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2015 Oklahoma State Plan for the Improvement of 
Forensic Science and Toxicology Medical Examiner Services

PURPOSE
The purpose of the Oklahoma State Plan for the Improvement of Forensic Science and Toxicology Examiner Services is to improve the quality and timeliness of forensic sciences and toxicology examiner services for the criminal justice system in Oklahoma and to reduce the backlog of forensic science cases. The original plan was developed in 2002 prior to the submission of the Coverdell Forensic Science Improvement Grant Program. The Plan was updated and approved in 2006, in 2010, and again in 2015.

In November 2005, the Science, State, Justice, Commerce, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act of 2006 became law. Under the terms of the statute, Congress authorized “the National Academy of Sciences (NAS) to conduct a study on forensic science, as described in the Senate report.” The Forensic Science Committee charged with performing the study completed and issued its report “Strengthening Forensic Science in the United States: A Path Forward” in the fall of 2009. The report was evaluated by members of Oklahoma’s Forensic Science Improvement Task Force and recommendations issued in the report were considered with this update of Oklahoma’s State Plan. This Plan contains information about the thirteen recommendations issued in the NAS report and discusses Oklahoma’s position in relation to those recommendations.

OVERVIEW OF FORENSIC SCIENCE LABORATORIES IN OKLAHOMA
In a forensic science lab, there are a number of different disciplines. These may include: 

1. Biology;
2. Controlled Substances;
3. Latent Prints;
4. Toxicology;
5. Firearms and Tool Marks;
6. Questioned Documents; 
7. Trace Evidence; and,
8. Digital and Multimedia Evidence.

Currently, there are ten (10) forensic labs operating within the state that are accredited for specific disciplines. The Oklahoma State Bureau of Investigation (OSBI) has five labs involving multiple disciplines operating regionally throughout the state. These labs are located in Edmond, Lawton, Enid, Tahlequah, and McAlester. In addition, the Oklahoma City Police Department and the Tulsa Police Department, the two major metropolitan jurisdictions in the state, have multiple discipline forensic labs.

Several law enforcement agencies throughout the state operate Latent Print and/or Marijuana Identification labs. However, only the Broken Arrow Police Department is nationally accredited by the American Society of Crime Lab Directors/Laboratory Accreditation Board 

(ASCLD/LAB). In addition, the Oklahoma County District Attorney’s Office has a Questioned Documents lab that is also ASCLD/LAB accredited. 

The Office of the Chief Medical Examiner has the sole responsibility for investigating sudden, unexpected, and suspicious deaths. This process involves scene investigation and medicolegal autopsy (including radiology, toxicology, histology, and microbiology), complementing the activities of law enforcement agencies, district attorneys, and public health officials. 

COVERDELL FORENSIC SCIENCE IMPROVEMENT GRANT PROGRAM
In 2002, the National Institute of Justice, U.S. Department of Justice established the Coverdell Forensic Science Improvement Grant Program which included both formula and discretionary funding. The District Attorneys Council serves as the state administering agency for these federal funds. 

Since the inception of the grant program in 2002, the State of Oklahoma has received $1,394,419 in formula and discretionary funding of which $1,254,977.10 pass-through was funding for the participating forensic labs. The remaining amount was administrative costs for the District Attorneys Council to implement the grant program. The following chart identifies the funds received by fiscal year. 


Coverdell Forensic Science Improvement Program Grant 
State of Oklahoma Funding
2002 - 2014

















The Coverdell Grant funds have served as a significant source of supplemental funding for the accredited forensic labs in Oklahoma. As a result of the Coverdell Forensic Science Improvement Grant Program, a number of critical advancements have been afforded to the participating forensic labs which likely would not have occurred otherwise. The following chart identifies the categories in which the funding was expended. 



ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE
In 2002, the Forensic Science Improvement Task Force was formed. The overall goals of the Task Force are to improve the quality and timeliness of forensic science services for criminal justice purposes, to reduce the backlog of forensic science cases, and to provide input into the Coverdell Forensic Science Improvement Grant. The participants on the Task Force include representatives from the following agencies and/or departments:

· Broken Arrow Police Department
· District Attorneys Council
· Norman Police Department
· Office of the Medical Examiner
· Oklahoma Association of Chiefs of Police
· Oklahoma City Police Department
· Oklahoma Sheriff’s’ Association
· Oklahoma State Bureau of Investigation
· Tulsa Police Department

The members representing the District Attorneys Council, the Oklahoma Sheriff’s Association, and the Oklahoma Association of Chiefs of Police serve as consumers of forensic science services in the state and provide additional perspective in achieving the overall goals of the Task Force. 

The other participants from the above referenced agencies and local law enforcement jurisdictions represent forensic labs in the major metropolitan areas as well as medium sized jurisdictions within the state. 
The Task Force operates under the purview of the Justice Assistance Grant (JAG) Board.  In Oklahoma, the JAG Board is charged with overseeing the Justice Assistance Grant Program and other criminal justice grant programs funded through the Bureau of Justice Assistance. The goal of this grant program is to improve the criminal justice system. The projects funded in Oklahoma under this grant program have a special emphasis on drug-related crimes, violent crimes, and serious offenders. Forensic labs are indelibly intertwined in these types of crimes, so the Task Force functions as a committee of the JAG Board. 

The JAG Board, comprised of 17 voting and non-voting members, is charged with determining priorities for funding, reviewing grant proposals, and determining awards. The following is a list of the agencies and the representing members of the JAG Board. 

Justice Assistance Grant Board
Membership Roster

Voting Members  
Suzanne McClain Atwood, Executive Coordinator
District Attorneys Council
     Richard Smothermon, Designee

Mary Fallin, Governor
State of Oklahoma
     Jennifer Chance, Designee

Rob Barris, District Attorney
District Attorney District 25
[bookmark: _GoBack]      Jason Hicks, Designee

Keith Wilson, Executive Director	
Office of Juvenile Affairs
     Jim Adams, Designee

Scott Pruitt, Attorney General
Office of the Attorney General
     Megan Tilly, Designee
     
Janet Barresi, Superintendent
Department of Education
     Kimberly Richey, Designee

Robert Patton, Director
Department of Corrections
     Clint Castleberry, Designee
   
Stan Florence, Director	
Oklahoma State Bureau of Investigation
     Charles Curtis, Designee

Michael C. Thompson, Commissioner
Department of Public Safety
      Gerald Davidson, Designee

Darrel Weaver, Director 	
Bureau of Narcotics Dangerous Drugs Control
     Bob Cook, Designee

John Whetsel, Sheriff
Oklahoma County	
Oklahoma Sheriffs Association
     Ricky Barrow, Designee

