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 I, James A. Blanco declare as follows: 

1. I am James A. Blanco, all of the facts set forth in this declaration are of my own personal 

knowledge and if called as a witness I could and would competently testify as to the following: 

2. I previously prepared a declaration in this matter which I signed on May 31st, 2011. My 

Curriculum Vitae was attached to that declaration as EXHIBIT 1 and is incorporated hereto by 

reference. In paragraphs 2 through 6 of that declaration I recounted my professional background and 

work experience which also is incorporated hereto by reference.  In that declaration I deal with three 

questioned Trombetta waivers designated as Q1, Q2 and Q3.  EXHIBIT 1 through EXHIBIT 8 were 

attached to this first declaration. 

3. Subsequently I prepared a second declaration in this matter which I signed on July 20th, 

2011. That second declaration is also incorporated hereto by reference. My second declaration dealt 

with my examinations of additional questioned Trombetta waivers (Q4 through Q7) and additional 

writers corresponding to those waivers. EXHIBIT 9 through EXHIBIT 16 were attached to this 

second declaration.  My first and second declarations were accepted into evidence on July 26th 2011 

and retained by the Santa Barbara Superior Court, Honorable Brian Hill presiding.  

4. In the regular course of my business as a Forensic Document Examiner I received, by 

Federal Express delivery from the Law Offices of Darryl Genis, various additional documents for 

examination which are described as follows:  

QUESTIONED DOCUMENT:   

Q6(b)  The original of the Questioned Trombetta waiver dated November 27th 2009, bearing the 

 questioned “John Eric Page” signature at the bottom left of the page. A copy of this waiver  

 was dealt with in my second declaration and was referred to as “Q6”.  

            A color scan of the Field Evaluation Notes side of this original document is attached  

 hereto as EXHIBIT 17.1  and a color scan of the Trombetta side of this document is  
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 attached hereto as EXHIBIT 18.1. 

 Note: This actual Q6(b) original is a two-sided document with the Trombetta on one side 

and the Field Evaluation Notes on the other side. On the Trombetta side, the Trombetta Waiver 

information only occupies the bottom portion of the page, but in the upper portion of the page there 

are questions with spaces in rectangled boxes to answer those questions, and there are also boxes to 

check the answers to numerous “YES” or “NO” questions and other selection boxes.   

It would not be surprising to find certain limited repetitive handwritten information on so called 

original document forms that might bear information such as an officer’s name and badge number. 

However, what is surprising is to find that predetermined questions and spaces to answer those 

questions were already filled in and boxes checked on the actual form prior to the document being 

used in the John Page stop and arrest.  

 The very basic assumption of a form with various questions on it is that the questions are 

posed and the person being questioned gives answers and then those answers are recorded 

contemporaneously in live ink in the spaces provided for on the form.  The opposite side of the 

Trombetta page, being titled “Field Evaluation Notes,” argues this very point since notes should be 

taken in the “Field” situation.   

 Indeed, in my employment as a Forensic Document Examiner with the Sacramento County 

Sheriff’s Office, the Federal Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms, and with the California 

Department of Justice, my expectation would be that all of the handwritten responses, to include the 

“X” marks, should all be in original writing ink, and should not be in photocopier toner, with the 

exception of possible limited repetitive information such as the officer’s name and badge number. 

But that is not what occurred as is demonstrated in this declaration. 

/// 

/// 
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DESIGNATION OF KNOWN SPECIMEN DOCUMENTS: 

K1.2 Twenty-two request signature exemplars of Peter Lance in original writing pen ink 

K2.2 Twenty-two request signature exemplars of Alison Woolery in original writing pen ink 

K3.2 Nineteen request signature exemplars of Cody Zoesch in original writing pen ink 

K6.2 Twenty request signature exemplars of John Page in original writing pen ink 

K7.2 Twenty-two request signature exemplars of Rachel Morales in original writing pen ink 

ANALYSIS OF THE  Q6  ORIGINAL TROMBETTA:  

5. This Q6(b) original Trombetta is a two-sided document with the “FIELD EVALUATION 

NOTES” on one side and the Trombetta on the reverse side with the heading at the top of the page, 

“DRIVING UNDER THE INFLUENCE REPORT.”  I will continue to reference this side of the 

two-sided document as the “Trombetta side” and the Field Evaluation Notes side as the “Field 

Evaluation Notes .” 

