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The registered report (RR) format is rapidly being adopted by scientific researchers and journals. RRs flip
the peer review process, with reviewers evaluating proposed methods, rather than the data and findings.
Editors then accept or reject articles largely based on the pre-data collection review. Accordingly, RRs
reduce the incentive for researchers to exaggerate their findings, and they make any data-driven changes
to the methods and analysis more conspicuous. They also reduce publication bias, ensuring studies with
null or otherwise unfavorable results are published. RRs are being used in many fields to improve
research practices and increase confidence in study findings. The authors suggest RRs ought to be the
default way in which validation studies are conducted and reported in the forensic sciences. They pro-
duce more reliable findings, advance criminal justice values, and will lead to several efficiencies in the
research process.
© 2019 Published by Elsevier B.V. This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license (http://

creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).
Science is an ongoing race between our inventing ways to fool
ourselves, and our inventing ways to avoid fooling ourselves [1].

Not all testing is equal e and some forms of testing can produce
misleading results. Clinical medical researchers learned this lesson
decades ago when published studies in their field concluded that
an unrealistically high percentage of new drugs were effective
[2,3]. Since then, researchers in many other fields have found a star-
tling number of false positive findings attributable to the fact that
earlier tests were not sufficiently controlled and demanding [4e9].
One particular reform aimed at curbing these problems (i.e., a new
way to avoid fooling ourselves), registered reports (RRs), is rapidly
being adopted by researchers and journals (see Fig. 1) [10]. RRs flip
the peer review process, with reviewers evaluating proposed
methods, rather than the data and findings. Editors then accept or
reject articles primiarily on the basis of the pre-data collection re-
view [10,11]. Accordingly, RRs reduce the incentive for researchers
to exaggerate their findings, and they make any data-driven changes
to the methods and analysis more conspicuous. In this article, we
suggest that an RR is themost appropriateway to conduct and report
a validation study in forensic feature-comparison disciplines.

After a brief description of RRs, wewill consider their expanding
use across the sciences and the weaknesses in the research process
they respond to. From there, we turn to forensic science, particu-
larly recent calls for validation testing of forensic feature-
comparison disciplines. Foundational tests in these disciplines are
confirmatory, have a clear research question, and demand a high
level of rigor and precision. In consequence, they are well suited
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to the RR format. Moreover, the criminal justice system requires ac-
curate and transparent forensic feature-comparison methods.
Traditional closed testing practices thwart these system aspira-
tions. Registered reports advance them.
1. What are registered reports?

There are many excellent descriptions of RRs and guides to
implementing them, so we will provide only the necessary back-
ground [10,12,13]. The RR format encompasses two key innova-
tions: pre-specification of hypotheses, methods, and analysis;
and, division of the peer review process into two stages.

At thefirst stage of the reviewprocess, the authorspose a research
question, create materials, devise a methodology, and formulate an
analysis plan. The stage 1 “manuscript” is then submitted to a journal
for peer review focused on the soundness of the question and the val-
idityof themethods. If the stage1manuscript is accepted, publication
is virtually guaranteed at stage 2 if that plan is followed. An editor at
the neuroscientific journal Cortex recently reported that the stage 2
acceptance rate at that journal is 100% [10].

RRs are quickly gaining acceptance in a range of scientific disci-
plines. The number of journals that accept RRs has expanded from
just a handful in 2014 to over 200 at the most recent count (see
Fig. 1) [10]. These include influential biomedical, psychological,
and multidisciplinary journals. We will now turn to the reasons
for this increased interest in RRs and the advantages they confer.
2. The rise of registered reports
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Fig. 1. Number of journals adopting RRs by year, with several key dates.
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answer, of course, is the results: the part that matters most for
publishing in prestigious journals and advancing careers. This
paradox means that the careful scepticism required to avoid
massaging data or skewing analysis is pitted against the drive to
identify eye-catching outcomes. Unbiased, negative and
complicated findings lose out to cherry-picked highlights that
can bring prominent articles, grant funding, promotion and
esteem [10].