Terri White, Commissioner
Department of Mental Health and Substance Abuse Services
     David Wright, Designee

Chuck Foley, Chief
Mustang Police Department
Oklahoma Association of Chiefs of Police	

Non-Voting Members
Sanford C. “Sandy” Coats
U.S. Attorney for the Western District
     Travis Smith, Designee			

Danny C. Williams
U.S. Attorney for the Northern District
     Allen Litchfield, Designee			
                           
Mark F. Green				
U.S. Attorney for the Eastern District
     Doug Horn, Designee									 

Richard W. Salter
Assistant Special Agent in Charge
Drug Enforcement Administration
     Rob Ryan, Designee

PROBLEM IDENTIFICATION
The first Improvement Plan for Forensic Science and Toxicology Medical Examiner Services was developed by the Forensic Science Improvement Task Force in 2002, prior to receiving funding from the Coverdell Forensic Science Improvement Grant and in advance of accreditation for the majority of the labs. The problems identified in the first plan related primarily to accreditation, such as time constraints in meeting the state statutory deadlines for accreditation and the costs of accreditation. Initially, some of the accredited forensic labs used funding from the Coverdell Grant to achieve and/or maintain accreditation.

However, since obtaining accreditation, the issues facing the labs changed, and the plan was revised in 2006. The second plan focused on a variety of topical issues, some of which are ongoing. To continue to address the goals of improving the quality and timeliness of forensic science and toxicology medical examiner services for the criminal justice system in Oklahoma and to reduce the backlog of forensic science cases, it is important to conduct a periodic review. In 2009 and 2010, the Task Force spent considerable time discussing and exploring the current problems and barriers, potential solutions as well as the advancements that have been made in the field of forensic science and as a result of the Coverdell funding. In 2010, the Task Force addressed the recommendations issued in the National Academy of Science (NAS) Report and incorporated appropriate responses into this plan.

The Task Force identified the following ongoing concerns with regard to improving the quality and timeliness of forensic science services and reducing the backlog of forensic science cases in Oklahoma:

1. Maintaining Accreditation
2. Recruiting and Maintaining Personnel
3. Maintaining Equipment and Instrumentation 
4. Ensuring Continuing Education and Training for Personnel
5. Managing the Increasing Demand for Services
6. Addressing the CSI Effect
7. Improving Case Turnaround Time 
8. Reducing Case Backlog

The issues pertaining to each of these topics and Oklahoma’s position in relation to the NAS Report will be more fully elaborated in the following sections. 

MAINTAINING ACCREDITATION
On May 22, 2002, the Forensic Laboratory Accreditation Act, O.S. 74 § 150.37, was passed which required all forensic labs in Oklahoma to become accredited by the American Society of Crime Lab Directors/Laboratory Accreditation Board (ASCLD/LAB) or the American Board of Forensic Toxicologists (ABFT) by July 1, 2005. 

As set forth in the legislation, a forensic lab is defined as a lab operated by the state or any unit of municipal, county, city, or any other local government that examines physical evidence in criminal matters and provides opinion testimony in a court of law in forensic disciplines accredited by ASCLD/LAB or ABFT. The legislation required that as of January 1, 2003, all forensic labs shall have a technical peer review system sufficient to meet or exceed the accreditation standards of ASCLD/LAB. A technical peer review system is a system whereby the casework of an employee in a forensic laboratory shall be reviewed for technical correctness by a qualified peer. 

Additionally, the legislation required that as of January 1, 2004, all forensic labs shall have a proficiency-testing program sufficient to meet or exceed the accreditation standards of the 

ASCLD/LAB. A proficiency-testing program is defined as a program whereby the competency of analysis and the quality of performance of a laboratory is evaluated by external testing.

The final component of the law required that by July 1, 2005, all forensic labs shall be ASCLD/LAB accredited. According to statute: “On or after July 1, 2005, testimony, results, reports, or evidence of forensic analysis produced on behalf of the prosecution in a criminal trial in forensic disciplines accredited by ASCLD/LAB shall be done by an ASCLD/LAB accredited forensic laboratory.” Forensic laboratories that exclusively and solely perform forensic toxicology analysis may meet this requirement by being either ASCLD/LAB accredited or accredited by the American Board of Forensic Toxicologists. 

The requirements for peer review systems and proficiency testing are not applicable to the following:

	breath testing for alcohol;
	field testing, crime scene processing, crime scene evidence collection, searches, examinations, or enhancements of digital evidence, and crime scene reconstruction; 
	latent print identification performed by an International Association for Identification (IAI) certified latent print examiner:
	marijuana identification using methods generally accepted in the forensic field that are approved by a forensic laboratory accredited by ASCLD/LAB in controlled substances; and, 
	laboratories that exclusively and solely perform forensic toxicology analysis. Such labs shall have a peer review system sufficient to meet or exceed either ASCLD/LAB or the American Board of Forensic Toxicology accreditation standards. 

The standard of accreditation is viewed as a positive measure, as it encourages uniform criteria, standards, and operational practices for forensic labs throughout the state. Oklahoma is only one of four states in the nation, along with Texas, Maryland, and New York, to require forensic labs to be accredited. As such, each of the forensic labs achieved the following standards in order to become ASCLD/LAB accredited:

1. Self-evaluation by applicant laboratory.
2. Application and supporting documents filed by applicant laboratory. 
3. On-site inspection by a team of trained inspectors.
4.  Inspection report considered by ASCLD/Laboratory Accreditation Board.
5.  One year to remedy deficiencies before final decision by the Board, if required. 
6.  Accreditation review completed by the laboratory annually.
7.  Full re-inspection required every five years.

Accreditation is one part of a laboratory's quality assurance program which should also include peer review, proficiency testing, continuing education, and other programs to help the laboratory provide better overall service to the criminal justice system. Further, it should be noted that in 2010 and 2011 many of the ASCLD/LAB Legacy accredited labs in Oklahoma must be reaccredited under the International accreditation program. The International program was designed to enable labs throughout the world to operate under the same accreditation standards. This program introduces more customer-focused standards, increased application fees and inspection costs, and is much more stringent than the current Legacy program. 

When the first Improvement Plan for Forensic Science and Toxicology Medical Examiner Services was created in 2002, shortly after the passage of O.S. 74 § 150.37, the Oklahoma State Bureau of Investigation was the only agency that was accredited by ASCLD/LAB. By 
September 2005, six (6) additional labs were ASCLD/LAB or ABFT accredited. The chart 
identifies the accredited labs to date in Oklahoma and the disciplines in which the labs are accredited. 