Many of the handwritten checkmarks and some handwritings were not written by writing pen 
ink, but were already “pre-copied” onto the Q6(b) two-sided form.  
 
6. Since all of the information on the Q6(b) original document appears black to the naked eye, 

a typical visual review of both sides of the original Q6(b) document would not lead the observer to 

discern whether or not the handwritten words and checks marks were of different inks- that is, it 

would not likely occur to the reader that some of the inks were in original and some were the result 

of photocopier toner.  However, examination of the Q6(b) original document using infrared 

processes reveals where there are differences. 

7. Infrared examinations revealed that many of the checkmarks on the original Q6(b) document 

were not the result of writing pen ink but rather, were the result of photocopier toner. That is, the 

“X”s were already present on the form before the Officer started to fill it out pertaining to the stop 

of John Page. 
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8. EXHIBIT 17.2 hereto is a full page infrared image of the original Q6(b) Field Evaluation 

Notes page. This EXHIBIT 17.2 infrared image page is placed in this declaration just behind the 

EXHIBIT 17.1 color copy of the same Field Evaluation Notes page for easy comparison between 

these two pages.   

 Likewise, the EXHIBIT 18.2 attachment hereto is a full page infrared image of the original 

Trombetta side of Q6(b).  The EXHIBIT 18.2 infrared page is placed in this declaration just behind 

the EXHIBIT 18.1 color copy from the same Q6(b) original.  

9. Review of these EXHIBITS 17.2 and EXHIBIT 18.2 infrared images reveals that some of 

the handwritten “X”s and other handwritings glow white, while other handwritings and Xs remain 

black. These images were taken using an infrared 715 nanometer barrier filter in conjunction with 

an excitation light at 505 nanometers. The result is that the “live” writing pen ink, which appears 

black to the naked eye, glows white1 while the photocopier toner used to reproduce the page in the 

copying of the form remains black. This demonstrates that the Xs, where they appear black (rather 

than glowing white), are the result of photocopier toner, and this means that these Xs were already 

on the “blank” form prior to it being used to fill out the information regarding the stop of John Page.  

10. In addition to the full page infrared images, close up infrared imagery was also taken of the 

specific areas cited below beginning with paragraph 12.  These close up infrared images are 

positioned along the right hand columns of the attached comparison chart pages designated and 

attached hereto as EXHIBIT 19.1, EXHIBIT 19.2, EXHIBIT 19.3  and  EXHIBIT 19.4 (EXHIBIT 

19.5 has just the two infrared images).  All of these infrared images were taken using the same 

settings, that is, a 715 nanometer barrier filter was used in conjunction with a blue-green excitation 

                                                 
1 Why does a black ballpoint pen ink glow white? The black ballpoint writing pen ink glows white as the result of the 
well-established spectrographic feature called “the stokes shift” or “stokes effect”. This occurs when a blue-greenish 
light is positioned to shine on the document which light in turn excites the black ink molecules causing them to reemit 
over  200 nanometers higher in the light spectrum beyond the vision capacity of the human eye. But infrared imaging 
can capture this glowing effect, visualized it using a high resolution camera with infrared barrier filters in front of the 
lens of the camera.    
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filter.   

11. In the left hand columns of the first four pages of the EXHIBIT 19 series of charts I have 

positioned enlargements of color digital photographs (“photomicrographs”) of the image areas that 

correspond to the infrared images appearing in the right hand columns. In this way the reader can 

readily see what a specific area looks like to the unaided (“naked”) eye by looking at the image on 

the left, while seeing what the infrared analysis reveals by comparing the corresponding image 

immediately to the right.  I have placed text boxes between the images of the EXHIBIT 19.1-4 chart 

series for reference. The EXHIBIT 19.5 page has two large images that speak for themselves. 

