



Critically evaluate the processes and procedures adopted by the First Attending Officer (FAO) at a crime scene in order to reduce the possibilities of cross contamination:

Erzsébet (2016) introduces that cross-contamination was originally defined by Edmon Locard. 
Edmon Locard defined it as an exchange principle that when objects contact one another, fibres and materials are transferred between the two surfaces.  An example is given that when a criminal enters and then later leaves a crime scene, the criminal potentially leaves a trail of DNA, hair, blood, latent prints and fibres and pick up the victim’s DNA, hair, blood and so forth. 

Baldwin and May (2000) introduce that typically, crime scene contamination is the result of having multiple officers and staff carrying-out multiple different tasks and actions at the same time. 
Gardner and Kronskup (2018) Continue that the risk and likelihood of cross-contamination will grow with the greater number of officers and staff at the scene.  

O’Hagan and Green (2018) describe that this is when avoidable errors are made, where evidence becomes contaminated with personnel hairs, fibres, or trace material.  There is a continued risk that actively searching the scene could destroy latent prints. 

Horsman, Findlay and James (2019) use the following example that evidence at a burglary scene, presuming that the suspect has made off with the valuable goods- it is likely the only individuals present at the scene would be the victim and the officers. 
Horsman, Findlay and James (2019) argue it is unlikely that a great deal of contamination will occur.  However, continue that in contrast, if there was a ‘regular’ death, the scene could potentially be contaminated with footprints, fibres, DNA and hair from the first responders/paramedics, the family, crime scene investigators, police officers and investigators.  Horsman, Findlay and James (2019) use this as an example to stress the importance of correct measures when attending a scene to reduce the risk and likelihood of contamination occurring. 


Page et al., (2019) analyse the risk of First Attending Officers (FAO) at major crime scenes.  It is described that police officers and forensic practitioners are often called upon to investigate complex (and typically) organised crimes.  As a result, crime scenes are being investigated after the initial response officers have attended the scene, forensics officers are tasked with examination, reporting and analysis of evidence. Dieleman and Duncan (2013) continue that correct policies and procedures are set out to reduce the risk of contamination occurring (as it is likely that many officers and staff will attend the scene) and to ensure that officers are safe and well and are not subjected to risks (debris, wires, Chemical, Biological, Radiological, Nuclear (CBRN) and many more.

ENFSI (European Network of Forensic Science Institutes) (2012) introduces the procedures that the First Attending Officer should follow regarding scene preservation. All scenes, whether they may be indoors or outdoors, a house or a vehicle must be protected within the earliest opportunity  
(Roycroft (2019)  describes that this is done within the ‘Golden Hour’- it is a term that is often used to describe the time directly after a crime has been committed, as it is typically when material is readily accessible in high volumes) it is done to prevent the risk of contamination.

Hofer et al (2020) continue that a crucial part of the procedure is that any attending personnel must hold accountability over their actions, to ensure it does not compromise the retrieval of forensic evidence. Gill (2020) describes that to ensure this, measures should be taken to maintain scene preservation. These include that all non-essential staff and officers be removed, cordons to be put in the correct place, a scene log to control the entry of personnel, establishing a common approach path and using barrier clothing. 

Butler (2020) writes that measures are required to be taken to reduce the risk and possibility of cross-contamination prior to packaging evidence found on the scene. 
Mozayani, A. and Parish-Fisher (2017) describes the preventative measures, these include the correct use of disposable equipment that is to be changed at the required times. That equipment is decontaminated after every use. 
Sheppard, Fieldhouse and Cassella (2020) continue that when suspects are being transported or interviewed it is crucial that different rooms and vehicles are used, to prevent a mix-up occurring. 

Tilstone, Hastrup and Hald (2019) conclude scene preservation by writing that these measures are required and must be followed to prevent cross-contamination, after materials/evidence have been recovered and packaged they must only be re-opened under particular conditions.   


Bowman and Grindrod (2019) introduce another procedure which is searching the crime scene. Consideration is needed on non-intrusive methods to achieve a preliminary record of the scene, prior to the gather of evidence. 
Chowdhury (2020) continues that the only exception to the above is that if there is a great risk of losing evidence, e.g a drastic weather change. If this occurs, markers should be used to specify where evidence has been recovered from.



Wallerseiner (2020) introduces Ian Calder, who investigated the death of Stuart Lubbock- a male that was found dead in Michael Barrymore’s pool in 2001. An example of when errors in handling evidence and cross-contamination has resulted in missing answers.
Drake and Haynes (2011) describe the events that happened in March 2001 when  Stuart Lubbock after a party, was found dead in the swimming pool at Barrymore’s house. In June 2001 Barrymore was arrested along with two other men; they were later arrested and bailed in connection with the death. March 2002 no charges were made against the three men arrested in relation to Lubbock’s death.

