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CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH
e Error rates higher for bullets than for screwdriver toolmarks [1][2] using the method C51 [2].

e The coarseness parameter in particular has a strong impact on the performance of the test. For bullet
lands we found ¢ = 0.15 suitable for the low-resolution scans from NIST and ¢ = 0.125 suitable for
the higher-resolution scans from CSAFE. REFERENCES

e For the NIST [4] scans, CS1 [2] method best works for w, and w, of 140 & 30. The minimum Type II
rate is 27.2 %, tor a nominal « of 5%.
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