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I. INTRODUCTION

Two decades of DNA exonerations have highlighted the role of
mistaken eyewitness identifications in wrongful convictions of inno-
cent persons. Approximately 75% of exoneration cases documented by
the Innocence Project have involved eyewitness error, a percentage
that brings eyewitness evidence under scrutiny and its reliability into
question.1 Fortunately, long before the problem of eyewitness mis-
identification reached public consciousness through post-conviction
DNA exoneration cases, psychological researchers explored the mem-
ory and social influence processes underlying identification errors.
One segment of this laboratory research focused on revised police
lineup procedures designed to reduce the likelihood that an eyewit-
ness will make a false identification.2 In the last decade, eyewitness
researchers have produced recommendations for police lineups that
include five core components: 1) effective use of fillers, 2) "blind" ad-
ministration of the lineup, 3) a cautionary instruction to the witness
that the culprit may or may not be present in the set of photos, 4)
sequential rather than simultaneous presentation of photos, and 5) a
statement of certainty from the witness secured at the time of the
identification decision.3 A number of jurisdictions across the United
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States have brought these science-based recommendations to effective
field practice in an attempt to produce more reliable eyewitness
evidence.

4

Most recently, lineup research has produced an ancillary line of
investigation focusing on the integrity of an eyewitness's recollections
after the lineup decision is made. This Article discusses three avenues
of scientific investigation into lineup practices, each with indicators of
where eyewitness evidence may become problematic even after the
eyewitness has made a lineup decision, and each with implications for
improved identification practice and more reliable eyewitness
evidence.

II. THE POST-IDENTIFICATION FEEDBACK EFFECT

One strong benefit of employing a lineup administrator who does
not know the identity of the suspect (a "blind administrator") is that a
blind administrator will not, in fact cannot, provide meaningful feed-
back to the eyewitness at the time of the identification decision. A
blind lineup administrator cannot provide any message to the eyewit-
ness to confirm or disconfirm the accuracy of the eyewitness's decision.
This constraint on feedback to the witness is desirable, given that a
sizable body of research has revealed the astonishing effect of a lineup
administrator's casual comment on eyewitness memory. In the first
study to examine this phenomenon, Wells and Bradfield showed eye-
witness-participants a security video of a crime being committed and
subsequently asked them to identify the culprit from a lineup.5 The
lineup did not include the culprit, yet all eyewitnesses picked a mem-
ber from the lineup. Immediately after these mistaken identifications,
feedback confirming the identification was provided to a randomly as-
signed group of eyewitnesses, specifically the statement, "Good, you
identified the actual suspect." Eyewitnesses assigned to the control
group were told nothing about the accuracy of their identifications.
The confirming feedback significantly increased eyewitnesses' reports
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of certainty in the accuracy of their identifications, compared to the
certainty reports of the no-feedback control group. Interestingly, the
feedback manipulation affected eyewitness' retrospective reports of
how certain they were at the time of their identifications. Perhaps
more alarming is that an extensive range of variables was inflated in
conjunction with retrospective certainty including eyewitness judg-
ments of the quality of their view of the culprit, the clarity of their
memory, and ease of the identification. Furthermore, the eyewit-
nesses who received confirming feedback believed that the confirming
feedback did not affect their perceptions of the crime event or of the
identification.

6

A 2006 review of twenty post-identification feedback effect labora-
tory tests showed a robust impact across three categories of vari-
ables. 7 As in the original 1998 study on the post-identification
feedback effect, eyewitnesses whose decisions were confirmed became
more certain of the accuracy of their identification at the time of the
feedback (perhaps not surprisingly), but also expressed that they were
more certain at the time of the identification. This phenomenon is
more than a simple hindsight bias ("I knew it all along"), as eyewit-
nesses' memories are distorted beyond the boundaries of simply misre-
membering what their earlier decisions had been.8 In fact, memory of
the circumstances surrounding the identification task has been al-
tered. After the confirming feedback, these eyewitnesses recall
greater ease in the identification task and greater speed of identifica-
tion. Perhaps the most striking effect of confirming feedback is how
eyewitnesses evaluate their experience at the time of witnessing the
crime. Eyewitnesses who receive confirming feedback report having
had a better view of the culprit, having paid more attention to the
crime, having a better basis to make an identification, and having
greater clarity of the culprit's image in mind. Finally, these eyewit-
nesses show changes in related subjective measures, including an ele-
vation in the belief that they possess better memory for strangers than
the average person, a greater trust in eyewitnesses with similar ex-
periences, and an increased willingness to testify about their eyewit-
ness experience. The post-identification feedback effect occurs even if
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after the Outcomes Are Known, 107 PSYcHOL. BULL. 311 (1990).
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the feedback is delayed for forty-eight hours after the identification
task and is found in real eyewitnesses to real crimes. 9

