


Part A. 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 (1500 Words).

Fraser (2020) defined forensic science as the explanation, investigation and the evaluation of situations that have legal significance which include humans, materials, substances and artefacts. Fraser (2020) concluded that forensic science can help provide the basic answers of who, what, where, when, why and how in a criminal investigation. Locard (1928) expressed that a crime scene is the most important part for any criminal investigation and his principles expressed that any contact leaves a trace. Locard (1928) argued that forensic evidence must be protected from loss or cross contamination that will hinder the evidential value of an item.  O’Neill et al (2013) expressed that a first attending officer (FAO) is the first police officer to attend the scene. The FAO can be of any rank or position and they must take control of the scene or vicinity, including directing colleagues to urgent tasks. Rowe (2018) emphasised that an FAO must follow a standard procedure which has been formed to ensure that a scene is handled in the appropriate manner and they must complete duties whilst waiting for other policing personnel to arrive. Langford et al (2005) defined cross contamination as elements that are transferred from an object or individual to another through third party contact. Langford et al (2005) presented the example of a police officer who has been present at a crime scene who then comes into contact with the suspect, offering the potential to allow a transfer of trace evidence from the crime scene to the suspect. Harfield (2009) outlined that clear understanding of cross contamination prevention methods can lower the risk of it occurring. 
The Home Office (2015) expressed that an FAO should establish cordons on arrival and ensure that they are appropriately positioned to decrease the likelihood of cross contamination from third parties. Donofrio (2000) insisted that an FAO has the responsibility to ensure that preventing and controlling any changes at a crime scene is essential to aid forensic recovery. Donofrio (2000) argued that once the scene has been cleared from danger, an FAO should enforce a cordon around any areas that are likely to contain vital evidence to enhance the subsequent availability of forensic material and to protect it against the possibility of cross contamination. However, Donnelly (2014) argued that officer and individual safety is paramount at a crime scene, even if it results in compromising some evidence due to officers leaving their own trace evidence at a crime scene. Though, whilst doing so they should be mindful of limiting what they touch to reduce cross contamination. Lee et al (2001) argued that an FAO should do their best to protect the crime scene with as little interaction as possible as every item could be linked to the crime committed. College of Policing (2013) stated that by doing this, the crime scene and the evidence can offer a more detailed image to the investigator when investigating all areas. College of Policing (2013) further stated that all areas where the suspect has interacted with, for example, points of entry and exits should be investigated.
Gehl and Plecas (2017) expressed that a scene log must be created by the FAO to record the personnel who enter and exit the crime scene.  Gehl and Plecas (2017) argued that the crime scene log and cordons control the scene to exclude all non-essential personnel accessing the crime scene. Lee (2001) outlined that a crime scene log, documents the occasions that individuals enter or exit the scene. Furthermore, Lee (2001) expressed that personnel who enter or exit the scene can add or subtract particles, so it is vital that the area is quickly secured to avoid the presence of uninvited personnel. 
[bookmark: _Hlk54367629][bookmark: _Hlk54377341][bookmark: _Hlk54355347]Price and O’Neill (2019) advocated that a common entry and exit should be established at the crime scene by the FAO to decrease the chance of cross contamination.  The Home Office (2015) added that the scene log will be assessed by the FAO and must be amended if evidence or forensic opportunities are in imminent risk of loss or cross contamination. Laville (2009) stated that mistakes and inconsistencies by the FAO at the murder scene of Stuart Lubbock contributed to the lack of evidence acquired and resulted in the failure to locate the suspect. Laville (2009) outlined that cross contamination became apparent at the scene as it was not effectively secured, unauthorised individuals were present at the scene and vital evidence was not fast tracked. Additionally, Pepper (2005) expressed that blood which had been found on boxer shorts, a towel and a robe were not investigated efficiently or fast tracked, a member of the public accessed the crime scene to obtain a water sample from the pool and the investigation came to a prompt end. Furthermore, Hughes (2009) revealed that the Independent Police Complaints Commission identified that two potential vital exhibits went missing and they were not seized by police, resulting in no forensic evidence being obtained, yet were included in the photographic evidence. Lastly, Pepper (2005) expressed that due to the lack of leadership from the FAO, cross contamination occurred, leading to the unwanted alteration of vital evidence which effected the exhibits at the crime scene. This means that it was not and still has not been possible for the police to establish whether the two exhibits were used to cause Lubbock’s injuries. 
[bookmark: _Hlk54517096]According to Julian et al (2012) experts believe that forensic science has the capability to solve the case dependent on the actions of the FAO. Fisher and Fisher (2007) argued that it is fundamental that the FAO records the scene and does not move any objects unless it is absolutely necessary. Likewise, Lothridge and Fitzpatrick (2013) agreed and further added that the FAO should not move or touch anything as it can contaminate the evidence, destroying any potential evidence left at the scene. However, if something is moved, the FAO should record this, as it could cause damage to the DNA or trace evidence. Lothridge and Fitzpatrick (2013) expressed that the FAO can reduce the likelihood of contamination by setting perimeter or blocking off the area. Maloney et al (2014) expressed that if the crime scene is outside, the FAO should do their best to cover or protect the evidence to avoid losing it and to avoid cross contamination. However, Taylor and Hurst (1995) completed a survey within the 43 police forces in England and Wales and found that FAO’s required further training in forensic awareness at crime scenes. It was concluded that an FAO’s decision making whilst present at crime scenes highlighted weaknesses in low level awareness for forensic data. 
[bookmark: _Hlk54526148]College of Policing (2013) outlined that the term ‘golden hour’ is frequently used within the police service. College of Policing (2013) specified that this term is used to describe the timeframe which is fundamental after the crime has been committed. College of Policing (2013) specified that it is vital an FAO attends the scene as quickly as possible to prevent evidence loss or cross contamination of evidence. The Forensic Science Regulator (2020) outlined that the FAO will be trained and equipped to preserve the scene until professional forensic practitioners arrive. Darnell (2011) insisted that all personnel, including the FAO should always wear gloves to protect the integrity of the evidence but also to protect themselves. Darnell (2011) further specified that it is fundamental that the FAO changes their gloves once they have handled an item to avoid cross contamination, especially if the gloves become stained, unclean, or torn. It is vital for the FAO to utilise PPE to prevent cross contamination as they are present at the scene earlier than any forensic personnel. The Forensic Science Regulator (2020) insisted that if the FAO or other forensic personnel are suffering from short term medical conditions which cause shedding of body fluids then they are actively discouraged from attending the crime scene to prevent cross contamination as the risk could be increased. Rogers and Stern (2018) indicated that the risk of cross contamination can be minimised using appropriate PPE to adhere to anticontamination procedures.
To conclude, crime scene management is an essential and vital component for the forensic investigation process. It has developed to meet the needs and challenges of the crime scenes of today. Within the last century, the forms of forensic evidence that can be recovered and investigated from crime scenes has changed, resulting in the FAO adopting many processes and procedures to reduce the likelihood of cross contamination to aid the forensic investigation. The FAO assembles cordons, utilises PPE and ensures written logs of the crime scene are taken and progressively updated when necessary. It is essential that quick preservation is undertaken by the FAO to succeed in evidence recovery. However, these processes and procedures are in place to prevent contamination, they do not entirely stop them from occurring as they are easily compromised resulting in the contamination or damage of evidence. For example, the forensic failure by the FAO at the crime scene of Stuart Lubbock’s body. It has been previously outlined that forensic awareness from FAO’s has been weak but it has dramatically improved with the increased level of focus to provide forensic analysts with the highest chance of recovery and evidence information. The role of an FAO is often essential to crime scene preservation and it is fundamental that they follow the procedures that are active to reduce the likelihood of cross contamination.




