






















Part A:
Critically evaluate the processes and procedures adopted by the First Attending Officer at a crime scene to reduce the possibilities of cross contamination.
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As provided by Gehl and Plecas (2017), the evidence that derives from a crime scene plays a crucial role in offering a depiction of events. The evidence comprises of witness testaments, photographs, physical exhibits and the examination of those exhibits, along with the examination of the overall crime scene itself (Gehl and Plecas, 2017). Of all the different police roles, Mclean and Hillier (2011) offer that one of the most significant responsibilities any officer could have is that of the First Attending Officer, hereon, referred to as an FAO. The capability of the FAO to correctly perform their duties is critical to ensuring that evidence is not destroyed for it to be used to determine the events of the crime; identify suspects or victims; aid in establishing any proof elements of crimes; support testimonies and help vindicate the innocent (Mclean and Hillier, 2011). As presented, a large responsibility is placed on the FAO due to the simple notion that errors made may never be amended and therefore, adhering to crucial processes and procedures is vital to reduce the possibility of cross-contamination and ultimately, preserve the crime scene (Forensic Science Regulator, 2020).

Once the scene has been made safe and any emergencies have been dealt with, the importance of the Golden Hour surfaces. Blackburn et al. (2016) explain the Golden Hour as the initial period of any incident where there is a degree of necessity to preserve a scene quickly so that evidence and be protected or collected while it is still new and undamaged. In the most important context to the subject of this paper, FAOs must ensure that the crime scene is made safe and secured to prevent the destruction of evidence or cross-contamination. Moving, touching, and walking on the evidence located at the scene would risk eradicating confidence in the evidence about those who remain in the scene (Arifi, 2015).  Locard’s Exchange Principle offers further reinforcement that scenes must be preserved, and strict procedures implemented as every person who attends a scene will bring and take something with them and in consequence, impact the state of the evidence (Horswell and Fowler, 2004). Locard’s theory in turn has influenced the techniques of crime scene management and therefore, reiterating the importance of FAOs ensuring that the correct procedures are followed (Horswell and Fowler, 2004).
Precautionary measures should be taken immediately after the aforementioned actions by establishing crime scene perimeters appropriately marked or using alternative items or even different obstacles just to make it impossible for unauthorised persons to enter that scene and tamper with anything (College of Policing, 2021). Additionally, by creating perimeters and cordoning off the scene, it allows personnel to be mindful of their behaviours and how to proceed in an area identified as part of the crime scene. As demonstrated by the JonBenet Ramsey case, which saw a 6-year-old missing and later discovered murdered in the basement of her family home, crucial mistakes were made as the FAO did not initially manage the scene effectively and only cordoned off the victim’s bedroom rather than the entire house (Mohney, 2015).  These actions proved to be a fundamental error as hindsight has identified masses of evidence were lost due to poor scene management plus the absence of proper documentation and regulation of who was able to enter the house and the crime scene itself – thus, in line with Locard’s Exchange Principle, destroying the credibility of evidence through disruption and cross-contamination (Mohney, 2015).  
As well as securing the scene, FAOs are expected to document the arrival, entry and exit of all persons who have entered the scene, including the name, time of entry and exit, the reason for attending the scene and ensuring that some form of PPE is worn (Forensic Science Regulator, 2020).  The Evening Standard (2012) published an article reporting that two police officers who worked on the Madeline McCann case revealed that the FAO did not ‘seal off’ the crime scene - which consequently saw complete strangers as well as Madeline’s parents, their friends, and several unnecessary police officers to enter the crime scene, walk around and pick-up and move items without wearing PPE or under any supervision.  Again, contaminating and destroying potential evidence.  The Police Service of Northern Ireland (2014), PSNI for short, adds that the FAO must adopt a ‘prudent’ approach when positioning cordons as the extent of the crime scene may not immediately be apparent as well as regulating who accesses a crime scene. As displayed by the mistakes made in the JonBenet case where the ‘official’ scene cordons were kept small and evidence outside the remit being damaged, a wide cordon area can later be reviewed and reduced if deemed appropriate and non-detrimental to any potential evidence (Police Service of Northern Ireland, 2014).  While the procedure of documenting and regulating those who access the scene allows a basis for determining who could, in any way, damage the scene and evidence (Forensic Science Regulator, 2020). As displayed by the McCann case, the FAO failed to do so and allowed for evidence, which may have been able to solve the still-unsolved case, to be contaminated since people were allowed access to the scene without regulation. 