12. To be clear, the following boxes were already pre-checked “NO” or “YES” by photocopier 

toner on Q6(b)— (see the following EXHIBIT 19 text boxes to locate the references): 

TROMBETTA SIDE OF THE Q6(b) ORIGINAL 

Reference EXHIBIT 19.1 attached hereto—   

 1) Do You Known Of Anything Wrong With your Vehicle?  “NO”  

 2) Do You Remember Driving The Vehicle?    “YES” 

 3) Are You Sick Or Injured?      “NO”  

 4) Have You Bumped Your Head Today?    “NO” 

 5) Are You Diabetic  (partial live pen overwrite of existing toner) “NO” 

Reference EXHIBIT 19.2 attached hereto—  

 6) Do You Take Insulin?       “NO” 

 7) Do You Take Insulin Injections?     “NO” 

 8) Are You Epileptic?       “NO” 

 9) Recent Surgery?       “NO” 

 10) Are You Under The Care Of A Doctor Or Dentist?   “NO” 

  (toner for an “X” was already present on the form, and then  
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  another “X” was written over the toner X with live ink) 

Reference EXHIBIT 19.3 attached hereto—  

 11) Do You Have Any Physical Impairments?    “NO” 

 12) Were You Driving The Vehicle?     “YES”  

  (toner for an “X” was already present on the form, and then  

  another “X” written over the toner X with live ink)  

 13) Do You Know Why You Were Stopped?     “YES” 

  (this was in live ink only and toner was not previously in 

  this box- image here to show what a pen only entry looks like.) 

 14) Have You Taken Any Medication Or Drugs?   “NO” 

 15) Under the Chemical Test Admonition section, the box was also 

   pre-checked for, “Because I Believe You Are Under The  

  Influence Of Alcohol”... 

FIELD EVALUATION NOTES SIDE OF THE Q6(b) ORIGINAL 

13. As to what infrared analysis revealed on the Field Evaluation Notes side of the document: 

Reference EXHIBIT 19.4 attached hereto— 

 16) Contacts (this box only in original writing pen ink only)  “NO” 

      The following boxes were pre-checked in photocopier toner, not writing pen: 

 17)  Subject Advised That part Of The Evaluation Is 

  The Ability To Follow Instructions     “YES”   

 18) Equal Tracking       “YES” 

 19) Equal Pupil Size       “YES”  

14. Also, the following words were not written in writing pen ink but were also the result of 

photocopier toner, that is, these following “handwritten” words were copied onto Q6(b) from 
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another form- 

 20) Test Location: Lighting       “Spot”  

And from EXHIBIT 19.5 attached hereto— 

 21) Test Location: Weather       “Cool” 

 22) Test Location: Surface       “Flat” 

/// 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS REGARDING THE INFRARED ANALYSIS: 

15. It challenges the imagination to determine a good-faith reason to explain why a form, with 

so many boxes to be checked, would be filled out ahead of time on a pre-prepared form, and then 

taken into the field for use. The boxes that had been pre-checked did not allow for alternative 

answers to the questions posed even in the face of the obvious fact that there is no way for the 

Officer to known ahead of time what answers the arrestee might give.  Consequently, this Q6(b) 

form, which has so many boxes pre-checked, strongly suggests that the officer went into the field on 

duty armed with a document that would meet certain criteria to guarantee a successful DUI arrest. 

16. In further support of the foregoing, on August 22nd 2011, I received by email from Attorney 

William C. Makler, images of two additional documents which are the Field Evaluation Notes along 

with the Trombetta side, pertaining to the arrest of a Jane Doe (name of Arrestee has been redacted) 

dated December 12th 2009 showing the time as “2028.”    Copies of these two pages have been 

attached hereto as EXHIBIT 20. This form is dated just two weeks after the form used for the John 

Page stop and arrest on November 27th 2009 (the Q6(b) document).  

 Analysis of these two EXHIBIT 20 pages reveal that the very same pre-printed checkmarks 

and pre-printed words cited herein through Paragraphs 12. through 14. and discussed in Items 1) 

through 22), were all created by photocopier toner having been copied from the same source 

document. That is, whatever master document was used to create the pre-copied portions of the 
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Q6(b) document, that same master model (or another iteration thereof) was also used to prepare this 

EXHIBIT 20 document—both were created from the same source model.  EXHIBIT 21 hereto, is an 

enlargement of the pertinent areas of this EXHIBIT 20 document. By comparing the handwritten 

“X”s and handwritten words seen on EXHIBIT 21 with the John Page Q6(b) document entries (see 

the EXHIBIT 19 pages), one will observe that these handwritten entries match demonstrating that 

all of the entries from the John Page document and from the Jane Doe document were from a same 

source model.  

