


PART A- A critical evaluation of the processes and procedures adopted by the First Attending Officer at a crime scene to reduce the possibilities of cross contamination.
A crime scene is classed as being any specific location that might be associated with a crime that had been committed in that location, for example a possible murder or a robbery. Crime scenes could also contain traces of different kinds of physical evidence that might be a crucial key element in solving the crime (U.S. Department of Justice, 2013).
At the crime scene, you have a First Attending Officer (FAO). The FAO is the police officer who is the first to arrive at the location of the crime scene and is responsible in preventing and controlling any changes at the crime scene. The two factors, which some people might argue are the most critical, which could effect the crime scene is the weather and the people (witnesses) present at the location (Donofrio, 2000). 
The initial priority of a FAO, at the crime scene, could be to protect all of the people who are present at the scene from any potential injuries or further harm, which might include the victim, witnesses, children, other accompanying police officers and the suspect themselves. Another role the FAO might undertake at the scene could be to start gathering any physical evidence as soon as they arrive at the scene. One way they might do this is through a Body-worn video (BWV), which are small cameras hidden in the officer’s uniform, which can record the scene accurately, record the behaviour of all parties, and could also record any important relevant comments made at the scene. Physical evidence, which might include weapons of offence or blood, might either be placed in a plastic bag for preservation or be left untouched to avoid tampering it with the officer’s fingerprints (College of Policing, 2015).
In addition to the FAO gathering any present evidence, the FAO could also try to preserve the scene of the crime by introducing physical barriers placed around the scene. The barriers might be ‘crime scene’ tape, additional police officers placed as guards at the scene, or barricades. This would be so to allows the officers to control who enters the scene and to prevent any non-essential personnel from entering the scene. A log is used to note each individuals who do cross the barriers and at which specific times they entered and exited (The Forensics Library, 2020). 
One possible problem the FAO might face, when gathering and preserving evidence at the crime scene, could be the risk of Cross Contamination. Cross Contamination, which could sometimes be referred to as just ‘contaminated evidence’, is where any unwanted foreign material comes into contact to either the crime scene or evidence after the crime had been committed (Warrington, 2009). The cross-contaminated evidence could be brought in either by suspects, witnesses, victims, police officers and investigators, whether by accident or by deliberate sabotage of evidence (Suter II, Efroymson, Sample, et al, 2000). When in a court of law, juries usually expect to view forensic evidence before they come to a final verdict outcome. As a result, this might require the crime scene investigators to be extra careful to protect the physical evidence against cross-contamination. If not done correctly, a miscarriage of justice might occur if these procedures made by the FAO are not carried out correctly and with care (Giannelli, 2006). 
Some possible methods the FAO might use in order to reduce cross contamination within the crime scene could be; to wear disposable gloves, avoid touching any areas of the crime scene where they may believe DNA evidence could be present, avoid coughing, talking and sneezing all over the evidence and at the scene of crime, avoid touching their face, mouth and nose when they might be collecting and or packaging evidence, and they could place fresh physical evidence into new paper bags or envelopes without using staples (Balk, 2015).
Some people might believe that these different methods of FAO’s preserving the crime scenes and reducing are effective because they might strongly decrease the chances of either the officer or witnesses at the scene in accidently spreading their DNA samples onto any physical evidence present at the scene, which might either tamper the evidence or decrease the chances of forensic scientists finding out the identity of the suspect. This might be especially important during the first hour in the arrival of the FAO, where some might say is crucial because this could be where the evidence is the most fresh and present before starting to rot or fade.