Douglass and Steblay contend that the post-identification feed-
back effect is noteworthy for multiple reasons. 10 First, eyewitnesses
in the feedback research paradigm typically have made identifications
from culprit-absent photo lineups; as such all of the eyewitnesses'
identifications in these scenarios are inaccurate. Consequently, eye-
witnesses' distorted judgments correspond to mistaken identifications
of innocent suspects, a forensically-relevant scenario of critical impor-
tance given the eyewitness errors exposed by DNA exoneration
cases."L Second, a simple, casual, even seemingly helpful comment
from the lineup administrator produced this powerful effect. Third,
the aspects of eyewitness experience distorted by post-identification
feedback, for example certainty, eyewitnesses' perception of their view
of the culprit, attention given to the witnessed event, and ease of iden-
tification, are the very attributes that are likely to bolster eyewitness
credibility in the eyes of investigators, prosecutors, and juries. Psy-
chological research has established that people who evaluate eyewit-
ness identifications routinely and naturally assume that confidence
(certainty) is correlated with accuracy, and therefore, continue to use
confidence to assess accuracy, even after being told that confidence
and accuracy are not reliably linked. 12

Court systems explicitly use the very criteria distorted by post-
identification feedback to evaluate eyewitness evidence. Most nota-
bly, the United States Supreme Court recommended, in Neil v. Big-
gers,13 that jurors use eyewitnesses' self-reports of certainty, view,
and attention to assess eyewitness testimony. The Court confirmed
these criteria in Manson v. Braithwaite, 14 in which the Court adopted
the reliability, or totality, approach to analyzing eyewitness testi-
mony. According to the Manson two-pronged test for exclusion, if the

9. Daniel B. Wright & Elin M. Skagerberg, Post-identification Feedback Affects
Real Eyewitnesses, 18 PSYCHOL. SCI., 172 (2007); Gary L. Wells et al., Distorted Retro-
spective Eyewitness Reports as Functions of Feedback and Delay, 9 J. EXPERIMENTAL
PSYCHOL.: APPL'D 42 (2003).

10. Douglass & Steblay, supra note 7, at 859.
11. Arye Rattner, Convicted But Innocent: Wrongful Conviction and the Criminal

Justice System, 12 LAw & HUM. BEHAV. 283 (1988).
12. See, e.g., Michael R. Leippe, The Appraisal of Eyewitness Testimony, in ADULT

EYEwITNEss TESTIMONY: CURRENT TRENDS AND DEVELOPMENTS 385 (D.F. Ross et al.,
eds., 1994) (explaining factors affecting how jurors perceive eyewitness testimony); Sig-
freid Sporer et al., Choosing, Confidence, and Accuracy: A Meta-Analysis of the Confi-
dence-Accuracy Relation, in Eyewitness Identification Studies, 118 PSYCHOL. BULL. 315,
316 (1995); Steven G. Fox & H.A. Walters, The Impact of General Versus Specific Expert
Testimony and Eyewitness Confidence Upon Mock Juror Judgment, 10 LAw & HUM.
BEHAv. 215 (1986).

13. 409 U.S. 188 (1972).
14. 432 U.S. 98 (1977).
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first prong is met, that is the lineup was suggestive, the second prong
requires the reliability of the eyewitness identification to be decided
by weighing five criteria: 1) the eyewitness's opportunity to view the
culprit, 2) the attention paid to the culprit, 3) the accuracy of the
description provided by the eyewitness, 4) the passage of time between
crime and identification, and 5) eyewitness certainty. As Wells and
Quinlivan discussed at length in 2009,15 three of the Manson reliabil-
ity factors, specifically view, attention, and certainty, are derived from
the eyewitnesses' retrospective judgments of their experience. These
eyewitness retrospective self-reports are now known to be highly vul-
nerable to the corrosive impact of post-identification feedback. 16

Scientists recommend blind lineup administration to avoid post-
identification feedback problems.1 7 A blind lineup procedure can
eliminate the possibility of administrator feedback affecting the eye-
witness who has just made an identification decision. Furthermore,
documentation of the eyewitness's level of certainty secured at the
time of the identification decision and before subsequent interaction
with the case detective will memorialize eyewitness and administrator
comments for later use in court.