Changes to the original Time entries: 

17. Infrared analysis of the Q6(b) original also revealed that the minutes for the Time entry at 

the top of the Field Evaluation Notes page had been altered to the present visible entry which reads 

“0241,” whereas the original minute entry numbers are hidden under the whiteout. The two 

EXHIBIT 22 infrared images attached hereto show that the minutes “41” were written using a 

different pen placed over the top of the whiteout. In the first EXHIBIT 22 image one can see the 

time entry of 2041, in the second EXHIBIT 22 image the “02” goes invisible (infrared 

transmittance) while the “41” in the same image panel glows white (infrared luminescence). That 

the inks respond differently proves that two different writing pens were used and a different pen 

usually indicates a later time for the changed portion of the entry.  

18. On the Trombetta side of Q6(b), just above the “Waiver Of Right” section, whiteout was 

also used to change the TIME portion in the box “TIME/RESULTS 2nd SAMPLE”, but the original 

entry could not be deciphered at this time. 

19. As to the Trombetta side of EXHIBIT 20, the time entry in the “TIME/RESULTS 1st 

SAMPLE” has also been altered as is plainly visible from the EXHIBIT 20 copy.  

/// 

/// 
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HANDWRITING COMPARISONS 

PETER LANCE 

20. K1.2 I was advised that these twenty-two request signature samples of Peter Lance were 

obtained in open Court. These known samples supplement the previous signatures I already 

received, examined and referenced as “K1” in my first declaration dated May 31st, 2011. These 

additional K1.2 signature specimens were written on blank/fresh copies of Trombetta Forms so as to 

best approximate the writing conditions as the Q1 questioned document.  

 These requested K1.2 signatures were rapidly executed revealing spontaneous pen motion 

overall, with the exception of the two signatures written using the unaccustomed hand. What this 

means is that twenty of the twenty-two requested signatures were writing specimens useful for the 

analysis. That is, if they had been disguised signatures, they would only provide limited value for 

use in the signature comparison. But contrary to exhibiting features of disguise, they revealed 

features of normal, natural signatures. 

 These newly obtained K1.2 signatures were crossed compared with the previous group of 

known signatures (K1) and the K1.2 signatures were found to be consistent with the K1 signatures 

from my first declaration, again, with the exception that the two signatures by the unaccustomed 

hand were not naturally executed revealing features of awkward pen motion and distortion, which is 

not surprising in signatures written by the unaccustomed hand. 

Opinion regarding Peter Lance: 

 Examination of the additional group of known signatures (K1.2) resulted in no change to my 

previously stated opinion appearing on Page 5, Paragraph 11. a)  of my first declaration dated May 

31st  2011, where I stated that, “Peter Lance did not write his signature on the Q1 Trombetta 

waiver.” I further stated that the Q1 questioned “Peter Lance” signature was a “simulation” where 

the forger attempted to reproduce the pictorial likeness of true signatures by Lance. As stated by 
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James V. P. Conway on page 23 of  his book, Evidential Documents (copy of excerpt attached as 

EXHIBIT 8 to my first declaration)—  

 “Simulated signatures are freehand drawings in imitation of a model signature...This model is placed 
in proximity to the document to be forged, and the forger copies with pen or pencil his conception of 
the form of the genuine signature model, in the manner of the artist sketching from a live model.” 

ALISON WOOLERY 

21. K2.2 I was advised that these twenty-two request signature samples of Alison Woolery 

were obtained in open Court. These known samples supplement the previous signatures I already 

received, examined and referenced as “K2” in my first declaration dated May 31st  2011. These 

additional K2.2 signature specimens were written on blank/fresh copies of Trombetta Forms so as to 

best approximate the writing conditions as the Q2 questioned document.  

 These requested K2.2 signatures were rapidly executed revealing spontaneous pen motion 

overall, with the exception of the two signatures written using the unaccustomed hand. What this 

means is that twenty of the twenty-two requested signatures were writing specimens useful for the 

analysis. That is, if they had been disguised signatures, they would only provide limited value for 

use in the signature comparison. But contrary to exhibiting features of disguise, they revealed 

features of normal, natural signatures. 

 These newly obtained K2.2 signatures were crossed compared with the previous group of 

known signatures from my second declaration (K2),  and the K2.2 signatures were found to be 

consistent with the K2 signatures from my first declaration, again, with the exception that the two 

signatures by the unaccustomed hand were not naturally executed revealing features of awkward pen 

motion and distortion, which is not surprising in signatures written by the unaccustomed hand. 