However, some people might believe that these methods and procedures are not always effective, possibly due to some officer’s being a bit careless at the crime scene. A real life example of FAO’s being careless at a crime scene could be at the Manson family murders in 1969. On August 8th, 1969, five people, including pregnant actress Sharon Tate, were slaughtered by members of the Charles Manson family via repeated stabbing, at Tate and her husband Roman Polanski’s mansion in Hollywood. The murders were believed to have been motivated by Charles Manson’s hatred of the wealthy and famous. The FAO at the scene was Officer DeRosa, the first mistake he made was opening the front gate by pressing button, without any gloves, which had resulted in him wiping trace of the print from one of the suspects. The next mistake he made was picking up a pair of glasses, which was on the floor inside the mansion, and placed them on a nearby desk. Another mistake was made by the second officer at the scene, who kicked pieces of a wooden gun grip to under a nearby chair as he entered the mansion. Each officer had also trod on blood, from the victims, on the floor and had left their footprints at the scene as well as obscuring the footprints which were made by the suspects at the scene. It was said that these careless mistakes, made by the FAO’s, wasted crucial time and evidence in pursuing the attackers. What had also made things worse was that the officer’s caused a botch in blood testing the victims and suspects, made by forensic scientists, which cause problems in the trials and subsequent police investigation. Fortunately, despite these mess up by the FAO’s, the suspects were still identified and convicted of the murders (Bugliosi & Gentry, 1974).  
This case might make some people believe that the processes and procedures do not always to according to plan as it should be, due to the First Attending Officers being very careless by not wearing any gloves before touching anything in the crime scene, and by not checking thoroughly or examining the crime scene before having a look around. This also resulted in the officers cross contaminating the scene by stepping on the blood on the floor, leaving a trail. A possible big reason why this could anger some people might be because the police making school boy errors, when dealing with crime scenes, could make the public lose faith in the police force, who might say that the police are not doing their jobs correctly and may cite instances like the Manson murders as a reason not to trust or believe in them when they are tackling serious crimes. 
In conclusion, a First Attending Officer (FAO) is the first police officer to arrive at a crime scene. Their first and main role is the deal with witnesses and suspect present, such as by cordon of the area, to prevent passers by from entering the scene, and also by detaining possible suspects who may be present. Their other role is to gather any crucial evidence through different procedures including body cameras and preserving any physical evidence within the first hour of the crime. Overall, their procedures and processes could make the public believe that they are effective and useful, however, there had been real instances where FAO’s had messed up their procedures by cross contaminating the crime scene and messing up crucial evidence like how the first attending Los Angeles Police officers handled the crime scene at the Manson murders. One might argue that a way in which to prevent avoidable mess ups like these from happening again could be for the police force to supply officers, including patrol officers, with gloves on stand-by, such as placing them in their vehicles or have spares in their pocket, so if they do have to respond to a crime scene, they will have gloves at the ready to reduce the chances of cross contaminating evidence at the scene of crime.              
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PART B- A critical analysis of the methods in practise the recovery and examination of forensic evidence at crime scenes evaluating the legislation, strategies, policies and procedures with regard to forensic recovery and examination. 
A lot of Forensic scientists can collect, preserve and scientifically analyse physiological (physical) evidence throughout the duration of a police investigation. Some might choose to travel to the specific crime scene to pick up the physical evidence themselves, while other scientists might choose to undertake a role in the laboratory, which could require them to perform an analysis on physiological items, which would have been given to them by the police (CrimeSceneInvestigatorEDU, 2020).  
One possible procedure which forensic scientists might use to gather DNA or to use for identifying suspects could be through Fingerprints. Fingerprints are physical impressions which are left by people on surfaces that are caused by the pressure and friction ridges on a finger of a human, or even from palm of the hands and feet, which can be used to determine if these physical impressions might have come from the same person, which could be either the suspect or victim (Hemanth & Balas, 2018). Some people might claim that the most common type of fingerprints found at crime scenes could be Latent fingerprints, which are only partial prints of a full finger, partial prints could be caused by the moisture and grease present on a person’s finger result in latent fingerprints found on surfaces and materials such as glass. Because latent prints are not distinctively visible, they usually require development through dusting, spraying of ninhydrin, iodine, or soaking (Maltoni, Mao, et al, 2009).  
Some people might argue that fingerprinting is a very valuable piece of evidence and is effective because they can match the different prints and identity potential suspects, victims or witnesses, as well as fingerprints being relatively easy to recover at the scene. However, other people might argue that fingerprints should not be the main evidence over relied on, due to the possibility of there being cross contamination present, which could delay or prolong the investigations, when could use the time to focus on utilising other bits of possible evidence. 