As defined by Gooch and Williams (2007), a Common Approach Path is a nominated route into and out of a crime scene, set up to lessen disruption to the surrounding area. In the infamous O.J Simpson case, no Common Approach Path was established by the FAOs due to them arriving two hours later than expected and therefore in a rush to make up time (Wecht and Kaufmann, 2008). Additionally, the FAOs failed to wear PPE which meant that evidence was destroyed and even led to bloody footprints from officers left around the scene and thus, ruining the integrity of the scene (Wecht and Kaufmann, 2008). 
Sutton, Trueman and Moran (2016) have published that Chief Constables frequently review how crime scenes can be better preserved to allow for greater successful forensic recovery with a key and reoccurring topic being the importance of police officers to spend more time with forensic teams to develop better understandings of the importance of scene preservation. The findings further provide that if these relationships are built and understandings are developed, then fewer mistakes are expected to be made with officers demonstrating a greater sense of due diligence and implementation of an ‘investigative mindset’ – a principle further explored in Part B (Sutton, Trueman and Moran, 2016). Additionally, further significance is placed on the National Decision Model, which the College of Policing (2014) say can be utilised in all operational and non-operational situations. The Model is built upon the Code of Ethics and six key elements which are centred on the Code of Ethics. In a summary, the National Decision Model allows decision-makers, in this case, FAOs, to structure a rationale of what they did upon arrival and why – with hopes that this will ensure all decisions are consistent and to consider the consequences of any failings (College of Policing, 2014). However, the College of Policing (2014) understand that in highly intense situations which can be distressing and quickly changing, FAOs may not be able to refer and recall all the elements of the National Decision Model and corresponding actions and behaviours. 
In conclusion, as represented by the published writings of Mclean and Hillier (2011), the FAO plays an exceptionally fundamental role in any investigation. As represented by the cases of Madeline McCann, JonBenet Ramsey and O.J Simpson, if FAOs do not accurately observe procedures and processes; irreplicable evidence can be lost and consequently, dwindling the probabilities of uncovering answers necessary to comprehend the events of the crime and those involved, as well as increasing the possibilities that suspects are able to evade conviction (Horswell and Fowler, 2004). The processes explored are limited to just a few of the actions expected to be followed by FOAs and the cases explored have been specifically chosen to display the results of procedures not correctly being followed and how that in turn, endangers the credibility of evidence through cross-contamination. In Part B of this paper, the specific forensic recovery processes are evaluated, and the impact of disturbing evidence is further explored.
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Part B.
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. 
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Page, Horsman, Sarna and Foster (2019) provide that virtually all crimes at some point during an investigation require input or influence from forensic teams to assist with evidence recovery and examination. Ludwig and Fraser (2014) add, the dependence on forensic evidence to sustain successful prosecution has never been greater, where in some cases such evidence may be the sole means of effectively investigating, policing crime scenes and assuring conviction. While judicial systems are now reliant on forensic evidence more than ever before, coincidingly, the techniques; policies, procedures and legislation encircling forensic recovery and examination are subject to equally elevated levels of scrutiny (Tully, 2017). While it is said to be comprehensible that police officers and senior leaders have an expansive range of prerogatives and a multitude of responsibilities, if the quality of forensic provisions is deemed as an insufficient priority to facilitate risks to be contained and quality standards to be upheld, then it will become unsustainable for forensics to play its essential role in criminal justice processes (Tully, 2017). This part of the paper, analyses elements in practice for the recovery and examination of forensic evidence at crime scenes.
 