III. REPEATED IDENTIFICATION LINEUPS

Law enforcement may develop eyewitness evidence by securing
identification of the suspect first through a photo lineup and subse-
quently with a live lineup, with the same eyewitness providing both
identifications. This practice of repeated lineup identifications may
appear reasonable at first glance and necessary if a court generally
precludes evidentiary use of photo lineups. Consider the best possible
scenario resulting from a repeated identification procedure: The eye-
witness has confidently identified the suspect from a photo lineup and
is then asked to identify the same suspect from a live lineup. A pick of
the same suspect from the live array is at best a confirmation of the
eyewitness's earlier identification decision, and if the suspect is the
true culprit, a good outcome. However, even in this best-case scenario,
the second identification is not independent of the first identification,
and as eyewitness evidence goes, the second identification has deci-
sively moved away from a true test of recognition memory for the crime
event.

15. Gary L. Wells & Deah S. Quinlivan, Suggestive Eyewitness Identification Proce-
dures and the Supreme Court's Reliability Test in Light of Eyewitness Science: 30 years
later, 13 LAw & HuM. BEHAV. 1 (2009).

16. Id.
17. Douglass & Steblay, supra note 7, at 859.
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A much worse identification scenario is unfortunately demon-
strated in a number of DNA exoneration cases, albeit anecdotally. For
example, John Jerome White was arrested in 1979 for a burglary and
rape that had occurred six weeks earlier. Convicted in 1980 for these
crimes, White was released from prison in 2007 after DNA evidence
exonerated him.' 8 In White's case, the elderly victim identified him in
a photo lineup, stating she was almost positive that White was her
attacker. A week later, White was placed in a live lineup of five men.
At that point, the victim was positive of her identification of White as
the culprit. White's case is particularly revealing of the danger of
multiple lineups, as the true culprit was in the second lineup. At the
time of the second lineup, the rapist happened to be in jail on another
charge and was recruited for the live lineup. Despite the fact that the
culprit was in the live lineup, the victim mistakenly identified the
common denominator in the two lineups, an innocent suspect.

In another DNA exoneration case, Ronald Cotton served a decade
in prison for a rape he did not commit until DNA evidence proved his
innocence and the state freed him in 1995. Jennifer Thompson, the
rape victim, identified Cotton as the rapist first in a photo lineup and
subsequently in a live lineup. Indeed, Cotton became the face of the
rapist that Thompson saw in her mind's eye. 19 Even when confronted
with the true rapist, Thompson did not recognize him as the culprit,
but instead persisted in her belief of Cotton's guilt.20

As these DNA exoneration cases illustrate, repeated lineups may
cause problems that affect the trustworthiness of eyewitness evidence.
Eyewitness scientists recommend identification procedures that have
been developed for the first identification attempt of an eyewitness ei-
ther through a photo or live lineup. The first identification test best
determines whether an eyewitness's recognition memory supports po-
lice suspicions about the identity of the culprit. The eyewitness's iden-
tification decision at a second identification task (or beyond) is fraught
with at least four serious confounds, each one challenging the fidelity
of the eyewitness's memory with an alternate reasonable explanation.

First, the result of repeated identification tasks is based on the
eyewitness's familiarity with the suspect, but that familiarity may
stem from exposure to the suspect at the first lineup rather than at
the crime scene. A cognitive error, known as source confusion, occurs
when a memory failure for the circumstances of the previous encoun-

18. Innocence Project, Eyewitness Misidentification, http://www.innocenceproject.
org/understand/Eyewitness-Misidentification.php (last visited April 13, 2009).

19. Jennifer T. Canino, Transcript of Jennifer Thompson Cannino's Speech at Re-
forming Eyewitness Identification Symposium 4 CARDozo PuB. L. POL'Y & ETHICS J.
251, 260 (2006).

