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Evaluation of procedures of a First Attending Officer at a crime scene and Analyse of the methods of practice in regards of Forensic recovery and
Examination
The first part of this essay is to critically evaluate the process and procedures at a crime scene that the First Attending Officer or more commonly known as the FAO has to undertake when they arrive at the crime scene to reduce the chance of cross contamination happening. The second part will critically analyse the methods in practice when doing the recovery of the forensic evidence at the crime scene, this part will look at has there been mistakes during this recovery in famous cases.
Part A
One of the roles of a FAO when they arrive at a crime scene is to ensure the safety of the public and for their colleagues as well as the safety of themselves according to Bryant and Bryant (2020), the preserving evidence as mentioned by Bertino (2012) is the second priority. The way of going about this according to White (2004) is to set up cordons around the crime scene, the implementation of cordons is important because it prevents people from entering the crime scene and contaminating the scene by leaving DNA, fibers being dropped or leaving impressions such as fingerprints at the scene which could lead to the wrong person from being wrongly involved in a criminal investigation as the suspect and possible lead to a wrongful conviction and this could reduce the chance of the real culprit from being caught. White (2004) also adds that the FAO would also have to keep a written record of everyone who enters the scene. This is done so that if someone who has accidentally left evidence behind then the investigators could refer back to the FAO’s record to note when they entered the scene, it could also be used as evidence if a person has tried to tamper with the crime scene so that crucial evidence is not found.
In a checklist for actions that officers who are first responding at the scene should undertake are outlined by the College of Policing (2016) it provides a checklist of actions for the First Attending Officer, they say that the FAO should make an assessment of the evidence that they saw when they arrived, this could be damage, any injuries to people at the scene and the locations of blood spatter. This is important according to Bryant and Bryant (2020) because as mentioned earlier the first thing a FAO should do is preserve life and this may require them to move furniture for easy access for when paramedics arrive, the moving of furniture should be done carefully and should not be moved again. This should also be noted to the crime scene investigators as soon as they arrive or early in the investigation so that they know what the actual crime scene was like and discount the fact that something was moved. 
The FAO would have to make known how the decision was made and rationale behind their action, this is done as Bryant and Bryant (2020) point out that the FAO would be required to write a statement and appear in court. An example they give is the moving of furniture to give access to an injured person for a paramedic crew. The FAO should make a note of the original location of the furniture, the date and the time of when the furniture was moved and finally the reason why they made the move. A way to make this process easier is given by the College of Policing (2016) who have the viewpoint of police officers wearing body worn cameras, as they would be able to record exactly what the crime exactly looked like when the officers arrived at the scene. This viewpoint is agreed by the Metropolitan Police (2020) who add that cameras would help officers when they would have to submit a report of either an encounter or of an incident.
When at the crime scene to prevent contamination from people investigating at the scene everyone must wear Personal Protective Equipment (PPE). What has to be worn is outlined by Langford et al (2018), these are a scene suit with the hood worn when involved with serious offences, mob cap to retain hair so that it does not mix with hair at the scene, face masks to avoid talking which could leave saliva, overshoes so that shoe prints are not mixed with the suspects and powder free gloves to prevent the leaving of fingerprints. Regarding the gloves should be double worn, this is done for two reasons. The first is that the top layer can be changed after coming into contact with a particular exhibit and the second is that if the person handles something sharp and it cuts the gloves then it will limit the chance of cutting the person and leaving blood at the scene.  
At some crime scenes there is a need to wear specialist PPE, such as when dealing with hazardous materials as implicated by Fish et al (2010). An example would be what Fish et al (2010) label as level A, which is the highest used respiratory and skin protection from solid, liquid and gas type chemicals. This level is used when the chemicals have been identified and are at a high level of hazard to the respiratory system, skin and eyes. Some of the equipment that level A comprises are a chemical protective suit that covers the full body, two layers of chemical resistant gloves and boots that are also chemical resistant. Another example is level B has a high level of respiratory protection but less skin protection, it can provide protection against liquid splash protection but offers no protection against chemical gases. This level is used when the chemical has been identified but the hazard does not require a high level of skin protection.
There are issues when working with PPE according to Fish et al (2010). The main one will be heat stress, this could lead to heat exhaustion, a heat rash or heat cramps. The others are reduced vision depending on which level of PPE is being used and this could lead to trips or falls and harder to identify potential evidence. A reduction in the range of movement, this can affect a person because of the ability to manipulate due to having multiple layers of gloves on. Difficulties in communication as both speaking and hearing will be muffled and this would require the use of hand signals, radios can also be used if it is specially designed to be used in a contaminated area.