	


AGENCY
	Biology
	Controlled Substances
	Firearms/ Tool Marks
	Latent Prints
	Questioned Documents
	Toxicology
	Trace Evidence
	Digital and Multimedia Evidence

	Broken Arrow Police Department
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	X

	Office of the Chief Medical Examiner
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	

	Oklahoma City Police Department
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	X
	
	

	Oklahoma County District Attorney’s Office
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	

	Oklahoma State Bureau of Investigation
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	X
	X
	

	Tulsa Police Department
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	



To meet the requirements of accreditation, it is often necessary for agencies to create new positions or to modify the responsibilities of existing personnel. These new roles include those of Quality Assurance Manager, Safety Manager, and Quality Control Manager, and the additional tasks associated with these roles add burdens to already overworked employees and can increase personnel costs for agencies.  Additionally, to meet the accreditation standards, instrumentation inventories must be developed; continuing education documents for employees must be kept; facilities must be maintained; and technical and quality manuals must be current. Therefore, once accreditation is attained, the laboratory must continue to focus efforts and expend resources on maintaining it. 

It is important to note that while the result improves the quality of the forensic science services, it can also contribute to the backlog of cases. The new responsibilities must be balanced with the analysis of forensic evidence, which can be difficult. The agencies are finding that being accredited requires forensic lab staff to complete significantly more paperwork as a result of the added processes and procedures, while staffing levels remain the same and caseloads are continuing to increase. 

In addition to these requirements, there are also financial costs associated with accreditation that the forensic lab must bear. The annual fees for accreditation, for example, can range from $4,500 to $11,000. There are also on-site inspection costs which are anticipated to be approximately $30,000 for the OSBI alone in 2011. 

RECRUITING AND MAINTAINING PERSONNEL
One of the primary concerns for forensic labs is related to personnel. Appropriate qualifications are essential for producing reliable results. Forensic labs frequently experience personnel shortages which impact the ability of the lab to process cases, contributing to the overall backlog of cases. In addition, as criminal investigations become increasingly more complex due to the constantly improving technology and the higher demand for physical evidence by the legal system, cases take more time to complete. In order to compensate for 
the complexity factor, additional personnel are required to complete a similar number of cases in the same time span. 

Entry-level personnel can often be found for positions. However, training inexperienced analysts is time consuming, costly, and it has proven to be a challenge to retain employees once they are fully trained. In order to be employed as a Criminalist, personnel must have a bachelor’s degree in a natural science or criminalistics field. Persons with a degree other than a natural science or criminalistics degree may be accepted on a case by case basis, depending on other extensive class work that may have been obtained. 
For some positions, the training for entry level personnel can take anywhere from one to three years before analyzing casework can begin. 

Entry level staff must successfully complete adequate competency 
testing in all applicable disciplines prior to performing independent 
case-connected examinations. Competency testing often includes
evaluation of knowledge of existing literature, written and/or oral 
examinations, examination and identification of known and
unknown material, and moot court. For some positions, the 
training for entry level personnel can take anywhere from one to
three years before analyzing casework can begin. During the training
period, these personnel are not analyzing cases. This extensive 
and lengthy delay can contribute to the backlog of cases. The 
training for these personnel is another issue that is addressed in
the Continuing Education for Personnel Section. 

A positive advancement that has occurred is the establishment of the Forensic Science Institute at the University of Central Oklahoma. In the past several years, the awareness of the use of forensic science in criminal cases has become more mainstream due to several successful television programs. As a result, a number of colleges have instituted forensic science degrees at both a Bachelor and Masters level, including the University of Central Oklahoma in Edmond, Oklahoma. The Forensic Science Institute is devoted to academic excellence, through a unique multidisciplinary program, that provides outstanding educational, research, and professional training opportunities for practicing professionals, undergraduate as well as graduate students. The Forensic Science Institute is a comprehensive training and research organization in all aspects of evidence collection, preservation, analysis, reporting and testimony. This is an important development and should enhance the applicant pool of potential employees. However, it is important to understand that even with a Master’s Degree from the newly accredited program at the University of Central Oklahoma, these employees would still require a one to three year period of on-the-job training. 

It is also important to recognize that experienced and qualified forensic science personnel are difficult to retain. The market demand for qualified and experienced forensic lab personnel is high. Entry level personnel frequently develop knowledge and expertise and then move to a larger market for the increase in pay. In addition, there are some disciplines, such as Firearms 
and Tool Marks and Questioned Documents, which have well qualified, seasoned personnel who are or will be retiring. This is the case in Questioned Documents where there are only 
two examiners in the state. Unfortunately, the same level of trained personnel is not available to replace these individuals in the field. 

MAINTAINING EQUIPMENT AND INSTRUMENTATION
In addition to qualified and trained personnel, equipment is also an extremely critical factor for a forensic lab and an ongoing expenditure in the budget. The intricate equipment used in forensic science analysis must be maintained to ensure accurate results and often in order to improve the timeliness of the forensic science services. There is also a frequent need for equipment to be upgraded. As with any field involving technology, forensic science technology is rapidly changing and improving. Equipment in a forensic lab is becoming more automated requiring fewer routine procedures by forensic analysts. This not only improves the timeliness of services, it can reduce case backlog and the possibility of human error. 

Best practices for a forensic lab suggest the establishment of an Instrumentation Plan. The Instrumentation Plan identifies the date of purchase of the equipment, the projected period of time for usability for the specified equipment based on rate of usage and manufacturer’s recommendations, and the timeline for replacement and/or updating the equipment. 

A major challenge facing all forensic labs is that equipment for any forensic science discipline is costly, not only to purchase, but also to maintain. The price of equipment can range anywhere from $2,000 to $300,000. For example, a comparison microscope used in ballistics costs approximately $60,000, and the price of a Gas Chromatograph – Mass Spectrometer (GC-MS) varies between $120,000 and $145,000. A scanning electron with an energy dispersive microscope spectrometer which can magnify up to 500,000 times and is used to analyze gunshot residue, may cost up to $300,000. In addition to the cost of the equipment are the required maintenance contracts. Generally, maintenance contracts on equipment cost at least ten percent (10%) of the original cost of the equipment. The accredited forensic labs have maintenance costs on the equipment which run from a minimum of $8,000 up to $300,000 for a larger facility.  