20. Id.

[Vol. 42



EYEWITNESS EVIDENCE RELIABILITY

ter results in the eyewitness's sense that the face is familiar, but the
correct context for that memory has been lost. This source confusion
can manifest when an eyewitness fails to identify the suspect at the
first lineup, but makes a subsequent positive identification at the live
lineup. A related cognitive error can occur when at the later identifi-
cation the eyewitness's memory of the culprit's face has been sup-
planted with a memory of the suspect's face from the first lineup. This
confusion of a familiar face with the actual culprit is known as uncon-
scious transference. These two errors of familiarity, source confusion
and unconscious transference, are similar in that they redirect the eye-
witness's memory onto a new object, the innocent suspect. A third
possible problem, one of simple deduction, occurs when an eyewitness
detects that the common denominator across the two lineups is the
suspect. The fact that all but one of the lineup members have changed
from the first to the second array is highly suggestive. In this circum-
stance, whatever the eyewitness's decision at the time of the first
lineup, the eyewitness can be fairly certain who the police suspect is at
the time of the second lineup. A fourth and final factor, commitment,
may prompt an eyewitness to stick with a decision made at the first
lineup, presumably to reduce the eyewitness's anxiety and to help the
police investigation.

Deffenbacher, Bornstein, and Penrod's 2006 review of laboratory
research on the mugshot exposure effect provides evidentiary support
for these four processes.2 1 This laboratory research revealed that an
eyewitness's exposure to a suspect during examination of mugshots
prior to the photo lineup can result in decreased lineup identification
accuracy. In particular, an increased probability exists that the eye-
witness will choose the lineup member whose mug shot the eyewitness
previously viewed, particularly when the real culprit is absent from
the lineup.

The practice of repeated lineups has been studied in the field and
laboratory. Behrman and Davey's 2001 documentation of field lineups
in California showed that second identification tasks were associated
with increased identifications of suspects.2 2 Eyewitnesses identified
suspects significantly more at second lineup identification attempts
(62%) compared to eyewitnesses who attempted a single identification
(45%).

Steblay and colleagues tested the impact on eyewitness accuracy
of repeated lineups in the laboratory and reported their findings in

21. Kenneth A. Deffenbacher et al., Mugshot Exposure Effects: Retroactive Interfer-
ence, Mugshot Commitment, Source Confusion, and Unconscious Transference, 30 LAW
AND HUM. BEHAV. 287 (2006).

22. Bruce W. Behrman & Sherrie L. Davey, Eyewitness Identification in Actual
Criminal Cases: an Archival Analysis, 25 LAw AND HuMAN BEHAVIOR, 475 (2001).
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2007 and 2009.23 In this laboratory research, eyewitness-participants
viewed a thirty-second computer video that depicted a purse-snatch-
ing incident. After viewing the purse-snatching video, eyewitnesses
attempted to identify the culprit from a six-person lineup. The experi-
menter cautioned eyewitnesses that the culprit may or may not be in
the lineup. Two weeks after this initial identification task, all eyewit-
nesses returned to the laboratory, where scientists asked them to view
a second lineup and attempt to identify the culprit a second time. The
eyewitness's second lineup decision could reflect a number of the psy-
chological mechanisms outlined above, but importantly, the eyewit-
ness's memory now incorporated the first lineup experience.

In this laboratory research, the two lineups viewed by the eyewit-
nesses involved the following three configurations. One group of eye-
witnesses first viewed a lineup that included the culprit and then a
second lineup that again included the culprit in a different position
and surrounded by different filler photos (the culprit as the common
denominator across lineups). A second group of eyewitnesses viewed
the same two lineups, but the culprit was replaced by an innocent sus-
pect who was the common denominator in both lineups. This innocent
suspect was determined through a previous pilot study to be the most
frequently chosen lineup member when the true culprit was absent
from the lineup. In a third 'control condition' a group of eyewitnesses
viewed the two lineups, with all photos changing from the first to the
second lineup and not including either the culprit or a designated in-
nocent suspect (no common denominator).