RRs respond to the “results paradox” described in this quote. Put
simply, researchers naturally care about the results of studies [14].
This creates a motivation (unconscious or otherwise) to use prac-
tices that help ensure the results tell a clean story that fits their hy-
potheses. These practices include dropping observations for ad hoc
reasons and strategically stopping data collection as soon as the
desired effect is found [15]. Metascientific researchers have termed
these methods questionable research practices (QRPs) [16,17]. They
are widely used in many fields [16e18]. QRPs demonstrably bias
research results, making it possible to portray even a randomly
generated data set as probative of the researchers’ desired result
[15]. Beyond QRPs, researchers may simply not publish studies
that do not support their hypothesis or desired outcome (i.e., pub-
lication bias) [19].

Scientific concern with QRPs e and the reforms that have been
responsively institutede came to a head recently with the failure of
several largescale efforts to confirm findings published in leading
scientific journals [4e9]. Across several efforts at replication, only
about 50% of studies confirmed previous findings, and even those
that were confirmed reported considerably smaller effects. Some
refer to these failures as a “crisis.” [20] But such worries are not
new.

Clinical medical research was confronted with similar problems
in the 1980s and 90s. During this time, attentive researchers were
becoming concerned that drug company-funded clinical trials
were rarely finding that the drug under examination was ineffec-
tive [2,3,21]. These concerns prompted legal reformmandating trial
preregistration on a government online registry to counter publica-
tion bias [21]. Preregistration creates a record of the study so it can
be found even if it is not published. It also makes it possible to
determine if the researchers made major changes to their research
after seeing initial results (i.e., engaged in QRPs).

The road to acceptance of preregistration in clinical medicine was
not straightforward. One challenge has been researchers’ hesitation
to preregister, despite the legal requirement [21,22]. This reluctance
diminished somewhat after 2004 when the New York State Attorney
General sued GlaxoSmithKline (GSK), alleging it failed to disclose
null results [23]. GSK then announced it would begin preregistering
its studies. Shortly after the GSK affair, the International Committee
of Medical Journal Editors (ICMJE) issued a new policy stating that its
member journals would only publish preregistered clinical medical
trials [24]. The number of trials being registered online increased
significantly following the implementation of the policy in 2005,
likely due to the prestigious status of the participating journals e

which include the Journal of the American Medical Association, The
New England Journal of Medicine and The Lancet [25].

Despite these early bumps in the road, preregistration has had
beneficial effects in medicine. For example, one recent analysis of
large trials funded by the National Heart, Lung, and Blood Institute
found that prior to 2000, 43% reported negative results. This num-
ber rose dramatically to 92% negative results after 2000 [2].

RRs extend medicine’s preregistration reforms, effectively sub-
jecting thematerials that will be preregistered to peer review. Split-
ting peer review into two stages decreases incentives to engage in
QRPs because publication does not depend on the data. And, as
with preregistration, RRs make it possible to assess data-
contingent changes to the methods and analysis. Furthermore, by
engaging peer review at an earlier stage, RRs facilitate better
research by avoiding mistakes and strengthening designs.

Early returns on RRs are encouraging. One recent analysis found
that studies conducted as RRs support the main hypothesis just 45%
of the time (see Fig. 2) [26]. This contrasts with the traditional scien-
tific literature, which contains an overwhelming and unlikely per-
centage of positive findings (80e95%) [26]. Anecdotally, one editor
has reported that early stage peer review has also been a useful part
of the process: “One of the most striking characteristics of RRs is
that they can help authors to improve the protocol or rationale while
it is still possible tomake changes. I have overseen numerous cases in
which reviewers have intervened to prevent a serious flaw in a study
design.” [10].



Fig. 2. This early analysis of 113 RRs (the first three data points) compiled by the
Center for Open Science found that RRs (including both replications and novel studies)
were more likely to report null results than the rest of the scientific literature (the final
dot). The RR studies were concentrated in the psychological and biological literature
[26].
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3. Validation studies in the forensic sciences

One important type of study in forensic feature-comparison dis-
ciplines e perhaps the most important e is the validation study
[27]. These studies test whether a forensic feature comparison pro-
cedure works e if it yields a result that accords with ground truth
[28]. In 2009, the National Academy of Sciences famously declared
that for many practices, forensic science professionals “have yet to
establish either the validity of their approach or the accuracy of
their conclusions” [29]. Subsequently, in 2016, the U.S. President’s
Council of Advisors on Science and Technology reaffirmed the
importance of validation studies and found that only DNA analysis
from single source samples and fingerprint analysis had been
appropriately validated [28].

