ) W E ing Makes it a little more clear. d Y fswrt .
analyst and the technical reviewer that occur. recommended language is not necessary.
The current wording means the automatic resolution is to go
to the higher classification. For example, if the report says
"Impact pattern" but the technical reviewer feels it is an
"expiration pattern", the current wording with "shall" means | Accept with modification. 6.1 allows for the back and forth
"If a disagreement occurs regarding observations/classification| the classification is automatically "spatter". However, there | discussion to resolve the disagreement(s). 6.2 revised to read:
21 56-57 6.2 of a bloodstain pattern, the resolution shall be to report the Delete or reword. needs to be room for discussion between the two analysts to |"If a disagreement occurs regarding observations/classification
classification that results in an agreement." determine why each believes in their classification and then to| of a bloodstain pattern, the classification(s) where there is
work out a resolution. The resolution could also be one of the agreement shall be reported"
analysts agreeing with the other analyst. The current wording
could easily be interpreted to mean this type of back and forth
discussion is not allowed.
"If a disagreement occurs over an interpretation or opinion,
the resolution shall be to report the most specific case . . . . P N
22 62-63 6.3 . . L p_ P Delete or reword. Same concerns as with section 6.2. Reject. CB feels this section is clear and necessary as written.
interpretation or opinion on which both the analyst and the
reviewer agree."
"If the analyst and technical reviewer cannot agree, another 1 don't disagree with this approach; however, the current
23 67-60 6.4 q.ualified analyst shall be con?ulted to assist in resolvin.g the Reword or delete. wording fo.r sections 6.2 and 6.3 make .this unnecessa.rY. Reject. This section is still necessary if no agreement can be
disagreement. The consultation shall be documented in the These sections, as currently worded, dictate the specific reached.
case file." opinion or conclusion.
"The technical review shall be documented and maintained in| Change to "The technical review shall be documented and . Accept with modification. Modified to "case file" and "of the
24 71 7.1 " o . ) N Consistency and accuracy. "
the case record of the analyst. maintained in the case file of the report. analyst" was removed.
"The technical review shall be documented and maintained in
age 3, line the case record of the analyst." Accept with modification. Modified to "case file" and "of the
25 71 (pag . . - v . Could you end the sentence after “case record”? P "
71)7.1 Which analyst? The technical reviewing one or the reporting analyst" was removed.
one? Or both?
26 72 7.2 "The documentation in the case record shall include..." Change to "The documentation in the case file shall include..." Consistency Accept.
Tany resolution of conflict™ is unclear as to whether differing
evaluations should both be documented; p. 3 line 66 suggests
27 74 (page 3, line 'no further interpretation' be given if no agreement can be Reject. The recommendation is too specific for this document
74) reached but should the documentation of conflict resolution and can be set by the agency.
(or lack thereof) acknowledge the specifics of the
disagreement?
(page 3, line c) signature .
28 75 - Check for consistency. Accept.
75) c) This line appears to be a larger font than the rest.
"Confirmation that a technical review has been completed
29 77-78 7.3 . . . § _p " Delete Isn't this already covered by sections 7.1 and 7.2? Accept.
hsall be included in the reporting analyst's case file.
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For Working Group use only, not to be completed
by commenter.

Revision Justification

Final Resolution

"reaches conclusions, and/or issues reports
concernting conclusions in the field of..."

"reaches an opinion, and/or issues reports
concernting opinions in the field of..."