While nearly half of the Coverdell funds have been used to purchase equipment since the inception of the grant program, these purchases are smaller pieces of equipment over the course of six years for seven (7) different laboratory facilities. Generally, there hasn’t been enough grant funds in any given award for a lab to purchase the larger equipment that is the most costly to replace.  
Although this forensic laboratory equipment is extremely expensive, it is critical for labs to consider securing instrumentation, computer equipment, and software that allows for faster analyses. To illustrate, for example, an older generation of a GC-MS, often referred to as the workhorse of a forensic lab required sample injection by the analyst; therefore, the instrument would only process samples while the analyst was present. However, a newer model with an auto sampler will process up to 100 samples during one set up.  Using the newer model, the analysts’ hands-in time is greatly reduced. This allows samples to be analyzed day or night, thus reducing the backlog and the time it takes to get results. Old or slower equipment that may still be in use can create backlogs in a department with large caseloads. 

In addition to replacing antiquated equipment, there is the issue of planned termination of support by the manufacturer that labs must manage. Once the manufacturer’s support ends, repair of the instrumentation may not be possible at all (in the event that the manufacturer no longer carries the parts necessary to make the repairs) or the repair could be so costly that it is cost prohibitive for the lab. Manufacturers only support old equipment for a finite period of time and after that time the equipment is no longer usable. At the end of a service life of an instrument, labs must purchase a newer model. The acquisition of a newer model can sometimes require software upgrades as well. 

There are instances where some equipment can only be run by specific software which is located on an aging computer. The equipment may be still viable but the software is outdated and is no longer compatible with newer computer systems. The Tulsa Police Department who continues to use a 2000 videospectral comparator and only one computer in the lab with the software to run the equipment. 

In other instances, when aging equipment is still used, it can be difficult, if not impossible to locate a replacement part when one is needed or to identify trained personnel who are able to work on the aging equipment. Finally, maintenance contracts typically do not support older equipment; therefore, any costs required to perform the work must be covered in full by the lab. 

The cost to obtain new equipment can be prohibitive, and the old, outdated equipment must still be used in order to process the cases. The inability to update or purchase equipment due to a lack of funds significantly impacts a lab’s ability to process cases. Labs are faced with the dilemma of securing new funding or of cutting funds needed for other services and programs in order to update/maintain instrumentation. As evidence of the high costs associated with maintaining instrumentation, by 2011, the majority of instruments used by the OSBI’s Drug and Toxicology disciplines will no longer be supported by the manufacturer. These instruments must be replaced, and it is estimated that it will cost $1,300,770.30 to do so (based on current costs).  

ENSURING CONTINUING EDUCATION AND TRAINING FOR PERSONNEL
Under ASCLD/LAB accreditation standards, a stringent Training Plan for each forensic discipline is required. Accredited labs must maintain specific levels of training for all staff. This is especially true in the DNA discipline. Because of the rapid changes that continue to occur in this discipline, DNA analysts are federally required to receive a minimum of eight (8) hours of training each year.

The acceptable venues for training are limited and are often not available within Oklahoma. Because of this, analysts are required to travel out-of-state to obtain continuing education. Additionally, the cost to attend this training can be considerable with registration fees generally ranging from $50 to $1300 per analyst, which places an ongoing financial burden on the laboratory. Funding for training is often reduced or eliminated when budgets are tight; although training is still required in order to maintain accreditation. 

Nearly one quarter (1/4) of the Coverdell Grant funds since inception of the grant program have been used to provide continuing education for forensic personnel. Without these funds, it is reported that the funding for the ongoing required training would not have been available or budgets in other areas would have suffered. The Coverdell Grant funds have been incredibly valuable in this area. 
  
MANAGING THE INCREASING DEMAND FOR SERVICES 
The demand for accurate and timely forensic science and medical examiner toxicology services continues to increase. The trend is not only to utilize DNA in homicides and rape cases but in property crimes as well. The number of forensic cases submitted to the OSBI’s five labs (OSBI), District 7 District Attorneys Office (DA07), Office of the Chief Medical Examiner (OCME), Tulsa Police Department (TPD), and Broken Arrow Police Department (BAPD), that currently utilize Coverdell funding has risen from 23,065 cases in 2003 to more than 28,368 cases in 2008, a 23% increase. The increase in the number of cases can create a backlog of cases. 



Figure 1


Forensic labs are inundated with cases involving controlled substances, latent prints, firearms, questioned documents, and DNA. The increase in the number of cases to process does not correspond to an increase in funding with which to process, resulting in unfunded mandates.
 
ADDRESSING THE CSI EFFECT
The phenomenon of the CSI Effect is an ongoing issue. The CSI Effect is related to the increasing number and popularity of crime scene investigation television shows that have caused victims, jurors, and sometimes even law enforcement officers, prosecutors and judges to have unrealistic expectations about forensic evidence, DNA testing, and the level of investigations at crime scenes.

The CSI Effect is so common and widespread that it impacts the way in which attorneys and forensic analysts all over the country present their evidence in court. Due to the popularity of the shows, many jurors expect to be wowed by the forensic evidence in a criminal case. This has caused attorneys and analysts to present their evidence in a more entertaining manner. Additionally, these one-hour shows have caused victims and jurors to expect that forensic evidence is available in every case and/or that forensic results can be available within a day or less.  In reality, some forensic evaluations take weeks or even months, depending on the discipline and caseload of the analysts. The attorneys and analysts have to be prepared to address the CSI Effect by explaining to the judge and/or the jury of the true scope and any limitations of forensic science. 

One of the ways that the OSBI has been addressing the CSI Effect is to provide an open house for the public, as well as prosecutors and defense attorneys. Since May 2008 when the new OSBI forensic laboratory was opened, tours have been provided twice a month and over 2,000 people have toured the facility. Most recently, a specific educational program and tour was held for defense attorneys in which approximately 50 attorneys attended. The purpose of the meeting was to provide these attorneys with information on the services provided by the forensic lab. The training was very well received and it is anticipated that this event will be repeated. 

IMPROVING CASE TURNAROUND TIME 
In Oklahoma, the first Case Turnaround Survey was disseminated in July 2003 to all of the forensic labs throughout the State to obtain a baseline average for case turnaround time for the various forensic lab disciplines. After the data was collected and reviewed, the Task Force set a standard, or goal, for each discipline. Since the first survey, the Case Turnaround Survey has been an effective tool to assess the shifts in case turnaround time. 

After the initial survey, Case Turnaround Surveys have been conducted in July 2004, December 2004, June 2005, December 2005, June 2006, December 2006, July 2007, December 2007, July 2008, December 2008, and June 2009 with the participating forensic labs. The information from the surveys has been compiled for review, including detailed information on each agency and for each discipline. The information is monitored by the Task Force and the Grants Division staff for grant reporting purposes. 