Following Part A of this paper, once the First Attending Officers have identified, secured and preserved the scene - Crime Scene Investigators (CSI), Crime Scene Managers (CSM) and other forensic specialists - hereon collectively referred to as Forensic Specialists - will begin the process of recovering materials considered as evidence. The Criminal Procedure and Investigations Act (1996) provides a definition of ‘materials’ as items or information that is deemed relevant to an investigation and obtained during the course of. The processes utilised are dependent on the type of crime that has been committed, the environment and the evidence contained at the scene (Ludwig and Fraser, 2014). A controlled variable is that Forensic Specialists must embrace methodical approaches and this typically begins by the establishing of the Point of Entry and Point of Egress - where the perpetrator entered and exited the scene (White, 2020).  From this point onwards, White (2020) provides that the remainder of the scene will be examined, and evidence will be systematically collated. 
 
The Forensic Strategy, a global approach designed to examine the elements of cases to determine action forensic recovery strategies, enables the potential of material to be recovered and can help maximise the clarification and understandings of circumstances; elimination or identification of suspects and corroboration of testimonies (White, 2020). However, in 2016 the BBC reported that MPs had solicitude regarding the vague and incoherent Strategy (BBC, 2016). The College of Policing (2022) provide that as part of procedures, scenes should be searched in an appropriate manner. A summary of the Investigative Mindset is provided in the Core Investigative Doctrine 2005, and is broken down into five principles which include ‘examination - as a practice produced upon the systematic approach to collecting and evaluating material which is rudimentary to underpinning a successful investigation (Association of Chief Police Officers, 2004). Pepper (2010) says that by embracing the Investigative Mindset - Forensic Specialists should ensure that all evidence is correctly recovered.  At large scenes, Pepper (2010) explains that a formal strategy for the forensic response must be complied by Forensic Specialists and as an example, would entail the recovery search techniques that would be used. There are multiple search patterns but the most common, as weighed by Miller (2018), are strip, grid, quadrant and spiral. Selecting a search pattern is critical and relies on the location, size of the area, and the noticeable actions of the suspect, victim, and any others having access to the scene, that is, witnesses (Saferstein 2004). The number of personnel available also influences the type of search pattern utilised, with some methods requiring more personnel than others, particularly when working on a larger scene (Saferstein 2004). 

There are Codes of Practice and Conduct (CoPD) for Forensic Specialists as set out by the Forensic Science Regulator with the aim to establish a quality level required within forensic investigations (Tully, 2021). The CoPD are enforced to set a standard and uphold the quality of forensic recovery; document control and the competency of Forensic Specialists (Tully, 2021). However, there are limitations as the CoPD do not specify how investigations should be undertaken - the methods used can be provider specific providing they are appropriately validated according to these standards (Page, Horsman, Sarna and Foster, 2019). Consequently, it is argued that provider-specific methods allow for inconsistency and in turn, a risk of conviction appeals being made based on the forensic evidence recovered and examined (National Academy of Sciences, 2009). 

Drawing focus to specific recovery methods, when collecting DNA at a crime scene, it is sometimes difficult to obtain samples that are not contaminated with another person’s DNA, making results unreliable (Press, 2019). Over time, DNA degrades. When undertaking a fingerprint recovery, historically there has been little consistency in practice and quantity of contemporaneous information recorded at the time of examination, due to time constraints in operational working (Press, 2019). In the public inquiry into the Shirley McKie fingerprint scandal, it was discovered that the fingerprint mark had been incorrectly identified as Ms McKie’s and the mistake was put down as the result of ‘human error’ which in turn, unmasked the weaknesses in the policies and procedures encircling recovery and examination of forensic evidence (BBC News, 2011).  However, Rennison and Pugh (2011) provide reassurance that in the United Kingdom, a methodology for fingerprint examination referred to as ACE-V has been widely adopted and provides a structured approach to examination that offers some degree of safeguarding against discrepancies and incorrect results by implementing a secondary verification process and ensuring Forensic Specialists are wholly competent in Fingerprint recovery techniques. Despite this, as shown, errors are still manageable and therefore, questioning whether forensic approaches require more technological development as well as a review of policies and procedures to reduce the risks made by humans (Press, 2019). It should be noted that DNA recovery is just one prime example of a contentious area out of many different forms of forensic recovery.

Williams (2012) provides that reliability in the procedures used and the confidence in Forensic Specialist’s competencies can be improved by the use of dual tool verification. Such advice presupposes that any potential problems are due to the tool's validity rather than the practitioner. The problem is that, while both tools may produce the same result (as one would like), dual-tooling is unlikely to preclude evidence misinterpretation during the examination process (Williams, 2012). The idea of 'dual-examining' is put forward for discussion. Dual-examining, while not a complete answer, demands that each part of the examination and recovery process be divided among two practitioners who are responsible for distinct aspects of the process (Rennison and Pugh, 2011). Furthermore, dual-responsibility is established to encourage scrutiny and participation at all phases of an investigation. Furthermore, since both practitioners tasked on recovery and examination, the task division will naturally develop a peer review relationship (Williams, 2012). However, dual-recovery and dual-examining does not duplicate the effort like a re-examination or hold the detrimental impact of not being able to recover the same evidence again if mistakes are made, but it does have the added benefit of allowing many practitioners to participate during an investigation, exposing findings to twice the scrutiny and twice the discipline specific experience and investigatory knowledge (Ludwig and Fraser, 2014). In essence, this strategy is based on the idea that the more people participating, the better the likelihood of avoiding or detecting investigative errors (Rennison and Pugh, 2011).

In conclusion, despite the systematic approaches taken by Forensic Specialists in line with CoPD and Forensic Strategies, there appear to be flaws within recovery and examination processes as presented by Press (2019) and the Shirley McKie case (BBC News, 2011). Despite the efforts proposed by Tully (2021), it appears that the recommendations made by Williams (2012), albeit a decade old, should be reviewed in order to increase reliability, confidence and accountability in forensic recovery and examination processes to ensure the effectiveness of police investigations and criminal justice processes are maintained and upheld. Within this paper and the limited word count, only a limited number of procedures, policies and viewpoints are reviewed. Similarly, as are a few recommendations to ensure change and improve the forensic element within crime scene investigations. 
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