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Welcome to the thirteenth in our series of newsletters designed to keep stakeholders 
up to date with progress made by the Forensic Science Regulator. 

Please feel free to distribute this to your colleagues. 
 

Consultation: A new set of ‘Quality standards for the providers of forensic 
science services to the Criminal Justice System’ launched for your 
comments1. 

Dear colleague  

Welcome to the latest in our series of newsletters.  

I opened my November newsletter with a comment about the gathering pace of the 
business of creating quality standards. The standards business is certainly getting 
busier, 2009 promises to be a year that will be remembered for its impact on the UK 
forensic science quality standards framework. I deliberately refer to UK-wide 
standards; my remit as a Home Office public appointment is to England and Wales. It 
would clearly be wrong to work on a standards framework while divorced from the 
forensic science business in Scotland and Northern Ireland, I am pleased that senior 
members of the forensic science communities from both jurisdictions have been 
involved in my advisory council from the outset.  

Should we restrict our work just to the UK? Quality in forensic science has long since 
been a European issue; the European Network of Forensic Science Suppliers 
(ENFSI) has a long and successful track record for setting and demanding high 
quality standards for all its members. I was recently in Sweden to meet the Director 
of the Swedish laboratory, who sits on the ENFSI Board, and his quality adviser who 
chairs the ENFSI Quality and Competence Committee. Sweden holds the Presidency 
of the European Union later this year and plans to use that time to focus work on 
forensic science quality standards and will be proposing mandatory accreditation for 
all laboratories involved in DNA profiling and fingerprint analysis. They are hosting a 
conference in Stockholm in June to consult on this, I will be there. 

Looking further away, the National Research Council of the National Academies in 
the United States recently published a critical review of the quality of US forensic 
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science “Strengthening Forensic Science in the United States: A Path Forward”2. It is 
a lengthy paper but worth looking at. Of course the context in the US is very different 
to here and the conclusions do not apply to the UK. However, we have to be aware 
of such reporting and the impact it can have. So, when I opened with reference to 
impact you can see that quality standards for UK forensic science will be affected by 
events in Europe and maybe further away. 

However, it is at home that the most relevant impacts are occurring. In January I 
published my Review of the Options for the Accreditation of Practitioners: 

http://police.homeoffice.gov.uk/operational-policing/forensic-science-
regulator/reports-publications/

Responses to that review are beginning to arrive, please consider a response if you 
can. The paper opens the debate on a new standards framework built around an 
‘industry specific’ set of standards for UK forensic science with accreditation as the 
assessment and compliance process. The model levels the standards field and fills 
some gaps, which are common and frequently heard requests from across the 
forensic community and wider, but it does present some challenges and is, 
understandably, causing some concerns among sections of the forensic community. 

The cost of achieving accreditation is a genuine concern for many, but a natural and 
expected consequence of achieving high standards for others who are familiar with 
accreditation as demanded, up until now, by ENFSI. I think this opens up some 
necessary discussions; can we operate with double standards? Should we draw a 
line between providers of forensic science services at one level who operate within 
the police procurement framework and are accredited by UKAS and at another level 
for providers who operate as niche suppliers, small companies, partnerships or even 
sole traders? This oversimplifies the issues but highlights some important 
discussions to be had. Let me make myself clear, I do not advocate any double 
standards but do want to hear the broad range of views and ideas that are out there.  

This brings me on to the issue of published standards. Up until now we have worked 
within a BS EN ISO/IEC 17025 framework for accreditation. This offered no 
opportunity for forensic activity outside of the laboratory to be accredited, for example 
crime scene investigations. We had practitioner registration through CRFP with 3,000 
out of about 8,700 UK-wide practitioners registered. We had all police forces 
certificated, or currently applying for certification, against BS EN ISO/IEC 9001 for 
their quality management systems for fingerprint work, with a handful of forces 
extending their certification to wider areas of forensic activity. Finally we have the 
Custodian of the National DNA Database setting exacting accreditation standards for 
DNA profiling. This ad-hoc approach to quality and standards has achieved high 
levels of standards, but we can do better and should, in my view, harmonise these 
approaches into a single framework.  

Today I am publishing, for you to read and comment on please, a set of ‘industry 
specific’ quality standards for forensic science. These standards, with the full support 
of UKAS and the British Standards Institute who have both helped in the 
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development and publication, bring together into one document the essential parts of 
the relevant BS EN ISO/IEC standards to cover all forensic activity from the supply of 
equipment, to crime scene investigations, collection and examination of exhibits, 
analysis, interpretation and reporting. This is the first and probably most important 
step in delivering a new standards framework.  

I have been able to circulate early editions of this document at my stakeholder 
conference in January and at a conference for quality managers in February. If you 
have any of those early editions please dispose of them. I will be holding further 
stakeholder events to explain the standards framework and the new standards.  We 
will announce the dates and venues for those shortly.   

On a different note, my stakeholder conference at the end of January went well and 
was an opportunity for me to discuss the new standards framework and to hear from 
other speakers on issues relevant to quality standards. It was particularly pleasing to 
have Professor Jeremy Horder from the Law Commission there to talk about the 
Commission’s review of the law on expert evidence. The Law Commission will be 
publishing a consultation paper soon and I will make sure that you are aware of it. 
Professor Julie Mennell and ACC Peter Goodman spoke about the forensic futures 
project. It was reassuring to see how ACPO, with the help of Professor Mennell, is 
developing a strategy for the future use of forensic science. Jo Ashworth, from the 
NPIA, gave a good update of the Forensics21 programme and Professor Paul Wiles, 
Home Office Scientific Adviser, gave us his views science and quality standards.  

 

The Regulator launches the new standards framework at the stakeholder conference. 

The afternoon sessions involved presentations to small groups. I was able to discuss 
in more detail the emerging standards framework. The Association of Forensic 
Science Providers (AFSP) gave a presentation on their ideas for standards for the 
interpretation of science evidence, and finally Stan Brown, Chief Executive of 
Forensic Science Northern Ireland and FSAC member, gave a presentation on risks 



to the forensic market. The day was designed to provoke thinking and discussion, I 
think we achieved that.             

In February I hosted the first ever conference for forensic science quality managers, I 
hope this will become a regular event. Day one was taken up with presentations on 
the new standards and experiences from quality managers in the police and 
commercial sectors. Day two involved presentations from UKAS to explain their role 
and ways of working. One purpose of the event was to get quality managers from 
very different parts of the forensic spectrum together to learn from each other.  There 
was some excellent networking and sharing of views. Again, I think we provoked 
some thinking and discussion. 

The next event is the conference for digital forensics practitioners on 31 March (note 
the change of date from the originally published date). This promises to be another 
valuable opportunity to share ideas and to hear views. 

My next newsletter will include a summary of my business plan for this and the next 
few years so that you can get a feel for the pace of work and the priorities that we are 
setting. There is lots happening now, but plenty still to do over the next few years. 

Regards 

Andrew Rennison 

 
Many thanks for the feedback received on earlier Newsletters. Please feel free to 
contact the editor with any comments or suggestions for content. His email is 
kenny.chigbo@homeoffice.gsi.gov.uk.  
 
Andy Rennison can be contacted on Andrew.Rennison4@homeoffice.gsi.gov.uk
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