In October 2006, the Task Force re-evaluated the baseline goals to determine if the goals which were originally set in 2003 were still realistic. After a careful review, it was determined that the original baseline set for Latent Prints and Toxicology was unrealistic to obtain. The baseline goal was increased from 20 days to 30 days for these disciplines. In addition, the baseline for Trace Evidence was set too high and needed to be reduced. The goal for Trace Evidence was decreased from 120 days to 90 days. 



	
	
CASE TURNAROUND TIME COMPARISON BY FORENSIC LAB DISCIPLINE
2003 – 2014


	
	Controlled Substances
	Biology
	Firearms and Tool Marks
	Latent Prints
	Questioned Documents
	Toxicology
	Trace Evidence
	Digital &
Multimedia Evidence

	July 2003
	21
	115
	75
	41
	62
	17
	145
	

	July 2004
	21
	115
	75
	41
	83
	23
	150
	

	Dec 2004
	20
	56
	95
	35
	65
	40
	58
	

	June 2005
	33
	90
	119
	16
	66
	44
	52
	

	Dec 2005
	34
	120
	77
	48
	83
	25
	121
	

	June 2006
	29
	129
	61
	25
	69
	30
	99
	

	Dec 2006[footnoteRef:1] [1:  On October 27, 2006, the Task Force reviewed the date from July 2003 through June 2006 and determined that the goals set for Latent Prints, Toxicology, and Trace Evidence needed revision. The goal for case turnaround was increased from 20 to 30 days for Latent Prints and Toxicology and reduced in Trace Evidence from 120 to 90 days. 
] 

	22
	128
	48
	34
	94
	30
	81
	

	July 2007
	45
	133
	37
	27
	132
	29
	79
	

	Dec 2007
	29
	111
	31
	48
	341
	32
	96
	

	July 2008
	39
	134
	46
	61
	228
	36
	47
	

	Dec 2008
	48
	53
	38
	48
	77
	26
	50
	

	June 2009
	45
	62
	71
	87
	73
	46
	37
	

	Dec 2009[footnoteRef:2] [2:  In September 2009 a request for clarification on the definition of a backlogged case was requested from NIJ. According to NIJ, a backlogged case is defined as more than 30 days. As a result, some of the participating labs redefined case backlog resulting in a reduction for some labs but consistent report for all participating labs.
] 

	24
	68
	31
	40
	97
	30
	36
	

	June 2010[footnoteRef:3] [3:  In December 2009, the Broken Arrow Police Department became ASCLAD/LAB accredited in Digital Multimedia Evidence resulting in the addition of this category.] 

	50
	165
	250
	35
	101
	26
	45
	8

	Dec 2010
	19
	118
	220
	43
	51
	29
	22
	4

	June 2011
	28
	95
	266
	46
	69
	29
	60
	5

	Dec 2011
	23
	88
	436
	85
	62
	31
	106
	4

	June 2012
	26
	159
	388
	87
	171
	35
	88
	21

	Dec 2012
	44
	75
	151
	121
	64
	38
	32
	36

	June 2013
	57
	88
	219
	85
	114
	37
	61
	15

	Dec 2013
	36
	186
	63
	142
	76
	51
	53
	0

	June 2014
	21
	119
	297
	54
	187
	33
	45
	21

	Dec 2014
	
	
	70
	
	
	
	
	

	Goal
	30
Days
	45
Days
	30 
Days
	45 
Days
	120 
Days
	30 
Days
	90 
Days
	30 
Days



In reviewing the information from the Case Turnaround Survey, from the time the initial survey was conducted in 2003, it is apparent that case turnaround times have fluctuated both among and within the different forensic science disciplines over the course of seven years. However, at the last measurement point in December 2009, four (4) of the seven disciplines achieved the baseline goal. These disciplines were: 1) Controlled Substances; 2) Biology; 3) Questioned Documents; and, 4) Trace Evidence.  

The case turnaround time in the Controlled Substance Discipline has increased from the original 21 days but is down from a peak of 48 days and also below the baseline goal of 30 days with a turnaround time of 24 days.  At the last survey point, the case turnaround time in the Biology Discipline was well below the goal of 90 days.  The turnaround time is down from the original baseline of 115 days and down from a peak of 134 days to 68 days.  In December 2007, the Questioned Documents Discipline had a significant increase in case turnaround time although the fall in the case turnaround has continued.  With an original backlog of 62 days, the December 2007 measurement date indicated a backlog of 341 days.  Currently, the case turnaround has reduced from a high of 341 in December 2007 to 97 days for the most current reporting point, below the 120-day goal.  Trace Evidence has seen the most significant decrease in turnaround time.  Trace Evidence started with a baseline of 145 days, then increased to 150 days at the next measurement point.  The turnaround time has fluctuated with both highs and lows but in December 2009, the turnaround time was 36 days as the chart indicates.  

For the three disciplines that are not meeting the goal turnaround time, which are Firearms and Tool Marks, Latent Prints, and Toxicology, the barriers were further examined. 











Firearms and Tool Marks
The case turnaround in the Firearms and Tool Marks Discipline has varied widely with both increases and decreases from the time the data was first collected. The initial baseline was 75 days but has ranged from a high of 119 days to a low of 31 days in December 2007 and again in December 2009. The case turnaround time is short of meeting the 30-goal by just one day. It is anticipated that the goal can be met in the near future. 

Barriers:
The case turnaround in Firearms and Tool Mark Cases is significantly impacted when the evidence is subjected to multiple discipline examinations, such as DNA, latent prints, and firearms. However, OSBI has implemented new procedures to overcome the delays in this discipline which have positively impacted the turnaround time.  In addition, there is an impact with training and filling personnel positions. 


















Latent Prints
The Latent Prints Discipline had a significant reduction in case turnaround from a beginning baseline of 41 days to a low of 16 days in June 2005; however, the case turnaround time has steadily increased from that low to a peak of 87 days in June 2009 to 40 days in December 2009. The baseline goal is 30 days.



	Barriers:
For Latent Prints, recruitment and retention of qualified personnel continues to be the primary reasons for the failure to meet the baseline goal according to participating labs. The average training time for a latent print examiner is six months to two years. There are currently two examiners in training. 

There are a growing number of law enforcement agencies throughout the state that conduct some level of casework in latent prints. These labs are not ASCLD/LAB accredited nor is there an IAI certified examiner on staff. According to the Forensic Laboratory Accreditation Statute, these labs cannot report or testify to forensic analysis.  To do so would violate O.S. 74§150.37. It is anticipated that the casework which is directed to OSBI will likely increase in the future. 