Laville, S (2009) writes how it was found there were many failings that had been found by the IPCC. It was discovered that the scene was not correctly preserved, that unauthorised people were allowed to stay at the scene, crucial evidence that contained blood had not been examined and that a member of the public was allowed on scene and access to the pool to take the temperature. On top of all the failings that were found by the IPCC the investigation was also suspended prematurely.
The Press Complaints’ Commissioner (2009) continues that two pieces of evidence had gone missing from the address. The thermometer and detached door handle were never seized by the police and were never forensically tested. The police have not been able to establish whether these items were used to implement Stuart’s injuries.

Another crucial example is the murder of Meredith Kercher. 
Simkin, (2014) introduces how Amanda Knox was convicted for the murder of Meredith Kercher, who died from knife wounds which she suffered in her apartment that she shared with Knox.  Raffaele Sollecito who was Amanda’s boyfriend at the time was also found guilty of killing Meredith Kercher.

Freyenberge(2013) continues that there were a series of errors made whilst evidence was being collected. For example, there were multiple incidents in which forensic officers had entered the crime scene without the correct equipment on (hair caps and facemasks). 
Gill (2016) continues that even those who were wearing PPE had not followed procedures and had worn dirty gloves and had not changed them at the appropriate time.  It was also found that police had used plastic bags to wrap evidence in rather than the paper bags that should be provided, this heightened the risk of contamination. 

Burleigh, (2011) writes that the evidence that had been collected played an immensely critical role that resulted in the sentencing of Knox and her co-defendant Raffaele Sollecito in the 2007. 
However, as Gies (2017) continues forensic experts had argued to the appeals court that the evidence that had been collected had fallen far below the international standards and may have been subjected to contamination.  Another failure of procedure is that original tests that were conducted on a blade had not followed correct international procedures, it was later believed that the knife could be attributed to Knox. The knife was also found in Sollecito’s apartment. 

Fegitz (2020) describes how Stefano Conti, one of the forensic experts has referenced to numerous cases of forensics’ police entering a scene of crime without the correct PPE on. This strengthens the importance of following procedures, making evidence more reliable.  Clifford (2014) writes that two police officers had collected a bra clasp, believed to be owned by Meredith, only 46 days after the fatal stabbing was the evidence collected and this is when the officer who had collected the exhibit had worn used PPE.


Critically analyse the methods in practice for the recovery and examination of forensic evidence at crime scenes evaluating the legislation, strategies, policies, and procedures with regard to forensic recovery and examination:

Alves (2019) describes that the method in which evidence is collected is one of the most vital components of establishing a case and safeguarding that justice is served in the community. However, as Alves (2019) continues that through procedures and policies there are detailed approaches available on how to correctly hand evidence and how to continue the chain of documentation.

Turman (2001) writes that Deoxyribonucleic acid (DNA) is a structure within the human body; every cell within the body contains DNA. Gathering Evidence for the purpose of finding DNA and evidence of fibres is crucial within case progression. It is crucial to be noted that DNA in people’s blood is the same that you would find in a person’s hair, teeth, skin, and urine.  

Forensic Science Regulator (2015) writes that there are other set procedures such as the management of Forensic Recovery.  It is crucial for evidence to be recovered at the first opportunity. Control swabs and control materials must be kept separate from surfaces such as clothing, evidence, or people- as it may lead to mistrials.

Desiderio. and Daéid  (2020) introduces the importance of correctly labelling and tagging evidence.  It is a critical measure to follow protocol as it makes it easily to be identified, also when investigators follow procedures it reduces the risk of tampering and the likelihood of a mistrial. Proper labelling is also an important step as it reduces the risk of having to relabel and move the evidence.

There are many procedures and policies in place such as one by The Home Office. The Home Office (2020) introduces that a Tamper Evidence Bag is a clear plastic and leak-proof plastic bag with a robust adhesive seal. When an officer seizes an item, officers must wear a clean, unused pair of nitrile gloves. If an item is seized that needs to be forensically examined, it must always be done in a clean sterile environment. The bag must never be handled in a way that may contaminate the interior.  The Tamper Evidence Bag seal is protected via a ‘peeling’ strip, there is also an orange and white security strip. 
The Home Office (2020) continues that to correctly seal the bag it must be placed on a flat surface, then whilst holding a corner of an orange strip the officer must pull the corner off the blue strip. The next step is to then even out the adhesive strip. It is crucial that contact with the adhesive strip is to a minimum.
McEwen, T., 2011. describes that after following the procedures correct labelling should be conducted from the seizure. 
As Fraser and Williams (2013) state that the evidence bag should be completed in block capitals in a black pen. The bag will be required to fill out the relevant sections, this usually includes: a concise and accurate description of the contents/material that were gathered, who was the owner of the item, where the item was found (a drawing or note made in a officers notebook or on their tablets would also be recommended), who found the item, with the time and date the item was found – identify marks must be unique to the person that is labelling/seizing the evidence ( a collar number or staff number would also useful to write on the evidence bag.)