Although validation studies are ongoing in the forensic feature-
comparison disciplines (in response to the NAS and PCAST Reports),
there are serious risks that prospective studies will be poorly
designed, strongly oriented to confirming existing practices of
forensic scientists, and rarely disclosed to defendants and attentive
scientists [30]. Indeed, issues of study design and analysis were
conspicuous in the PCAST report [28]. Consider, for instance,
studies assessing the accuracy of firearms analysis. PCAST found
the available studies e those routinely relied upon by those
providing firearms evidencee to be poorly designed and to suggest
misleadingly low error rates [28]. The RR format can help to avoid
overclaiming and ensure an accurate and transparent record of all
the validation studies conducted across the forensic sciences.
4. The benefits and importance of registered validation
studies

RRs ought to be the default way in which validation studies are
conducted and reported. In this section we provide several argu-
ments in favor of RRs, namely: (1) they help to produce more reli-
able findings; (2) they are more susceptible to comprehension and
confrontation because they make the strengths and weaknesses of
the research more apparent; (3) they encourage early stage fixes to
methodological weaknesses in studies; (4) validation studies are
not exploratory, a feature that aligns with the strengths of RRs;
and (5) RRs help to manage researchers’ biases, producing several
downstream efficiencies.
(1) More reliable findings

First, RRs of studies supporting forensic identification methods
advance legal goals that depend on the reliability of scientific evi-
dence. Access to the results of methodologically rigorous studies
helps users e investigators, courts, factfinders, and parties e

make decisions about whether to pursue other lines of investiga-
tion, consider the value of expert opinions, determine whether to
make or encourage a guilty plea, and decide whether to formally
challenge the evidence [31]. Indeed, even studies with null findings
(which are guaranteed publication under the RR format) are still
informative and important e it is important to know what works
and what does not work [26]. In many jurisdictions, such as the
United States, Canada and to some extent England and Wales,
and New Zealand, evidence rules require judges to consider reli-
ability in their admissibility determinations [32e35]. Without
rigorous methods, forensic science risks repeating the mistakes
encountered in other fields [4e9].

(2) More susceptible to comprehension and confrontation

RRs also improve the defendant’s ability to comprehend and,
where appropriate, confront inculpatory state evidence [36]. RRs
may, for instance, suggest a study’s findings should be viewed
cautiously because the researchers did not follow the registered
analysis plan and did not have good reason for deviating from it.
Either way, deviations will be on the record. Similarly, registration
helps to ensure that all validation studies are traceable e not just
those with results that favor the group reporting the research. On
the other hand, forensic scientists should be aware that RRs may
support the probative value of a forensic science procedure in
ways that were not previously available. An example may assist.

In its review of fingerprint studies, PCAST was complimentary of
an FBI-sponsored study by Ulery and colleagues [37] and critical of
a NIJ-sponsored study by Pacheco, Cerchiai and Stoiloff (the Miami-
Dade Study) [38]. The review identified several methodological
problems with the Miami-Dade study, including a possibly
results-driven approach to determining if the examiner made an
error:

The paper observes that “in 35 of the erroneous identifications
the participants appeared to have made a clerical error, but the
authors could not determine this with certainty.” In validation
studies, it is inappropriate to exclude errors in a post hocmanner
(see Box 4) [28].

As PCAST implies, without preregistration we cannot readily
ascertain whether the examiners simply recorded their answers
carelessly (i.e., a clerical error) or whether they were actually
mistaken in their identification [39].

Had the Miami-Dade study been conducted as an RR, the issue
of clerical errors would have been clearer. It may have been that
the erroneous identifications were indeed clerical errors and that
their exclusion was not influenced by a motivation to demonstrate
the accuracy of fingerprint analysis. Prespecified methodologies
and analysis plans typically incorporate criteria defining what qual-
ifies as an outlier or clerical error that guide subsequent analysis
[40]. In any event, PCAST’s criticism provides a glimpse of future
cases where litigants may seek to challenge methodologically
ambiguous (or inadequate) studies supporting forensic feature-
comparison disciplines.