When packaging evidence there are many different types of ways as suggested by Pepper (2010), the most common are polythene bags and have an adhesive seal that can show if the bag has been tampered with. Polythene bags are used for packaging fibers. For when packaging clothing for evidence they use a brown paper sack says Pepper (2010) because if they use a polythene bag the sample would decay. Circular plastic tubes are used with regards to packaging sharp objects like knives or screwdrivers, a box can also be used for sharp objects but mainly objects like glass or firearms, these are packaged differently with sharp objects being sellotaped to the bottom of the box and a firearm being secured with a string.
The packaging of evidence should always be properly sealed as stated by Pepper (2010) this must be done never mind what type of packaging is being used. This is done so that no minute trace of evidence can drop out of the packaging or enter the packaging. To overcome this situation Pepper (2010) proposes that the polythene and paper sacks should be folded over twice at the before being sealed, this view is supported by Jackson et al (2016) who adds that in most instances it could also be suitable to double wrap items of evidence by placing the item within a second sealed container. To also avoid contamination between samples it is necessary that all the items are packaged separately in previously unused containers.
When packaging evidence, Pepper (2010) says that they should be properly labeled with the name of the person who found the sample, the date it was recovered, the location when it was discovered and an identifying mark which is the person who discovered the samples initials and the number of the sample in its sequence of recovery and it can sometimes be prefixed with a number. An example is given by Pepper (2010) 12345 IKP 5, the IKP would be the initials and the 5 signifies that it was the fifth sample that was recovered. The label should also have the signature of everyone who has handled the sample of evidence since its recovery.
The most sought of physical evidence at a crime scene that is of high quality is fingermarks as mentioned by Jackson et al (2016), fingermarks are favoured because the technology is well developed and easy to apply. The writers add that fingermarks can be compared to fingerprints that have been previously collected from known individuals. Fingerprint evidence is willingly accepted in courts. Jackson et al (2016) notes that when the body of the victim of a murder has been moved then the search for evidence would continue in a systematic fashion and it is also common to search the area of a crime scene at least twice, with the second search happening before the processing of the scene is deemed to be clear. 

Part B
Within the United Kingdom (UK), there are numerous legislation as pointed out by the UK Government (2020) who give examples such as the Police and Criminal Evidence Act of 1984 or more commonly known as PACE and the Criminal Procedure and Investigations Act of 1996 that give guidance on investigations. Forensic institutions would also have adhere to health and safety legislations according to Langford et al (2019), the main one he mentions being the Health and Safety at Work Act of 1974 and they would also have to adhere to the Control of Substances Hazardous to Health or more commonly known as COSHH regulations of 2002, these regulations demand specific requirements for risk assessment that involve hazardous chemicals or biological agents.
Before 1987 there was no single standardized method of training of crime scene investigators as presented by Pepper (2010), he mentions that a report recommended that there should be a standardized training for crime scene investigators centered on the core elements of forensic evidence recovery. A standardized training could have an impact on keeping a high standard with Page et al (2019) mentioning that standards were falling below what should be expected or have already fallen and they direct to the media, parliamentary and academic reporting of miscarriages of justice as a result of poor forensic practices. Majority of police forces in the UK use the National Training Centre for Scientific Support to Crime Investigation (NTCSSCI) as given by Pepper (2010). He also alludes that the Metropolitan Police Force have their own Scientific Support College that is based at Hendon, these courses duration range from 8 to 12 weeks. 
This standardized training for crime scene investigators could be important because everyone would have the same methods in how they would collect evidence and there would also be a standardized model in how new technological developments in forensics can also be taught in the same manner. Having multiple different places teaching forensics, would mean that one crime scene investigator would have different methods compared to another. This would cause problems if two crime scene investigators from different police forces with different training were to work together because they would be confused on what method of collecting evidence they are using and this may cause evidence to be missed or contaminated by accident. 
A current case that has been solved using forensic science is the murder of Michael O’Leary. Williams (2020) explains that O’Leary was murdered by his friend Andrew Jones because O’Leary was having an affair with Jones’s wife. Jones killed O’Leary with a gun and then disposed of the body by using a forklift and he went to burn the body. When the police were searching Andrew Jones’s property they found a gun and bullet castings, they also found bloodstains on the forklift and on a pushbike, this blood was a match to O’Leary. The police found some of O’Leary’s small intestine, this is the only part of his body that has been discovered to date. Forensic science helped the police to prove their theory that this murder was committed by Andrew Jones.