Some Oklahoma municipal law enforcement agencies have finger/palm print databases that serve their local jurisdictions. These databases are not linked together nor are they operable with the OSBI’s state print database (AFIS), which is also linked to the FBI print database (IAFIS).  Most of the local databases are a proprietary vendor (AFIX Tracker) which is different than the OSBI’s Morpho Track database. This situation has not necessarily affected the OSBI’s latent print case backlog, but there have been a few situations when an unknown print was searched through the OSBI database with negative results and then searched through a local database with positive results. This illustrates the problems created by the lack of interoperability between the different print database systems. Almost all of the local agencies that operate a print database are not ASCLD-LAB accredited nor are the operators IAI certified, so the OSBI is very hesitant to give them access to the State database, even if technologically possible. 
Toxicology
The original case turnaround time for toxicology was 17 days. In June 2009, case turnaround peaked at 46 days but is down to 35 days in December 2009.



	Barriers:
	A number of factors are contributing to this increase in case turnaround including an 	increasing caseload, greater demands for more extensive, in-depth testing in toxicology 	as well as increasingly complex cases, instrumentation down-time, and personnel 	turnover. 

REDUCING CASE BACKLOG 
The assessment on the backlog reduction began in December 2005. At that time, there were a total of 5,222 cases across the seven disciplines that were backlogged. Since that time, the case backlog has been assessed eight times which occurred in June 2006, December 2006, June 2007, December 2007, July 2008, December 2008, June 2009, December 2009, and June 2010. As of the last assessment, there were a total of 2,290 cases backlogged, a reduction of 2,932 backlogged cases. 

As of June 2010, the greatest reduction was realized in Controlled Substances and Latent Prints with a backlog reduction of 1,072 cases since the initial survey followed closely with Latent Prints which has been reduced by 1,062 cases. This is followed by Trace Evidence with a reduction of 421 cases, Biology with a reduction of 575 cases, Toxicology with a reduction of 495 cases, and Trace Evidence with 4,137 cases and Questioned Documents with a reduction of 51 cases. There was an increase in the backlog of cases in Firearms and Tool Marks by 758 cases.  



	
	
CASE BACKLOG COMPARISON BY FORENSIC LAB DISCIPLINE
2005 - 2014


	
	Controlled Substances
	
Biology
	Firearms and Tool Marks
	
Latent Prints
	Questioned Documents
	
Toxicology
	Trace Evidence
	Digital and Multimedia
Evidence
	
Total

	Dec 2005
	1199
	765
	794
	1338
	68
	607
	451
	
	5222

	June 2006
	 770
	541
	1317
	1377
	30
	768
	146
	
	4949

	Dec 2006
	 673
	652
	1203
	 829
	28
	474
	108
	
	3967

	June 2007
	 675
	742
	1360
	 781
	34
	629
	111
	
	4332

	Dec 2007
	897
	642
	1304
	777
	34
	702
	86
	
	4442

	July 2008
	527
	486
	1570
	1725
	32
	858
	93
	
	5291

	Dec 2008
	592
	529
	1510
	441
	14
	711
	67
	
	3864

	June 2009
	640
	445
	1492
	448
	21
	772
	73
	
	3891


	Dec 2009
	220
	347
	1700
	329
	23
	221
	30
	
	2870

	June 2010
	127
	192
	1552
	276
	17
	112
	14
	30
	2320

	Dec 2010
	148
	194
	1678
	461
	3
	131
	29
	8
	2652

	June 2011
	20
	185
	1450
	608
	4
	118
	27
	0
	2412

	Dec 2011
	12
	340
	1024
	732
	6
	227
	36
	1
	2378

	June 2012
	12
	309
	480
	847
	8
	233
	18
	0
	1907

	Dec 2012
	260
	537
	513
	1234
	6
	115
	19
	2
	2686

	June 2013
	190
	628
	391
	1114
	2
	669
	20
	0
	3014

	Dec 2013
	70
	684
	811
	1023
	4
	846
	42
	0
	3480

	June 2014
	101
	448
	662
	664
	1
	499
	46
	0
	2421

	Dec 2014
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	<Decrease>
Increase
Since Initial Estimate
	<1098>
	<317>
	<132>
	<1062>

	<67>
	<108>
	<431>
	
	<3014>





PLAN FOR USE OF THE COVERDELL FORENSIC SCIENCE IMPROVEMENT GRANT FUNDS  
The Task Force uses a consensus decision-making process to determine the most appropriate use of the Formula and Discretionary Grant Funds. The focus of the Task Force has been to utilize the Coverdell funds for programs that achieve the broadest impact for the State. 

Most funds from the FY2002 Forensic Science Improvement Formula Grant were used for ASCLD/LAB accreditation costs. In order to determine the size of the subrecipient awards, funding was based on the number of disciplines and employees for each agency. The FY2002 Forensic Science Improvement Discretionary Grant funds were used to enhance training of personnel in all disciplines through continuing education opportunities. The FY2003, FY2004, FY2005, FY2006, FY2007, FY2008, FY2009, and FY2010 Forensic Science Improvement Formula and/or Discretionary Grant funds were used to strengthen the infrastructure of the forensic science and toxicology medical examiner labs, and/or to train personnel.  

In determining award amounts for subrecipients, the Task Force set a minimum base so that the smallest labs receive adequate funds in order to develop an effective project. The minimum allocation, $1500.00, applied to the agencies that may only have one analyst. The remaining funds were equitably divided based on the percentage of analysts in each lab, compared to the total number of analysts in the participating labs. 

The members serving on the Forensic Science Improvement Task Force that represent the District Attorneys Council, the Oklahoma Sheriffs Association, and the Oklahoma Association of Chiefs of Police, serve as consumers of forensic science services in the state and provide additional perspective in achieving the overall goals of the Task Force. Anecdotal information from these representatives indicates that significant improvements were made, and have been maintained, in the timeliness of forensic analysis of evidence, thereby reducing or eliminating any court delays. This also allows justice to be administered more fairly and quickly, and may help to ease the overcrowded condition of jails in parts of the State.

NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES (NAS) REPORT RECOMMENDATIONS
The NAS report included thirteen recommendations for improvements in Forensic Science.  Those recommendations are listed below followed by Oklahoma’s position on each recommendation:

Recommendation 1:
To promote the development of forensic science into a mature field of multidisciplinary research and practice, founded on the systematic collection and analysis of relevant data, Congress should establish and appropriate funds for an independent federal entity, the National Institute of Forensic Science (NIFS). NIFS should have a full-time administrator and an advisory board with expertise in research and education, the forensic science disciplines, physical and life sciences, forensic pathology, engineering, information, technology, 
measurements and standards, testing and evaluation, law, national security, and public policy….

The Task Force concurs with this recommendation, provided the entity is properly funded.