(3) Early stage methodological improvements

The pre-data collection peer review aspect of RRs may also be
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particularly beneficial in the design of studies for the forensic
feature-comparison disciplines. One historic critique of some
forensic science research is a lack of alignment with academic sci-
entific norms [41]. Another, is the limited methodological expertise
of many forensic practitioners [42]. Constructive stage 1 reviews of
forensic science RRs may include suggestions from independent
scientists with expertise in methodology. In the case of the criti-
cized Miami-Dade study, for instance, methodological flaws may
have been identified during the review process. Such review would
help ensure that validation tests are performed as rigorously as
feasible, and that the results are less vulnerable to challenge.

(4) Validation studies align with the strengths of RRs

Another reason validation studies are particularly apt for the RR
format is that they are not exploratory and instead seek to confirm
an existing suspicion that a method works. This aligns their aims
with the strengths of RRs [10]. For instance, one common qualm
among researchers considering submitting an RR is that it may sti-
fle their ability to conduct exploratory analyses on their data. This
hesitation is somewhat misplaced because RRs do not prohibit
exploratory work; they simply make clear which parts of the anal-
ysis are exploratory. In any case, no such misgivings should arise
with validation studies. They are conducted once a practice has
been developed. The goal of a validation test is to confirm that
the method works and to provide an estimate of error. In other
words, validation tests should never be exploratory and if there is
an exploratory component, that component must be clearly speci-
fied in advance.

(5) RRs control biases and improve efficiency

Finally, preregistration’s genesis in pharmaceutical and biomed-
ical research reinforces its importance in forensic science research.
As we explained, a pressing problemwith biomedical research was
the biasing impact of the funders (which is still a concern to some
extent), who sought published studies supporting the effectiveness
of their products. Similarly, in forensic science, independent re-
views of methods and findings will lend the imprimatur of main-
stream science. It will help to insulate researchers and individual
forensic scientists from allegations of bias because RRs represent
a substantial scientific safeguard. These advances contrast with
opaque in-house research and reviews, which does little to protect
the actual and perceived legitimacy of test results [43]. RRs enable
forensic scientists to rely on validation studies that were conducted
transparently and subjected to robust scrutiny. Further, just as there
is clear public importance in producing demonstrably reliable med-
icines and therapeutics, society needs demonstrably reliable
forensic science procedures.

Unlike Pharma and biomedicine ewith access to billions of dol-
lars of private and public capital to invest in research and develop-
ment e it is all the more important that the resource-starved
forensic sciences make sure that they do the most meaningful
and methodologically rigorous studies possible on their compara-
tively modest budgets. Registration may also encourage collabora-
tion with academic researchers as well as across agencies and
jurisdictions.

In the long run, RRs may also reduce the burden on the courts
that unreliable forensic practices present. With RRs, forensic sci-
ence communities, prosecutors, and defense counsel will all have
access to studies that were critically reviewed. One day, RRs may
contribute to largescale systematic reviews of forensic science
fields, like those produced by the Cochrane Collaboration in health-
care and diagnostic tests. Such work will not completely eliminate
scope for interpretative differences, particularly on the applicability
of foundational research to different laboratories or the facts of a
specific case. But, as the forensic sciences align themselves with
the best scientific practices, the state’s evidence will grow resistant
to speculative challenges.

5. Bringing registered reports to forensic science research

So how can we move forward with RRs in forensic science
research? The first step, as has been the case in other fields, is for
journals to begin accepting them. Currently, no forensic science
journal accepts RRs [13,44]. This may be due to barriers that could
easily be overcome. Metascientific researchers in other fields have
suggested such barriers may include: “Lack of knowledge about
the format; A presumption that there is no demand among re-
searchers to pursue this format; Misconceptions about the need
or utility of the format.” [45].