Opinion regarding Alison Woolery: 

 Examination of the additional group of known signatures (K2.2) resulted in no change to my 

previously stated opinion appearing on Page 5, Paragraph 11. b) of my first declaration dated May 



 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16   

17 

18 

19   

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

 

DECLARATION OF JAMES A. BLANCO - 11 
 
 

 

31st  2011 where I stated that “Alison Woolery did not write her signature on the Q2 Trombetta 

waiver.” This Q2 questioned “Alison Woolery”  signature was also a “simulation” where the forger 

attempted to reproduce the pictorial likeness of her true signatures.  

CODY ZOESCH 

22. K3.2 Nineteen request signature samples of Cody Zoesch obtained in open Court and 

witnessed by this Examiner.  These known samples supplement the previous signatures I already 

received, examined and referenced as “K3” in my first declaration dated May 31st  2011. These 

additional K3.2 signature specimens were written on blank/fresh copies of Trombetta Forms so as to 

best approximate the writing conditions as the Q3 questioned document.  

 These requested K3.2 signatures were rapidly executed revealing spontaneous pen motion 

overall, with the exception of the two signatures written using the unaccustomed hand. What this 

means is that seventeen of the nineteen requested signatures were writing specimens useful for the 

analysis. That is, if they had been disguised signatures, they would only provide limited value for 

use in the signature comparison. But contrary to exhibiting features of disguise, they revealed 

features of normal, natural signatures. 

 These newly obtained K3.2 signatures were crossed compared with the previous group of 

known signatures from my second declaration (K3),  and the K3.2 signatures were found to be 

consistent with the K3 signatures from my first declaration, again, with the exception that the two 

signatures by the unaccustomed hand were not naturally executed revealing features of awkward pen 

motion and distortion, which is not surprising in signatures written by the unaccustomed hand. 

Opinion regarding Cody Zoesch: 

 Examination of the additional group of known signatures (K3.2) resulted in no change to my 

previously stated opinion appearing on Page 5, Paragraph 11. c) of my first declaration dated May 

31st  2011 where I stated that “Cody Zoesch did not write his signature on the Q3 Trombetta waiver.  
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This Q3 questioned “Cody Zoesch” signature was also a simulation where the forger attemped to 

reproduce the pictorial likeness of his true signatures. 

JOHN PAGE 

23. K6.2 Twenty request signature samples of John Page obtained in open Court and 

witnessed by this Examiner.  These known samples supplement the previous signatures I already 

received, examined and referenced as “K6” in my second declaration dated July 20th, 2011. These 

additional K6.2 signature specimens were written on blank/fresh copies of Trombetta Forms so as to 

best approximate the writing conditions as the Q6 questioned document.  

 These requested K6.2 signatures were rapidly executed revealing spontaneous pen motion 

overall, with the exception of the two signatures written using the unaccustomed hand. What this 

means is that eighteen of the twenty requested signatures were writing specimens useful for the 

analysis. That is, if they had been disguised signatures, they would only provide limited value for 

use in the signature comparison. But contrary to exhibiting features of disguise, they revealed 

features of normal, natural signatures. 

 These newly obtained K6.2 signatures were crossed compared with the previous group of 

known signatures from my second declaration (K6),  and the K6.2 signatures were found to be 

consistent with the K6 signatures from my first declaration, again, with the exception that the two 

signatures by the unaccustomed hand were not naturally executed revealing features of awkward pen 

motion and distortion, which is not surprising in signatures written by the unaccustomed hand. 

Opinion regarding John Page: 

 Examination of the additional group of known signatures (K6.2) resulted in no change to my 

previously stated opinion appearing on Page 5, Paragraph 8. f)  of my second declaration dated July 

20th  2011 where I stated that “John Page did not write his signature on the Q6 Trombetta waiver.”  

The “John Page” signature was a “simulation” where the forger attempted to reproduce the pictorial 
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likeness of true signatures by John Page.  

RACHEL MORALES 

24. K7.2 I was advised that these twenty-two request signature samples of Rachel Morales 

were obtained in open Court. These known samples supplement the previous signatures I already 

received, examined and referenced as “K7” in my second declaration dated July 20th 2011. These 

additional K7.2 signature specimens were written on blank/fresh copies of Trombetta Forms so as to 

best approximate the writing conditions as the Q7 questioned document.  

 These requested K7.2 signatures were rapidly executed revealing spontaneous pen motion 

overall, with the exception of the two signatures written using the unaccustomed hand. What this 

means is that twenty of the twenty-two requested signatures were writing specimens useful for the 

analysis. That is, if they had been disguised signatures, they would only provide limited value for 

use in the signature comparison. But contrary to exhibiting features of disguise, they revealed 

features of normal, natural signatures. 