Recommendation 2:
The National Institute of Forensic Science (NIFS), after reviewing established standards such as ISO 17025, and in consultation with its advisory board, should establish standard terminology to be used in reporting on and testifying about the results of forensic science investigations. Similarly, it should establish model laboratory reports for different forensic science disciplines and specify the minimum information that should be included. As part of the accreditation and certification processes, laboratories and forensic scientists should be required to utilize model laboratory reports when summarizing the results of their analyses.

The Task Force supports the development of any standards for model laboratory reports and standard terminology which may be developed and promulgated by the NIFS. 

Recommendation 3:
Research is needed to address issues of accuracy, reliability, and the validity in the forensic science disciplines. The National Institute of Forensic Science (NIFS) should competitively fund peer-reviewed research in the following areas:

a. Studies establishing the scientific bases demonstrating the validity of forensic methods.
b. The development and establishment of quantifiable measures of the reliability and accuracy of forensic analyses. Studies of the reliability and accuracy of forensic techniques should reflect actual practice on realistic case scenarios, averaged across a representative sample of forensic scientists and laboratories. Studies also should establish the limits of reliability and accuracy that analytic methods can be expected to achieve as the conditions of forensic evidence vary. The research by which measures of reliability and accuracy are determined should be peer reviewed and published in respected scientific journals.
c. The development of quantifiable measures of uncertainty in the conclusions of forensic analysis.
d. Automated techniques capable of enhancing forensic technologies.

The Task Force concurs with this recommendation. The OSBI aggressively pursues funding from outside agencies (National Institute of Justice, Midwest Forensic Resource Center, etc.) to allow the agency to perform research. In addition, the OSBI has partnered with the Forensic Science Institute at the University of Central Oklahoma (UCO) to further research efforts. The OSBI provides lab space, supplies, and experts to oversee research projects. UCO and Oklahoma State University (OSU) provide students to perform the benchwork/research, supplies, and professors to oversee the projects.  

Recommendation 4:
To improve the scientific bases of forensic science examinations and to maximize independence from or autonomy within the law enforcement community, Congress should authorize and appropriate incentive funds to the National Institute of Forensic Science (NIFS) for allocation to state and local jurisdictions for the purpose of removing all public forensic laboratories and facilities from the administrative control of law enforcement agencies or prosecutors’ offices.

The Task Force recognizes the broad range of political, economical, and historical factors that place forensic labs within law enforcement control. The Task Force recognizes the validity of the NAS’s recommendation for some degree of independence from the law enforcement community. 

Recommendation 5:
The National Institute of Forensic Science (NIFS) should encourage research programs on human observer bias and sources of human error in forensic examinations. Such programs might include studies to determine the effects of contextual bias in forensic practices (e.g., studies to determine whether and to what extent the results of forensic analyses are influenced by knowledge regarding the background of the suspect and the investigator’s theory of the case). In addition, research on sources of human error should be closely linked with research conducted to quantify and characterize the amount of error. Based on the results of these studies, and in consultation with its advisory board, NIFS should develop standard operations procedures (that will lay the foundation for model protocols) to minimize, to the greatest extent reasonably possible, potential bias and sources of human error in forensic practice. These standard operating procedures should apply to all forensic analyses that may be used in litigation.

It is vital to the Task Force that forensic services are of the highest quality. The Task Force supports any effort to improve on the accuracy and quality of procedures performed in forensic science. The Task Force supports the proposal to develop standard practices that would limit human observer bias or sources of human error.  

Recommendation 6:
To facilitate the work of the National Institute of Forensic Science (NIFS), Congress should authorize and appropriate funds to NIFS to work with the National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST), in conjunctions with government laboratories, universities, and private laboratories, and in consultation with Scientific Working Groups, to develop tools for advancing measurement, validation, reliability, information sharing, and proficiency testing in forensic science and to establish protocols for forensic examinations, methods, and practices.  Standards should reflect best practices and serve as accreditation tools for laboratories and as guides for the education, training, and certification of professionals. Upon completion of its work, NIST and its partners should report findings and recommendations to the NIFS for further dissemination and implementation.

The Task Force concurs with this recommendation.

Recommendation 7:
Laboratory accreditation and individual certification of forensic science professionals should be mandatory, and all forensic science professionals should have access to a certification process.  In determining appropriate standards for accreditation and certification, the National Institute of Forensic Science (NIFS) should take into account established and recognized international standards, such as those published by the International Organization for Standardization (ISO). No person (public or private) should be allowed to practice in a forensic science discipline or testify as a forensic science professional without certification.  Certification requirements should include, at a minimum, written examinations, supervised practice, proficiency testing, continuing education, recertification procedures, adherence to a code of ethics, and effective disciplinary procedures. All laboratories and facilities (public or private) should be accredited, and all forensic science professionals should be certified, when eligible, within a time period established by NIFS.

O.S., §74-150.37 states that “on or after July 1, 2005, testimony, results, reports, or evidence of forensics analysis produced on behalf of the prosecution in a criminal trial in forensic disciplines accredited by ASCLD/LAB shall be done by an ASCLD/LAB accredited forensic laboratory.” Through this statute, the State of Oklahoma requires ASCLD/LAB and/or ABFT accreditation for public laboratories. To strengthen the credibility of forensic testimony, the State of Oklahoma should require accreditation for private laboratories and/or public labs. The requirement for accreditation should extend to public and private labs performing forensic analysis on behalf of the prosecution or the defense.

The Task Force recognizes and promotes the value of individual certification(s); however, the Task Force does not feel that it should be mandatory. Analysts working in an accredited laboratory must already meet high standards when performing their work. Through the lab accreditation program, analysts are required to successfully pass written and oral examinations prior to independent casework, successfully complete proficiency tests annually, participate in continuing education, follow all rules established by internal quality standards and adhere to a strict code of ethics. Therefore, the Task Force believes that the additional mandate of individual certification is costly and unnecessary within an accredited lab organization.  

Recommendation 8:
Forensic laboratories should establish routine quality assurance and quality control procedures to ensure the accuracy of forensic analyses and the work of forensic practitioners. Quality control procedures should be designed to identify mistakes, fraud, and bias; confirm the continued validity and reliability of standard operation procedures and protocols; ensure that best practices are being followed; and correct procedures and protocols that are found to need improvement.

