


Part A: 
As Bryant and Bryant (2019) detail, that the Police attend many Crime Scene, where the scenes can vary on scale from Minor Crimes to Major Incidents. That in the Major Incidents, it may require a larger scale response from multiple branches of Public Services and therefore Crime Scene Management may be more demanding than the smaller incidents. This is also confirmed by the College of Policing (COP) (2019) as they state that every incident is different and may require different methods of how to tackle the Crime Scene Management, yet all Crime Scenes go through stages that are relatively the same to each incident being handled. COP however, state that there are two different types of Investigations; Reaction and Proactive. Reactive, is where the investigation is the reaction to a report coming in from the Public or Intelligence. Proactive, is where the investigation happens based on Intelligence Packets that identify people to be part of a Criminal Activity that is currently ongoing. Going back to Bryant and Bryant (2019), they state that the Crime Scene that is set up, is the most important part of any Criminal Investigation, as it contains evidence that links back to potential suspects, corroborate statements and more important find out what happened. 

COP (2019) continues to state that most reports are not Major Incidents and that the Officer who is first to attend, tends to be all that is required and that, that Officer may continue to be the Investigator throughout. That Officers, are required to gather any relevant material from the person who had it before then and should not assume the investigation can be delayed for someone else to take it up at a later date. 
The statement above is backed up by what the National Police Improvement Agency (NPIA) (2011) states. That before responding, you should aim to attain as much information about the incident as possible, recording all information you are able to attain, be it relevant or not. Once you have attended the incident, you should take action in order to Assess, Protect and Communicate evidence on the Scene, in order to ensure the lack of explosives and potential contamination. This is then corroborated by Bryant and Bryant (2019), that the quicker the preservation of evidence the more value the evidence can pose to the investigation being conducted.
Bryant and Bryant (2019) detail that the first priorities of a First Attending Officer (FAO) should be to find out how many people are present and to ensure their safety including themselves. As people may provide to be a risk to those around them. The FAO as stated above, should also have a rather basic understanding of the incident before having responded to the incident.

“Golden Hour” (Bryant & Bryant, 2019)
The Quote above, from Bryant and Bryant (2019) is the name used for the first period of any investigation, where identification, preservation and collection of witnesses and evidence whilst it is undisturbed and new to allow any and all trace, contaminants and evidence itself to be collected and processed without it losing too much value to the investigation. As evidence like Shoe Prints and Bloodstains can disappear dependent on the weather conditions. Which the FAO, should be thinking about trying to preserve the scene and exhibits within it, due to such.
The Forensic Science Regulator (FSR) (2020) outline two types of Cross-Contamination, Secondary and Primary. Secondary Transfers are detailed as a transfer of trace evidence that has two or more steps of transfers, it gives the example of equipment being moved from one scene to another and having not been properly washed down, which could pick up fibres at one scene and deposit them at the next scene. Primary Transfer is when the trace evidence transfers only one time, usually items from your person, like Fingerprints and Hair. 

NPIA (2011) states that you should always presume that the offender has always left trace evidence at the scene and should therefore not touch anything as it would result in the piece of evidence being lost due to contamination.
“The First Chance to obtain material may be the last.” (College of Policing, 2019)
The above quote, is in relation to Fast-Track Actions, that when the FAO is gathering evidence, it may be their only chance to do so as it may be contaminated or lost if there is a delay in preserving the evidence correctly and appropriately. This should effectively lower the risk of contamination as told by COP (2019). Bryant and Bryant (2019) detail that Fast-Track Actions can be in the use of having a dog to track offenders, immediate collection of evidence that is at risk of being lost due to the environment, switching off a gas/heat appliance due to the risk of fire or covering evidence that may be disturbed due to weather conditions to keep it preserved.
However, as the FSR (2020) state, the use of Dogs for locating exhibits of evidence within a scene may end up transferring contaminants such as DNA, which can potentially compromise any exhibit the dog finds. Be this from the dog, those who handle the dogs and can be from one part of the scene or transferring the material outside of the scene. Which would mean a Dog, is riskier to use, when trying to limit cross-contamination. The FSR recommends to use alternative methods if available, however does state that there are scenarios where there is no alternative method that may be viable to be used in such a scope, where you are searching for evidence over a large area of ground.
Contamination as COP (2020) states, is based off of the principles of exchange developed by Locard. That whoever enters a scene will always leave a trace of something from themselves within the scene itself. As every contact with anything, will leave a trace of some kind, however small or large. Including fingerprints and fibres as a trace element. If the scene holds an object that was brought into it by the Offender, it may assist the investigation by tracing its origin, be it by the traces it left at the scene or the object itself being at the scene. However, traces can result in cross-contamination if articles of evidence aren’t packaged properly or handled with care. Which as the NPIA (2011) detailed above, can result in lost pieces of evidence. 
The FSR (2020) also state that environmental factors such as temperature may play a part in how to prioritise preservation and limit contamination of scenes, as the hotter a scene is the more risk of perspiration being a contaminant from an investigator, offender, victim or anyone who was at the scene. Therefore, they do advise in this case, wearing lighter clothes or maybe even a lighter protective suit and regular breaks to ensure a limit to the risk of contamination. 