To overcome these hurdles, researchers from a variety of fields
have established a campaign (Registered Reports Now!) to lobby
journals to begin accepting RRs [45]. This involves circulating a
list of journals that one wishes to see adopt RRs, drafting a letter
based on a template available online, adding those who agree to
sign, and sending it to the journal editors. Information about the
status of the project is available online [46]. We encourage you to
contact the authors of this article if you are interested in adding
your name to letters sent to forensic science journals.

Declaration of competing interest

The authors declare no conflicts of interest.

CRediT authorship contribution statement

JasonM. Chin:Writing - original draft. RoryMcFadden:Writing
- original draft. Gary Edmond: Writing - original draft.
References

[1] R. Nuzzo, Fooling ourselves, Nature 626 (2015) 182e185.
[2] R.M. Kaplan, V.L. Irvin, Likelihood of null effects of large NHLBI clinical trials

has increased over time, PLoS One 10 (2015), e0132382, https://doi.org/
10.1371/journal.pone.0132382.

[3] K. Dickersin, I. Chalmers, Recognizing, investigating and dealing with incom-
plete and biased reporting of clinical research: from Francis Bacon to the
WHO, J. R. Soc. Med. 104 (2011) 532e538, https://doi.org/10.1258/
jrsm.2011.11k042.

[4] Open Science Collaboration, Estimating the reproducibility of psychological
science, Science 349 (2015) aac4716, https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aac4716.

[5] R.A. Klein, et al., Investigating variation in replicability A ‘‘Many labs’’ replica-
tion project, Soc. Psych. 45 (2014) 142e152, https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-
9335/a000178.

[6] R.A. Klein, Many labs 2: investigating variation in replicability across samples
and settings, Adv. Meth. Pract. Psych. Sci. 1 (2018) 443e490, https://doi.org/
10.1177/2515245918810225.

[7] C.R. Ebersole, et al., Many Labs 3: evaluating participant pool quality across
the academic semester via replication, J. Exp. Soc. Psychol. 67 (2016) 68e82,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2015.10.012.

[8] C.F. Camerer, et al., Evaluating replicability of laboratory experiments in eco-
nomics, Science 351 (2016) 1433e1436, https://doi.org/10.1126/
science.aaf0918.

[9] C.F. Camerer, et al., Evaluating the replicability of social science experiments
in Nature and Science between 2010 and 2015, Nat. Hum. Behav. 2 (2018)
637e644, https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-018-0399-z.

[10] C. Chambers, What’s next for registered reports? Nature 573 (2019) 187e189.
[11] National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and medicine, in: Open Science

by Design Realizing a Vision for 21st Century Research, 2018, https://doi.org/
10.17226/25116.

[12] A. Kiyonaga, J.M. Scimeca, Practical considerations for navigating registered
reports, Trends Neurosci. 42 (2019) 568e572, https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.tins.2019.07.003.

[13] Center for Open Science, Registered Reports: Peer Review before Results Are
Known to Align Scientific Values and Practices. https://cos.io/rr/. (Accessed 10
October 2019).

[14] I.I. Mitroff, Norms and counter-norms in a select group of the apollo moon

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref1
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0132382
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0132382
https://doi.org/10.1258/jrsm.2011.11k042
https://doi.org/10.1258/jrsm.2011.11k042
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aac4716
https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335/a000178
https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335/a000178
https://doi.org/10.1177/2515245918810225
https://doi.org/10.1177/2515245918810225
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2015.10.012
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aaf0918
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aaf0918
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-018-0399-z
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref10
https://doi.org/10.17226/25116
https://doi.org/10.17226/25116
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tins.2019.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tins.2019.07.003
https://cos.io/rr/


J.M. Chin et al. / Forensic Science International: Synergy 2 (2020) 41e45 45
scientists: a case study in the ambivalence of scientists, Am. Sociol. Rev. 39
(1974) 579e595, https://doi.org/10.2307/2094423.

[15] J.P. Simmons, L.D. Nelson, U. Simonsohn, False-positive psychology: undis-
closed flexibility in data collection and analysis allows presenting anything
as significant, Psychol. Sci. 22 (2011) 1359e1366, https://doi.org/10.1177/
0956797611417632.

