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Research Need Summary:

The purpose of these research needs is to build a stronger scientific foundation for forensic science standards. The information
provided herein will help to evaluate and strengthen existing standards, and/or fill any standards related gaps. In the space
below, please provide a brief narrative of the need to be addressed. This should include:

The identity of any specific standards that would be affected/improved/evaluated

A discussion on gaps that exist within the standards or standards related gaps that need to be filled

How this work would fill those gaps

An overview of any current or past research efforts that may be relevant to this effort

A discussion regarding how this research might improve current laboratory capabilities and/or forensic services
within the criminal justice system

e Any relevant references

Peer review (e.g., verification) is an essential part of the scientific method that allows a subsequent competent
practitioner to question and challenge the initial practitioner’s work product. However, it is unclear whether blind
verification (i.e. verification in which the verifying examiner is unaware of the decision made by the initial examiner
and has no access to their notes and annotations) produces more accurate outcomes than open verification (in which
the verifier is aware of the initial examiner’s decision and may have access to their notes and annotations). Blind
verification is an operationally costly endeavor, so it is desirable to both quantify the advantage (if any) that it offers
as well as to evaluate the additional operational cost it entails.

Once these factors are known, an informed cost-benefit analysis can be done by individual agencies to determine
their willingness to incorporate blind verification policies into their SOPs. This research will also help to guide current
OSAC FRS documents that currently recommend blind verification in several circumstances, but without data to
support these recommendations. If blind verification is shown to be worth the additional operational cost, it may also
prompt the FRS to update these documents to use stronger ‘shall’ language where currently only recommended
‘should’ language is used. This research could also help to define parameters of which situations most benefit from
blind verification and how and when its use is most strongly recommended.

There is currently no complete, well-designed, and published research into the relative costs and benefits of blind
versus open verification in friction ridge comparisons. One effort (N. Grilli, R. Heinrich, J. Black (2021). “Evaluating the
Effectiveness of Blind and Non-Blind Verification in Latent

Print Examination”) has been undertaken but not yet published and does not answer all the questions this research
need seeks to investigate.

Research in this area will provide foundational support for existing OSAC documents and may provide justification
for updates and strengthening of requirements.
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This research need has been identified by one or more subcommittees of OSAC and is being provided as an
informational resource to the community.
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