In recent years forensic science has helped to solve cases that are decades old an example of this would be the Melanie Road Murder that happened in 1984 as implied by Parker (2020), he says this case had been unsolved for 32 years and was only solved because of a successful DNA profile. Hayhurst (2016) explains that Melanie Road was 17 years old at the time and was stabbed 26 times after she had been raped in Bath. The police had first collected DNA samples at the location her body was found but in 1984 DNA analysis was not available, however the police force kept all the samples and evidence collected from the scene. In the years following the murder there were theories from the press as suggested by Curran and Seaton (2018), one of these theories was that there was a connection with another murder of a women that happened in 1974.
In the 1990’s a DNA profile of the suspect says Hayhurst (2016) that was extracted from samples and was loaded onto the DNA database, at the time there was not a match because the culprit had not been arrested for any criminal offences. A breakthrough happened when in 2014 the culprit’s daughter was arrested after a domestic incident, police protocol with domestic violence means that she was cautioned, and her DNA was then uploaded to the national database. A year later Morris (2016) says that cold case detectives again ran the samples from Melanie Road murder and found a match with the culprit’s daughter. The killer was identified as Christopher Hampton who provided a sample of his DNA that matched the samples from the scene. The catching of the killer was only possible because the police first were able to identify the DNA sample and keeping a hold of them. If those samples were destroyed or not collected then the killer may have never been caught.
However, forensic science is not full proof and there have been mistakes that could result in either miscarriages of justice happening or a case against a suspect being possibly harder. An example of a mistake happening in a case is during the Stephen Lawrence murder. The BBC (2018) explains what happened to Stephen Lawrence, in 1993 the 18-year-old was stabbed to death in an unprovoked attack by a group of white youths in London. After the initial investigation, the crown prosecution service (CPS) dropped the charges against two attackers, in 2012 the two suspects were eventually found guilty of murdering Stephen Lawrence.
During the initial investigation of the murder there were issues with forensics as Laville (2011) reports that one of the mistakes was putting the wrong case number on a piece of evidence. Because of this mistake the forensic examiner reported there were no fibers that connected the suspects to the murder, even though there were fibers. The forensic examiner put this mistake down to doing a different case at the same time as the Stephen Lawrence case. However, it was the use of forensics that was key in the Stephen Lawrence case according to Davis (2012), a reexamination of forensic evidence was able to disprove the defense of the suspects. This case shows that human error in documenting evidence can be crucial and could result in a miscarriage of justice.
A second example would be the Gilfoyle case. The background of the case is described by Smith and Bond (2014), this case is about the suicide of Paula Gilfoyle by hanging but Paula’s friends and family have the belief that Eddie Gilfoyle murdered Paula. Both Smith and Bond (2014) and Robins (2018) note that there was a suicide note written by Paula however again Paula’s family believe that this suicide note was written by Paula after Eddie had asked her to write a mock letter after he suicide prevention training at the hospital he worked at. Eddie Gilfoyle would be found guilty of murdering Paula in 1992 as written by the BBC (2010) and was released in 2010 by being given parole, he always pleaded his innocence.
When the police arrived at home of Gilfoyle’s, they found Paula hanging in the garage and they made the decision to cut her down as noted by Robins (2018) because they wanted to give her dignity. At this initial point there was no indication by the officers that it was a murder and that it was suicide. No photographs were taken of the scene and the police also removed the rope from the beam, this bit of rope would be kept in the pocket of a police officer and then a member of the mortuary threw away the piece of rope into a waste bin. At this point the police still had the view that it was suicide. When the prosecution was preparing the evidence for court, Alison (2013) who was involved in the case says that wanted to have the suicide note tested to see if Paula really wrote the note or if Eddie did. Alison (2013) says that they look at letters from both Gilfoyle’s to see how they write, and Alison (2013) cannot totally believe that Eddie forced Paula to write the note. Also, in court, Robins (2018) says that they also did experiments to prove that a woman who was 8 months pregnant could not hang themselves, this theory has since been disproven.
This case shows a lot of failings from a forensic and a packaging point of view. This is clearly seen when a police officer put the rope that was used in his pocket and not packaged it properly, this means that the rope was now cross contaminated and this was before it was thrown away. This rope as well as no notes about what the scene was like when the police found the body could have led to a man being possibly wrongly convicted for a murder that one he did not commit and two maybe was not a murder in the first place.
The conclusion of this essay is that forensics is very important in an investigation because it helps the police to find the correct suspect and this starts with the role of the FAO, this role's aim is to prevent cross contamination which could lead to a case not being solved or someone being wrongly convicted of a crime. When a miscarriage of justice happens involving forensics is due to human error either by not having documents properly marked and not following the correct protocols.
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