The FSR (2020), states under their Anti-Contamination Policy, that Cordons and Protection of the scene should be put into place and positioned appropriately to ensure control and records are kept of who enters and leave the scene, in order to limit the risk of contamination. Cordons should also have a single point of entry, in order to ensure the record of who enters and leaves can remain recorded correctly. Which is backed up by Bryant and Bryant (2019) where Cordons should be visible barriers, that are put into place as a statement to limit the access for personnel that are relevant to the scene only by the FAO. They tend to use Police-Tape in order to make it visible and highlighted to the public and personnel accessing the scene. As stated by the FSR, they also help to control the access to and from the scene area/cordon. There tends to be two cordons at least, the inner and outer cordon, one for ensuring the public remain away from the scene and the other to secure the scene from potential contamination. A Third may be set up, for traffic in major incidents.
As the NPIA (2011) state, in order to combat potential cross contamination, you should identify a Common Approach Path (CAP), this should then be used by all personnel in order to follow the route you had taken when entering the scene. That this should take note of all evidence, including positions of people and potential risks. Risks including damage to the building or other hazards like sharp objects and chemicals. This should then ensure the scene is protected from any major contamination from people who are walking over it, leaving trace evidence and foot prints. As the NPIA also state that you should take care to try to minimise the amount of damage when entering the scene, trying to leave it as undisturbed as you can from any interaction until the Investigators would arrive.

As Fryer (2012) backs up what was earlier said with COP and Bryant, that the general assessment of a case will be the same no matter the types of evidence that it may involve. However, Fryer does detail that in a Major Incident, there will more likely be more samples of evidence to be taken from it than a Minor Incident, where the volume of samples will be less alongside less resources allocated to the Incident. Fryer also details that when assessing the incident scene, you should establish that trace evidence may have been left by the Responders, Suspects, Victims, Witnesses and/or items. This also includes Secondary transfers, where it was picked up elsewhere and then the trace had fallen off/was left at this scene. 

In conclusion, the First Attending Officer has a lot to deal with, as per Bryant and Bryant (2019) have detailed, that the First Attending Officer needs to continuously take out risk assessments, minimising the risk to life and evidence as much as they can, prioritising life whilst setting the scene up for the Crime Scene Investigators (CSI) and other Police personnel that may be required. Whilst trying to ensure all information is remembered and details that may prove prominent, relevant or irrelevant are retained. Which is further corroborated by COP (2019) and FSR (2020).





Part B: 
As Bryant and Bryant (2019) declare, that within common law it is the duty of constables to retain exhibits for use in court, as it may be evidence of the crime that has taken place. This can range from physical items to digital items such as items on a Computer/Hard-drive. That if an Officer finds an exhibit that could be used as evidence in court, should therefore seize the article of evidence and record the details of the object. This comes under Police and Criminal Evidence Act (PACE) 1984, Common Law and Code of Practice for the Police Services.
As Jackson et al (2016) regards that there is a specific structure set out for Crime Scenes in terms of command, where you will have the Senior Investigating officer at the top, your Crime Scene Co-ordinator, Manager and staff then below (in that order). This structure will be set up for all serious crime investigations and may vary slightly dependent on the Police Service using it. The Crime Scene Manager will be in control the one scene each and may have more than one person as it, dependent on how many scenes the crime has. The more serious crimes tending to have more scenes due to the fact that evidence may have been moved or property related to the victims or suspects. 
COP (2020) states that the FSR ensures that Forensic Services are provided all across the criminal justice system and is therefore subject to set standards of scientific quality. The FSR publishes codes of practice and conduct in order for Investigators and Forensic Scientists to follow and use, in order to ensure standards are met and upheld for the use within the criminal justice system.
As the FSR (2020) dictates, that packaging of exhibits should preserve the integrity of the exhibit being packaged and minimise the degradation and contamination of the exhibit that has been packaged. Which, in the case of Sarah Payne according to the British Broadcasting Company (BBC) (2001), the court were told that several hairs had been found on the outside of the forensic bags, stuck to its adhesive sticky edge. Which, when questioned the Examiner involved said it could have the potentiality that it is contaminated. Which is why the FSR (2020) attempt to ensure the integrity of all packages are appropriate and do not contaminate the exhibit itself.