[16] L.K. John, G. Loewenstein, D. Prelec, Measuring the prevalence of questionable
research practices with incentives for truth telling, Psychol. Sci. 23 (2012)
524e532, https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797611430953.

[17] H. Fraser, et al., Questionable research practices in ecology and evolution, PLoS
One 13 (2018), e0200303, https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0200303.

[18] K. Fiedler, N. Schwarz, Questionable research practices revisited, Soc. Psychol.
Pers. Sci. 7 (2016) 45e52, https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550615612150.

[19] K. Dickersin, The existence of publication bias and risk factors for its occur-
rence, J. Am. Med. Assoc. 263 (1990) 1385e1389, https://doi.org/10.1001/
jama.1990.03440100097014.

[20] M. Baker, 1,500 scientists lift the lid on reproducibility, Nature 533 (2016)
452e454.

[21] K. Dickersin, D. Rennie, The evolution of trial registries and their use to assess
the clinical trial enterprise, J. Am. Med. Assoc. 307 (2012) 1861e1864, https://
doi.org/10.1001/jama.2012.4230.

[22] B. Goldacre, et al., Compliance with requirement to report results on the EU
Clinical Trials Register: cohort study and web resource, BMJ 362 (2018)
k3218, https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.k3218.

[23] M. Wadman, Spitzer sues drug giant for deceiving doctor, Nature 429 (2004)
589.

[24] C. De Angelis, et al., Clinical trial registration: a statement from the interna-
tional committee of medical journal, Ann. Intern. Med. 141 (2004) 477e478,
https://doi.org/10.7326/0003-4819-141-6-200409210-00109.

[25] D.A. Zarin, T. Tse, N.C. Ide, Trial registration at ClinicalTrials.gov between may
and october 2005, N. Engl. J. Med. 353 (2005) 2779e2787, https://doi.org/
10.1056/NEJMsa053234.

[26] C. Allen, D.M.A. Mehler, Open science challenges, benefits and tips in early
career and beyond, PLoS Biol. 17 (2019) 3000246, https://doi.org/10.1371/
journal.pbio.3000246. Figure 2 reproduced under an Unrestricted Creative
Commons Attribution License.

[27] E.J. Imwinkelried, Coming to grips with scientific research in Daubert’s ’Brave
New World’: the courts’ need to appreciate the evidentiary differences be-
tween validity and proficiency studies, Brook. L. Rev. 61 (1995) 1247e1284.

[28] President’s Council of Advisors on Science and Technology, Forensic Science in
Criminal Courts: Ensuring Scientific Validity of Feature-Comparison Methods,
2016.

[29] National Academy of Sciences, Strengthening Forensic Science in the United
States: A Path Forward, National Academies Press, Washington, DC, 2009.

[30] The NSW police are currently undertaking a private study on fingerprint anal-
ysis. Without Preregistration and Strong Methodological Rigor, Their Results
Will Be Vulnerable to Allegations of Bias e like the Studies of Pharma.

[31] G. Edmond, Forensic science evidence and the conditions for rational (jury)
evaluation, Melb. Univ. Law Rev. 39 (2015) 77e127.

[32] v Daubert, Merrell Dow Pharmaceuticals, Inc. 509 U.S. 579e595, 1993.
[33] R v. J(L)(J), 2000 SCC 51.
[34] G. Edmond, et al., Admissibility Compared: the Reception of Incriminating

Expert Evidence (i.e., Forensic Science) in Four Adversarial Jurisdictions, U.
Den. L. Rev. 3 (2013) 31e109.

[35] v Lundy, The queen 410, NZCA, 2018, p. 239.
[36] E.K. Cheng, G.A. Nunn, Beyond the witness: bringing A process perspective to
modern evidence law, Tex. Law Rev. 97 (2019) 1077e1124.
[37] B.T. Ulery, et al., Accuracy and reliability of forensic latent fingerprint deci-

sions, Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. 108 (2011) 7733e7738, https://doi.org/10.1073/
pnas.1018707108.

[38] I. Pacheco, B. Cerchiai, S. Stoiloff, Miami-dade Research Study for the Reli-
ability of the ACE-V Process: Accuracy & Precision in Latent Fingerprint Exam-
inations, 2014. www.ncjrs.gov/pdffiles1/nij/grants/248534.pdf.