Current study outcomes are presented in Table 1. The implica-
tions of this data for an innocent suspect are perhaps most clearly
viewed with a consideration of the risk to individual lineup members
in culprit-absent lineups. In the control condition, the overall eyewit-
ness choosing rate at the first lineup is 39%; thus, risk to any individ-
ual lineup member is approximately 7% (39%/6). At the time of the
second lineup in the control condition, the eyewitness choosing rate
increases to 52%, but that risk is shared across lineup members with
the risk to any single lineup member increasing to 9% (52%/6). When
a designated innocent suspect is the common denominator in repeated
culprit-absent lineups, that suspect's individual risk at the time of the
second lineup is 52%, significantly greater than that suspect's risk at

23. Samantha Benson & Nancy Steblay, Multiple Identification Attempts with Si-
multaneous and Sequential Lineups, Remarks to the American Psychology-Law Society
Conference (March 2009); Robert Tix & Nancy Steblay, Multiple Identification At-
tempts with Simultaneous Lineups, Remarks at John Jay College of Criminal Justice
Conference: Off the Witness Stand: Using Psychology in the Practice of Justice (March
2007).
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the first lineup and greater than any other lineup member in the cul-
prit-absent lineups.

Three points should be acknowledged. First, this study depicts
perhaps a worst-case scenario, in that the same photo of the innocent
suspect was present in both lineups. It is unclear from the present
research whether the common denominator effect would be diminished
or exacerbated if the eyewitness was shown a different photo of the
same suspect in the second lineup or if a live lineup including the
same innocent suspect followed a photo lineup. Second, innocent peo-
ple become criminal suspects in a variety of ways, such as having a
record of similar crimes or residing near the crime scene. The desig-
nated innocent suspect in the laboratory research was in the lineup
because he possessed physical characteristics similar to the criminal
in the purse-snatching video. In pilot work, the designated innocent
suspect was rated as no more physically similar to the culprit than
were the other filler photos, yet some aspect of his appearance evi-
dently made him salient to eyewitnesses when the true culprit was
missing from the lineup. The common denominator effect may be lim-
ited to the circumstances of this specific suspect. Third, ongoing re-
search is attempting to determine the underlying cognitive and/or
motivational reasons for the eyewitnesses' lineup decisions-that is,
to separate the many reasons for the common denominator effect.
Nevertheless, the study has demonstrated that a common denomina-
tor effect can occur with a sizable increase in risk to an innocent sus-
pect who appears in repeated lineups. Additionally, this study
provides empirical evidence that the eyewitness decision at the second
lineup is not merely a replication of the eyewitness decision at the
first lineup. For reasons unrelated to the soundness of the eyewit-
ness's memory, the impact of repeated lineup viewings changes the
identification decision for some eyewitnesses. In short, repeated line-
ups involving the same suspect presented to the same eyewitness
should not constitute proper memory evidence. Whether from a photo
array or a live lineup, eyewitness evidence should be collected only
once - at the eyewitness's first attempt to identify a culprit.

IV. CONFESSION EVIDENCE

The disruption of an eyewitness's memory by procedural intru-
sions, such as post-identification feedback or repeated lineups, has
been illustrated in the two previous examples. Hasel and Kassin re-
cently demonstrated a third means by which the fidelity of eyewitness
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evidence can be undermined. 24 In Hasel and Kassin's 2009 study,
eyewitnesses to a live theft were asked to identify the thief from a six-
person lineup. Two days later, the eyewitness-participants returned
to the laboratory for a follow-up interview and a subsequent reconsid-
eration of their lineup decision. Importantly, the experimenter told
each eyewitness that one of the lineup members had confessed to com-
mitting the theft. When the experimenter reported to the eyewitness
that the confessor was a suspect not identified by the eyewitness at
the first lineup, sixty-one percent of eyewitnesses who had made an
identification of a lineup member two days earlier changed their ear-
lier identification in accordance with the "confession" of the other
lineup member. Some eyewitnesses offered a rationale for the change
in their identification, such as a statement that, "His face now looks
more familiar than the one I chose before." Fifty percent of those
eyewitnesses who had not made an identification at the first session
now changed their prior non-identification decision to identification of
the "confessor."25

The implications of the Hasel and Kassin study are significant.
An eyewitness's new knowledge of one type of evidence-a confes-
sion-can corrupt another line of evidence, the eyewitness identifica-
tion. Furthermore, potential exculpatory evidence, specifically that
an eyewitness initially failed to identify the suspect, is undermined by
the confession. As Hasel and Kassin discuss, the finding that confes-
sion evidence can corrupt eyewitness identification evidence chal-
lenges the legal presumption that these two types of evidence are
independent. This assumed independence of confession and eyewit-
ness evidence is illustrated in appeal courts' "harmless error"
doctrine.26

The Hasel and Kassin paradigm somewhat mimicked the re-
peated identification sequence outlined above, in that eyewitnesses
were allowed to reconsider their identification two days after the ini-
tial lineup. The Steblay multiple-lineup study did not include an in-
formation intervention between the two lineups. However, one can
speculate that a combination of repeated identification attempts, in
addition to confession evidence, would have the potential to exacer-
bate the problems of repeated lineups.

