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Abstract : The nature of scrutinizersinour country should be defined as court staff. Theidentificar
tion statements should have the nature of evidence. The subject of scrutinizers should be expanded
toindividuas, and the parties concerned should be vested with the right to sdlect scrutinizers.
The scrutinizers should be guaranteed the statusof neutrality and just. The duties to identify , to
make statementsin courts, and to make compensation for mistakes should be conferred on scruti-
nizers.
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