Oswald and Babuta (2019) introduces the legislation from the Criminal Procedure and Investigation Act 1996 Code of Practice, as part 2 states  that officers have a  duty of conduct and accountability which ensures that recording of information and evidence is handled to the most professional standard. Li, (2015) continues that the Standard Operational Procedures, that those who recover exhibits or take samples must ensure that it the proper measures are taken and that the correct material is available. 
 
Rutty, Hopwood, and Tucker (2003) describes that it is critically important for officers to follow these procedures that have been set out by the government and other agencies. Ensuring an officer follows these guidelines should minimise the risk of error and protect the integrity of the evidence.  Failure in compliance may result in repercussions from higher ranks or the failure on evidence being examined.

Lee and Miller (2001) defines the theory of the 'chain of custody' as a model that relates to the physical and logical structure that officers and staff will go through when gathering evidence (physically or electronic) for legal cases.  By following this model religiously it can result in evidence that may appear to be unnecessary to one investigation may in fact, hold  a crucial part and  be of use in another.
Peterson, Sommers, Baskin and Johnson (2010)  continues with the  importance of  inspecting pieces of evidence throughout the transfer during the chain of custody to certify that the evidence has not lost any integrity  and has not been compromised.


Bonsu, Higgins and Austin, (2020). Continues that all packages should be correctly sealed which would prevent any air or fibres from getting in via the bag. All gaps must be covered and secured, no stapling is to be used and that bags should not be re-opened unless within a controlled environment, this is to avoid contamination. A elaborate would be an ideal location.
Harush-Broh,, et al (2020) describe that if evidence has to be opened then the correct and comprehensive  documents must be filled out that detail the conditions that the bag may be opened in. For legal purposes to maintain continuity and the chain of custody it is vital and heavily recommended that this document is kept with the evidence as it proves who has handled the item and what has happened to it.  All evidence that is seized must then be stored on the property system which correctly describes where the evidence is being stored (freezer, outdoor storage or drugs locker are just a few examples.)
Bright and Petricevic, (2004).  Define that if the above is conducted correctly and evidence/swabs taken and seized have been done so as per guidelines, the forensic lab will gather the collected samples and analyse them.  The evidence that they can study and interpret include DNA (from sliver, blood, dental and prints) to fibres off clothes, tracks off a vehicle, contents of alcohol and identifying drugs, paint chips and firearm residue. 

Forensic Science Regulator (2020) introduce the important of a scene log. A scene log is used as a guide of who has entered and left the scene. It is also an effective procedure to use when keeping track of evidence, the Scene Log Officer will be nominated at the start of the common approach path which has been marked by the inner cordon. When personnel enter the inner cordon, they must have full authority off of the Scene Log Officer (or the deputy SLO) and name, collar number and reason of entry/exit must be noted down.  The Scene log is crucial part of continuity.
Science and Technology Select Committee (2019) conclude with that the crime scene must be thoroughly documented. It is crucial that the examination is noted too. This documentation will typically include notes (voice recorded or handwritten), storing information that has been reieceved directly onto a computer, sketches or drawings of the scene itself, Body-Worn Video and Pocket Notebook entries. 
Petherick, Turvey and Ferguson (2009) Introduce the last example that we will consider when analysing the methods of recovery and examination. Petherick, Turvey and Ferguson (2009) describe how that if officers find themselves whilst on active patrol, a criminal investigation or at a scene of crime dealing with a crime that has money linked to criminal conduct. The Proceeds of Crime Act 2002 (POCA) enables police officers the power to seize the cash – this is a process that is dealt with in a civil matter through courts rather than the means of a criminal investigation.  Siegel and Saukko, (2012) continue that officers also have powers under the Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984 (PACE) where legislation under The Proceeds of Crime Act 2002 may not apply or cease to apply. A Honess (2020) concludes if a criminal investigation collapses any cash or evidence seized would typically be returned to the suspect.   However under sections the sections between 295 and 298, if it is suspected that the cash has come from criminal activity it can be seized and detained under POCA.
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