[39] Subsequent research attempted to model the mistakes made by examiners in
the Miami-Dade study, but such efforts must be seen as exploratory because
they are not blind to the results of the Miami-Dade study, see:
M.A. Ausdemore, J.H. Hendricks, C. Neumann, Review of several false positive
error rate estimates for latent fingerprint examination proposed based on the
2014 Miami-Dade police department study J. Forensic Identif. 69 (2019)
59e81.

[40] B.A. Nosek, et al., Preregistration is hard, and worthwhile, Trends Cogn. Sci. 23
(2019) 815e818, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2019.07.009.

[41] M.J. Saks, D.L. Faigman, Failed forensics: how forensic science lost its way and
how it might yet find it, Annu. Rev. Law Soc. Sci. 4 (2008) 149e171, https://
doi.org/10.1146/annurev.lawsocsci.4.110707.172303.

[42] K.A. Martire, R. Kemp, Considerations when designing human performance
tests in the forensic sciences, Aus, J. For. Sci. 50 (2018) 166e182, https://
doi.org/10.1080/00450618.2016.1229815.

[43] Note that some labs tasked with applying foundational forensic science
research are beginning to adopt transparent procedures to reclaim trust in
their work, see N.B. C�asarez, S.G. Thompson, Three transformative ideals to
build a better crime lab, Ga. State Univ. Law Rev. 34 (2018) 1007e1072.

[44] J.M. Chin, G. Ribeiro, A. Rairden, Open forensic science, J. Law Biosci. (2019),
https://doi.org/10.1093/jlb/lsz009.

[45] Open science framework, Registered Reports Now!, https://osf.io/3wct2/wiki/
home/?ga¼2.156164027.1690972372.1569146061-655714165.1564441445.
(Accessed 5 October 2019).

[46] Open science framework, J. Responses. https://osf.io/3wct2/wiki/Journal%
20Responses/(accessed 5 October 2019).
Jason M. Chin*

Sydney Law School, University of Sydney, Australia

Institute for Globally Distributed Open Research and Education
(IGDORE), Indonesia

Rory McFadden
TC Beirne School of Law, University of Queensland, Australia

Gary Edmond
School of Law, The University of New South Wales, Australia

* Corresponding author.
E-mail address: jason.chin@sydney.edu.au (J.M. Chin).

15 October 2019
Available online 21 November 2019

https://doi.org/10.2307/2094423
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797611417632
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797611417632
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797611430953
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0200303
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550615612150
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.1990.03440100097014
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.1990.03440100097014
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref20
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2012.4230
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2012.4230
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.k3218
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref23
https://doi.org/10.7326/0003-4819-141-6-200409210-00109
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMsa053234
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMsa053234
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.3000246
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.3000246
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref36
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1018707108
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1018707108
http://www.ncjrs.gov/pdffiles1/nij/grants/248534.pdf
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref39
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2019.07.009
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.lawsocsci.4.110707.172303
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.lawsocsci.4.110707.172303
https://doi.org/10.1080/00450618.2016.1229815
https://doi.org/10.1080/00450618.2016.1229815
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-871X(19)30156-1/sref43
https://doi.org/10.1093/jlb/lsz009
https://osf.io/3wct2/wiki/home/?ga=2.156164027.1690972372.1569146061-655714165.1564441445
https://osf.io/3wct2/wiki/home/?ga=2.156164027.1690972372.1569146061-655714165.1564441445
https://osf.io/3wct2/wiki/home/?ga=2.156164027.1690972372.1569146061-655714165.1564441445
https://osf.io/3wct2/wiki/Journal%20Responses/
https://osf.io/3wct2/wiki/Journal%20Responses/
mailto:dgreenewustledu

	Forensic science needs registered reports
	1. What are registered reports?
	2. The rise of registered reports
	3. Validation studies in the forensic sciences
	4. The benefits and importance of registered validation studies
	5. Bringing registered reports to forensic science research
	Declaration of competing interest
	CRediT authorship contribution statement
	References