 These newly obtained K7.2 signatures were crossed compared with the previous group of 

known signatures from my second declaration (K7),  and the K7.2 signatures were found to be 

consistent with the K7 signatures from my first declaration demonstrating a wide range of variation; 

and again, with the exception that the two signatures by the unaccustomed hand were not naturally 

executed revealing features of awkward pen motion and distortion, which is not surprising in 

signatures written by the unaccustomed hand. 

Opinion regarding Rachel Morales: 

 Examination of the additional group of known signatures (K7.2) resulted in no change to my 

previously stated opinion appearing on Page 5, Paragraph 8 g) of my second declaration dated July 

20th  July 2011 where I stated that “Rachel Morales did not write her signature on the Q7 Trombetta 

waiver.”  The “Rachel Morales” signature was a “simulation” where the forger attempted to 
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reproduce the pictorial likeness of true signatures by Rachel Morales.  

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 

foregoing is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.  

Executed this    day of August, 2011 at San Francisco, California. 

 

     

      JAMES A. BLANCO 
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EXHIBIT 19 



Field Eval Xs 
          BBLLAANNCCOO  &&  AAssssoocciiaatteess  IInncc.. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

TROMBETTA —  Xs 

Do you Know Of 
Anything Wrong With 

Your Vehicle? 

Do you Remember 
Driving The Vehicle? 

Are You Sick 
Or Injured? 

Have You Bumped 
Your Head Today? 

Are You Diabetic?  

Photomicrographs  Infrared luminescence  

EXHIBIT 19.1 



Field Eval Xs 
          BBLLAANNCCOO  &&  AAssssoocciiaatteess  IInncc.. 

 
 
 

The white portions of the images in the right columns reveal original ballpoint pen writing ink, 
while the black portions of the images represent toner as the result of a photocopier process 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Do You Take 
Insulin?  

Do You Take 
Insulin Injections?  

Are You Epileptic?  

Recent Surgery  

Are You Under The Care 
Of A Doctor Or Dentist?  

TROMBETTA —  Xs 

Photomicrographs  Infrared luminescence  

EXHIBIT 19.2 



Field Eval Xs 
          BBLLAANNCCOO  &&  AAssssoocciiaatteess  IInncc.. 

 
 
 

The white portions of the images in the right columns reveal original ballpoint pen writing ink, 
while the black portions of the images represent toner as the result of a photocopier process 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Do You Have Any 
 Physical Impairments?  

Were You Driving  
The Vehicle?  

Do You Know Why You 
Were Stopped?  

Have You Taken Any 
Medicine Or Drugs?  

Because I Believe You Are 
Under The Influence Of 

Alcohol... 

TROMBETTA —  Xs 

Photomicrographs  Infrared luminescence  

EXHIBIT 19.3 



Field Eval Xs 
          BBLLAANNCCOO  &&  AAssssoocciiaatteess  IInncc.. 

 
The white portions of the images in the right columns reveal original ballpoint pen writing ink, 
while the black portions of the images represent toner as the result of a photocopier process 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

FIELD EVALUATION NOTES —  Xs 

Subject Advised That 
Part Of The Evaluation Is 

The Ability To Follow 
Instructions 

Contacts- “NO” is 
checked in original “live” 

writing pen ink 

Equal Tracking 

Equal Pupil 
Size 

Photomicrographs in  
this left column 

Infrared luminescence 
images of pen inks 

EXHIBIT 19.4 



Field Eval Xs 
          BBLLAANNCCOO  &&  AAssssoocciiaatteess  IInncc.. 

 
 
 

The white portions of the images in the right columns reveal original ballpoint pen writing ink, 
while the black portions of the images represent toner as the result of a photocopier process 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

TROMBETTA —  Xs and hand printing 

EXHIBIT 19.5 



EXHIBIT 20 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT 20 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT 20 







EXHIBIT 21 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT 21 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT 21 



Field Eval Xs 
          BBLLAANNCCOO  &&  AAssssoocciiaatteess  IInncc.. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ENLARGEMENTS OF THE EXHIBIT 20 DOCUMENTS 

EXHIBIT 21 

 

 
 



EXHIBIT 22 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT 22 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT 22 