Another possible procedure that may be utilised to recover forensic evidence could be through DNA sampling. Traces of DNA from each person, at the scene of crime, can be found through elements including; saliva, blood, skin and dandruff. The first known application of DNA evidence, used in a police investigation, was done by Sir Alec Jeffreys, in 1985, for a double murder investigation in the British town Narborough, in Leicestershire, which had involved the rape and murder of a 15 year old girl named Lynda Mann at Carlton Keens Psychiatric Hospital, followed by the rape and murder of 15 year old Dawn Ashworth. The police were only able to obtain a semen sample as evidence. Jeffreys had been brought in to analyse the semen samples. The DNA sampling lead to the arrest and conviction of Colin Pitchfork, whose DNA profile had matched the semen samples from the murders (Elvidge, 2016).     
Some people might believe that the procedure of DNA sampling is a highly effective method of gaining evidence and tracking down the suspects because of real life cases such as the Colin Pitchfork murders, which had proven that DNA sample evidence can lead to discovering the identity of suspects, and could be incredibly useful if there is no fingerprint samples or if there is cross contaminated evidence. On the other hand, some people might not agree with DNA sampling as entirely reliable evidence because they might believe that DNA evidence can either be fabricated or set-up to wrongly convict another person. This hesitation can be further backed up by scientists, who in the late 2000’s, had come to the conclusion that it is entirely possible to fabricate DNA evidence, which could result in the public being sceptical of the reliable and credibility of what had often been considered, for many years, a top standard of proof and evidence in criminal cases (Polloack, 2009). 
In addition to different procedures and strategies in gaining and examining forensic physical evidence, the forensic scientists and police have to adhere to policies and legislation. An example of a possible policy in which police and forensic scientists have to follow is the Codes of Practice and Conduct. These Codes are aimed primarily at forensic practitioners to follow and value the set standards and ideals for which the profession stands for. These can include the practitioners to; Recognise their first and main duty, which is to the court and to the administration of justice, they must act with honesty, integrity, objectivity and morality, they must take all reasonable steps to control and maintain and develop their professional competence, as well as taking account of research and developments within the field, and they must establish the integrity and continuity of objects and materials when they come into their possession as well as ensuring that all of these are maintained whilst in their possession (Department of Justice, 2020).
Some people might believe that these Codes of Practice and Conduct can be a good thing because they help establish and set a level of standard for the physical and moral actions and behaviour in which all forensic scientist practitioners must follow by, as well as setting them ground rules about how far they can go with their practises. For example, the codes forbid them to misuse the use of DNA samples, especially more sensitive samples, such as from rape and murder victims, and the codes could rightly imply that any misuse and disobedience of these conducts will make the practitioners receive full responsibility for their actions. This could make the public have a high level of trust for the forensic scientists because of the government having these codes of conduct in place. 
In conclusion, there is evidence which suggests that forensic evidence can be effectively analysed and examined, during an investigation such as murder, and can lead to uncovering the identity of any suspects, as well as lead to a possible conviction. One such strategy in gaining forensic evidence can include uncovering fingerprints at the crime scene, for either potential suspects or victims. However, some research suggests that fingerprints might not always been of value, either due to foreign contact including; grease and moisture, which could hinder the recovery of the fingerprint, or could cause the print to fade, which can make to recovery process more prolonged. Another example of forensic evidence is DNA sampling, which is where forensic scientists pick up evidence that contain fragments of human DNA, which can include saliva, semen, skin and hair samples, and then try to trace all of these possible samples with samples from suspects. One real life case where this has worked was with the Colin Pitchfork murders in the late 1980’s. However, similar to fingerprint samples, DNA sample cannot always be fully accurate because some modern scientific research has suggested that it is possible for to some people to fabricate DNA evidence, which could either convict an innocent person, or could botch the investigation and the criminal will get away with it. Overall, these could show that the police and forensic scientists cannot always rely on one type of evidence to convict a person, some people might suggest that police need all kinds of different physiological evidence (where possible) to have a match for the same person, which could decrease the chances of an innocent person being sent down for a crime he/she did not commit.        
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