Replacing the words "conclusion(s)" in line 21 with “opinion(s)”. The Bloodstain Pattern Consensus Body is part of AAFS’s ANSI
accredited SDO which is independent of the OSAC program. As has been previously discussed, OSAC has discouraged the use of
the word “conclusion” across its 22 subcommittees including the Bloodstain Pattern Subcommittee that generated the original
document which this ASB work product is based on. OSAC did not remove the term conclusion from OSAC usage in a random
decision intending to make life difficult on its subcommittees or to drive a wedge between OSAC and independent operating
SDOs. OSAC eliminated the use of the word conclusion to align with how quality assurance standards and now specific forensic
science standards are being written at the international level through ISO.
1SO 17025 which most bloodstain pattern analysts do not need to comply with does not use the word “conclusion” however the
BPA consensus body can disregard this because you can make the case that your examiners operate outside of ISO 17025
accredited laboratory. The challenge you then have is that ISO TC 272 is about to publish 5 international standards on forensic
science and these standards are directed at work performed both in a crime lab and on scene. The 5-part series does not use the
word “conclusion”. Data/observations are generated from forensic science processes and then interpretations are made that
result in an opinion. If we are to guide our American forensic scientists to align with the rest of the world in how we approach
and describe the same scientific processes they perform in their countries, we should align with this simple change by calling the
final output of our forensic scientists an opinion. You are welcome to disagree with OSAC’s perspective on this, but you should
also understand that the U.S. voting delegation on ISO TC 272 (20+ additional countries have a vote) includes professional
associations such ASCLD, ANAB, AAFS (ASB), IAl, etc and several federal agencies that represented the United States’ interests. |
would hope that the Bloodstain Pattern CB would lean forward to position their current and even their future examiners that will
continue the profession well into the future to align our US practices with this internationally accepted approach. Doing so would
eliminate the following potential questions from opposing counsel in the U.S.:
1.BPA Examiner you indicate that you can issue conclusions when you complete your BPA analysis? Is that correct?
2.Why is the BPA profession able to issue conclusions when other forensic science disciplines both in the U.S, and internationally

have shifted to the more refined approach of interpreting observations/data that lead to opinions?

I hope you agree that for the long-term health of forensic science in the U.S. that we should embrace the more refined terms of
“interpretation” and “opinions” in this case to help our current and the next generation of BPA examiners align with the
international community vs consciously diverging from an internationally accepted best practice. Appreciate your consideration
of this small change and the reasoning behind this comment.

Reject. During the ASB BPA consensus body
meeting on June 17, 2025 the consensus body
voted to continue using the term "conclusions" as it
is the perfered term used by the scientific
practitioners.

Ballot
Comment

| am good with moving away from the term conclusion. Assuming there is no procedural issues, | still think the document is good for recirculation and we can tackle this issue during resolution of the new public comments.

Reject. During the ASB BPA consensus body
meeting on June 17, 2025 the consensus body
voted to continue using the term "conclusions" as it
is the perfered term used by the scientific

practitioner:
Reject. During the ASB BPA consensus body

Ballot
Comment

The word conclusions should be replaced by interpretations. This is not going to be accepted by OSAC. This is even being removed from ISO terms as well. We should follow what the rest of the forensic community is doing.

meeting on June 17, 2025 the consensus body
voted to continue using the term "conclusions" as it
is the perfered term used by the scientific
ora

oner:

17-21

3.2

"bloodstain pattern analyst - A qualified
individual who conducts and/or directs the
analysis of forensic casework samples, interprets
data, reaches conclusions, and/or issues reports
concerning conclusions in the field of bloodstain
pattern analysis."

Delete entirely or go with definition for
"bloodstain pattern analyst" in ASB Std 032
("Standards for a Bloodstain Pattern Analyst's
Training Program")

"Bloodstain pattern analyst" has already been defined by ASB in std 032. ASB should not have two different definitions for the
same term in documents from the same subcommittee. Either delete the term entirely or go with the definition in 032. This
definition was added in response to two comments for section 4.2. Interestingly, one of the comments suggested the phrase
"qualified bloodstain pattern analyst." This was rejected because "qualified is subjective;" however, the added defintion for
clarification is "a qualified individual." Although section 4.2 is not part of this revision, | suggest looking again at the wording of
section 4.2 since the definition was added specifically to aleviate concerns with that section. It needs to be clear within the

Reject. The definition in the current version of 032
e2 (also in development) will be made consistent
with the definition in this document. During the

ASB BPA consensus body meeting on June 17, 2025

the CB discussed and voted to move all future
documents to the updated definition of bloodstain

standard that only people qualified to do bloodstain work are authorized to do tech reviews.

pattern analyst.