Quality in forensic science is paramount. The Task Force agrees with this recommendation and believes that the accredited public labs in Oklahoma already fall in line with it. All accredited laboratories concentrate efforts on ensuring that the work performed in their labs is of the highest quality and that the accuracy of our results is not in question. The accredited labs continue to maintain ASCLD/LAB accreditation and/or ABFT accreditation for all of its laboratories.  In addition, the public forensic labs in Oklahoma have developed and implemented rigorous internal quality programs to guide the work performed and decisions made by personnel. These quality programs include the development of structured training, peer review of casework, monitoring of testimony given by forensic experts, strict guidelines on evidence handling so that risks of contamination and evidence loss are minimized, requirements for building security, and guidance on corrective action or remediation plans.

These quality programs are scrutinized on a regular basis. Through the accreditation process, forensic labs are required to undergo internal audits every year and external audits at least once every 5 years. 

Recommendation 9:
The National Institute of Forensic Science (NIFS), in consultation with its advisory board, should establish a national code of ethics for all forensic science disciplines and encourage individual societies to incorporate this national code as part of their professional code of ethics. Additionally, NIFS should explore mechanisms of enforcement for those forensic scientists who commit serious ethical violations. Such a code could be enforced through a certification process for forensic scientists.

The Task Force encourages the adherence to a professional code of ethics.

Recommendation 10:
To attract students in the physical and life sciences to pursue graduate studies in multidisciplinary fields critical to forensic science practice, Congress should authorize and appropriate funds to the National Institute of Forensic Science (NIFS) to work with appropriate organizations and educational institutions to improve and develop graduate education programs designed to cut across organizational, programmatic, and disciplinary boundaries. To make these programs appealing to potential students, they must include attractive scholarship and fellowship offerings. Emphasis should be placed on developing and improving research methods and methodologies applicable to forensic science practice and on funding research programs to attract research universities and students in fields relevant to forensic science. NIFS should also support law school administrators and judicial education organizations in establishing continuing legal education programs for law students, practitioners, and judges.

The Task Force concurs in this recommendation.

Recommendation 11:
To improve medicolegal death investigation:

a. Congress should authorize and appropriate incentive funds to the National Institute of Forensic Science (NIFS) for allocation to states and jurisdictions to establish medical examiner systems, with the goal of replacing and eventually eliminating existing coroner systems. Funds are needed to build regional medical examiner offices, secure necessary equipment, improve administration, and ensure the education, training, and staffing of medical examiner offices. Funding could also be used to help current medical examiner systems modernize their facilities to meet current Centers for Disease Control and Prevention-recommended autopsy safety requirements. 

The Task Force concurs. In addition, funds should be included for the National Association of Medical Examiners as the organization. 

b. Congress should appropriate resources to the National Institutes of Health (NIH) and NIFS, jointly, to support research, education, and training in forensic pathology. NIH, with NIFS participation, or NIFS in collaboration with content experts, should establish a study section to establish goals, to review and evaluate proposals in these areas, and to allocate funding for collaborative research to be conducted by medical examiner offices and medical universities. In addition, funding, in the form of medical student loan forgiveness and/or fellowship support, should be made available to pathology residents who choose forensic pathology as their specialty. 

The Task Force concurs; however, there are some questions about the most appropriate agency to work through.

c. NIFS, in collaboration with NIH, the National Association of Medical Examiners, the American Board of Medicolegal Death Investigators, and other appropriate professional organizations, should establish a Scientific Working Group (SWG) for forensic pathology and medicolegal death investigation. The SWG should develop and promote standards for best practices, administration, staffing, education, training, and continuing education for competent death scene investigation and postmortem examinations. Best practices should include the utilization of new technologies such as laboratory testing for the molecular basis of diseases and the implementation of specialized imaging techniques.

A Scientific Working Group has already been established. It should be noted that best practices often become the only acceptable practices, and is not necessary in all situations. Specialized imaging techniques would be desirable in a very small number of cases, but are unnecessary in the vast majority of cases.

The Medical Examiner’s primary charge is cause and manner of death. The molecular basis of disease provides an explanation for the occurrence of a disease but does not change the cause or manner of death but is a public health function/service. The level of integration and definition of roles between Medical Examiners and health departments currently varies by jurisdiction and state.  

The Task Force believes it should be left up to the citizens and their representatives in each jurisdiction as to how extensive a role the Medical Examiner should play in that area. There is no compelling reason to mandate a universal approach in terms of public health service but should allow the best system to address the local needs. 

d. All medical examiner offices should be accredited pursuant to NIFS-endorsed standards within a timeframe to be established by NIFS.

The Task Force concurs as long as the NIFS works in conjunction with the Scientific Working Group in setting standards and timeframes.

e. All federal funding should be restricted to accredited offices that meet NIFS-endorsed standards or that demonstrates significant and measurable progress in achieving accreditation within prescribed deadlines.

The Task Force concurs as long as the mechanism allows for and actively facilitates Offices that are in the process of pursuing accreditation in reasonable time frames. 

f. All medicolegal autopsies should be performed or supervised by a board certified forensic pathologist. This requirement should take effect within a timeframe to be established by NIFS, following consultation with governing state institutions.

This is somewhat vague and the Task Forces concurrence depends on what is meant by “Supervised”. Clarification is recommended. 
Recommendation 12:
Congress should authorize and appropriate funds for the National Institute of Forensic Science (NIFS) to launch a new broad-based effort to achieve nationwide fingerprint data interoperability. To that end, NIFS should convene a task force comprising relevant experts from the National Institute of Standards and Technology and the major law enforcement agencies (including representatives from the local, state, federal, and perhaps, international levels) and industry, as appropriate, to develop:

a. standards for representing and communicating image and minutiae data among Automated Fingerprint Identification Systems. Common data standards would facilitate the sharing of fingerprint data among law enforcement agencies at the local, state, federal, and even international levels, which could result in more solved crimes, fewer wrongful identifications, and greater efficiency with respect to fingerprint searches; and

b. baseline standard -- to be used with computer algorithms -- to map, record and recognize features in fingerprint images, and a research agenda for the continued improvement, refinement, and characterization of the accuracy of these algorithms (including quantification of error rates).
The Task Force concurs with this recommendation.
Recommendation 13:
Congress should provide funding to the National Institute of Forensic Science (NIFS) to prepare, in conjunction with the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention and the Federal Bureau of Investigation, forensic scientist and crime scene investigators for their potential roles in managing and analyzing evidence from events that affect homeland security, so that maximum evidentiary value is preserved from these unusual circumstances and the safety of these personnel is guarded.  This preparation also should include planning and preparedness (to include exercises) for the interoperability of local forensic personnel with federal counterterrorism organizations.

The Task Force concurs with this recommendation.
Award Amount	
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Firearm and Tool Mark Case Turnaround 
2003 - 2009 
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Toxicology Case Turnaround 
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