24. Lisa E. Hasel & Saul M. Kassin, On the Presumption of Evidentiary Indepen-
dence: Can Confessions Corrupt Eyewitness Identifications?, 20 PSYCHOL. Scl. 122
(2009).

25. Id.
26. Id. An appellate court sometimes must decide whether an error of law was seri-

ous enough to stike down a decision made at trial. If the error is deemed harmless, the
decision of the trial court is affirmed.
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V. CONCLUSION

This Article outlined three difficulties related to eyewitness evi-
dence, all three problems resting on underlying psychological princi-
ples that work against the integrity of eyewitness testimony. The
malleability of eyewitness memory is now well documented. 2 7 Eyewit-
ness memory is vulnerable to even subtle intrusions. In addition, eye-
witnesses and investigators, like all humans, are prone to cognitive
confirmation bias-the tendency to seek or interpret information in
line with existing beliefs. 28 Just as new information is shaped to con-
form to an existing schema or belief, memory of past events can be
reshaped to fit newly acquired information. When an investigation
revisits eyewitness memory by supplying new information to the eye-
witness through a second lineup or case details, these intervening
events can play havoc with the trace evidence of the original memory.
Fortunately, the problems described in this paper are system vari-
ables, factors under the potential control of the criminal justice sys-
tem.29 Awareness of the issues is the first step in resolving the
problems associated with eyewitness memory. More broadly, the legal
system can be guided to recognize and correct the potential for serious
errors in eyewitness identifications that flow from the procedures dis-
cussed in this Article. Many jurisdictions already have appropriate
protocols in place. In other jurisdictions, change can be initiated from
the field by law enforcement, from legislated directives, or from points
in between-including vigilant attention to eyewitness issues by de-
fense and prosecuting attorneys. 30 The consideration of how to in-
crease the reliability of eyewitness evidence has already achieved a
productive collaboration of law enforcement and eyewitness scientists.
Hopefully, threats to eyewitness integrity that occur post-lineup can
be reduced through a similar ongoing collaboration.

27. Elizabeth F. Loftus, Planting Misinformation in the Human Mind: A 30-Year
Investigation of the Malleability of Memory, 12 LEARNING AND MEMORY 361 (2005).

28. RICHARD NisBETr & LEE Ross, HUMAN INFERENCE: STRATEGIES AND SHORTCOM-
INGS OF SOCIAL JUDGMENT (James J. Jenkins et al., eds., 1980); Keith A. Findlay &
Michael S. Scott, The Multiple Dimensions of Tunnel Vision in Criminal Cases, 2006
Wis. L. REV. 291, 309.

29. Gary L.Wells, Applied Eyewitness Testimony Research: System Variables and
Estimator Variables, 36 J. PERSONALITY AND SoC. PSYCHOL. 1546 (1978).

30. Nancy K Steblay & Elizabeth F. Loftus, Eyewitness Memory and the Legal Sys-
tem, in Shafir, E. (Ed.) THE BEHAVIORAL FOUNDATIONS OF POLICY (E. Shafir ed., forth-
coming); Gary L. Wells, Eyewitness Identification: Systemic Reforms, 2006 WIs. L. REV.
2 (2003).
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TABLE 1. EYEWITNESS DECISIONS IN REPEATED
SIMULTANEOUS-FORMAT LINEUPS (PERCENTAGES)

LINEUP 1 LINEUP 2

CULPRIT-PRESENT LINEUP

CORRECT IDENTIFICATION .66 .66

FILLER PICK .14 .14

NO CHOICE FROM LINEUP .20 .20

CULPRIT-ABSENT LINEUP

CORRECT REJECTION OF LINEUP .52 .41

INNOCENT SUSPECT .34 .52

REMAINING FILLER PICKS .14 .07

CULPRIT-ABSENT LINEUP (NO COMMON PHOTO)

CORRECT REJECTION OF LINEUP .61 .48

FILLER PICK .39 .52