Bryant and Bryant (2019), within their handbook, state that any exhibit found at the Crime Scene that is being retained and packaged should include the name of the person who had found the exhibit, the number of said exhibit (that tends to also include the initials of the investigator who had found the exhibit), the date, time and location of where it was found and a relatively basic description of the item. The Description then allows people to describe it in a way that everyone understands. This is how you should formally record an exhibit once found and packaged appropriately. Bryant also advises that personnel shouldn’t accept an exhibit of evidence from those who are not of the Public, as it contains a risk of cross-contamination.
As Fryer (2012) states the preservation of the scene is paramount and should be considered from first contact with the scene, this is also part of the advised Fast Track actions by COP (2019) as explained above in Part A. Protective measures such as wearing Protective Gear should also be considered in regards to the temperature and environment, that FSR (2020) corroborates. Exhibits should be packaged individually; they should then be checked to ensure that they aren’t being mixed up. FSR also dictates that when an exhibit is collected and packaged, it shouldn’t be reopened until a later date to save from contamination. 
Yet, as Belchior and Andrews (2016) detail that in their findings of using nylon bags like we do at Fire-Scenes to package exhibits of evidence such as debris pose a risk of cross contamination. Their findings when tested cross contamination does occur after days up to two weeks of being packaged. 
In conclusion, packaging an exhibit appropriately is required. However, the technology for packaging may not be there for every form of exhibit at the current moment and is heavily reliant on the brand type as Belchior and Andrews (2016) had only tested it on two brands of Nylon Bags.

Jackson et al (2016) lists that until recent years, sketching of crime scenes were made in order to show the locations of evidence and objects which were prominent, along with the dimensions and orientations of the room and objects. However, Jackson notes that in recent years it has been suspended from required use within England and Wales due to the use of images and a computerised versions of crime scenes being able to be generated for use. As they are based on the same items of detail as the sketches would be. 
However, Pepper (2010) states that investigators every-day now, tend to utilise the skills of photography in order to record any exhibits found at a crime scene, no matter the location. However, as Buck et al (2013) records, that photographs of the incident can be inputted into a 3D analysis that uses the parameters of the Camera that was used, in order to dictate volume and measurements and that in return calculates a 3D scene of the incident that can help visualise the scene itself. 
In refutation, Jackson (2016) does mention on the idea of making sketches still, as if an object has to be moved before you are able to take an image of it or that in the case where a Computerised version is impossible or not to be generated, then sketching is still useful and should be used.
Overall to sketching, Pepper (2010) and Jackson (2016) seemingly are both stating that Sketching is an out-dated function due to the ability to take images and record evidence without having to spend time drawing it and that as Buck et al (2013) reports, can be used in a 3D visualisation of the scene. 

Going back to Jackson (2016) is that with Data evidence, that is usually statistics, you have a variety of different types of data, which include; Qualitative, Quantitative, Frequency, and Continuous. Qualitative tending to convey information that is more specific to the item an exhibit/trace such as its category/type, rather than amounts or size of it that would be Quantitative. You also have continuous data, that can have a value within a range of values permitted by the item you are gathering data on. Then you have Frequency which is the amount of times a number is given during a controlled situation. Frequency, tends to be used in order to attain the precision of the tests, by repeating it in order to have results that are close together that are/should be precise. If they are not, then the data from the evidence attained is inaccurate. Examiners should then produce a report of the results that is able to be read and presented in Court. 

Yet, as White et al (2004) details, that when talking to the public about forensics the public have limited knowledge of the science and what it does. Therefore, they end up having ideas that are miss-guided due to television shows that they have watched. Expertise in the area of Forensics is of little value if unable to present themselves on paper or in court, as the outcome of investigations containing forensic involvement will more commonly come down to being questioned in court about the evidence and tests. Therefore, examiners before appearing in court should build a report that includes the results of all tests under taken in a fashion that is readable and understandable to those who do not know anything about forensics. Which is a key problem as if the jury or others do not understand what you are on about, be it when questioned or in the report produced, may end up with significant hardships in court for the expert and evidence value.
However, as Edmond et al (2018) notes that in the year of 2013 Streamlined Forensic Reported (SFR) was introduced that was aimed to avoid the need of long reports and the delays that followed their requirement to be produced for courts. This would minimise the amount of results and information required on the forms for court, in order to keep the language simple for those involved in the process at court. The SFR only takes a page, whereas beforehand you would have had multiple forms.
In conclusion, Forensic Scientists as described by Jackson (2016) and White et al (2004) develop a report for courts that do not contain the full evaluation of the evidence and is instead streamlined and when a full report is produced. This, as Edmond et al (2013) explains, can be deceptive to the defendant as they should be put in a place where they understand all scientific evidence against them, rather than have to identify the real issue from a list of summarised results. Edmond et al also state that the SFR doesn’t present the entire value of the findings/results of the evidence due to the limitation of the Report. 

However, in return legislations and policies like the Forensic Science Regulator (2020) and College of Policing Documents, do aim to support their abilities to recover and examine exhibits to a standard that is satisfactory for and within the courts. Alongside updated equipment allowing them to quickly take images, rather than having to sketch the scene as Pepper (2010) had stated. Yet recently as Buck et al (2013) were on about earlier, the idea of 3D Visualisation via images taken from a Camera of a scene. 
However, issues still remain. As Edmond et al (2013) had described with the SFR and having them summarised in such a method that may be unusable by the defence. 
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