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 (1500 Words).

Jackson and Jackson (2008) defined forensic science as the field of scientific avenues that utilise the focus of recognition, identification and evaluation of physical evidence. The use of forensic science has become a fundamental aspect of the criminal justice system and endeavours on a broad spectrum of different sciences to attain information regarding the criminal evidence. Jackson and Jackson (2008) expressed that forensic science can assist to confirm a crime, the perpetrator of the crime or any relation a person may have towards the crime. Kloosterman et al (2014) expressed that forensic science regarding DNA, is currently viewed as one of the most important categories of forensic evidence with significant decisions in intelligence and justice being based on it. 
[bookmark: _Hlk55138376][bookmark: _Hlk55140202][bookmark: _Hlk55485137]Sutton and Trueman (2013) detailed that all crime scene investigators are equipped with personal protective equipment (PPE) and clothing to abide by policies and procedures. Sutton and Trueman (2013) expressed that PPE includes gloves, masks, crime scene suits and specialised equipment which Houck and Siegel (2010) expressing that it provides a reduction in the risk of contamination but too provides investigators protection against hazardous materials. Fish et al (2011) specified that when crime scene investigators deal with biohazard chemicals they should always dispose of PPE in the correct manner and use the correct bags. Miller and Bryd (2020) agreed that forensic investigators are commonly known to wear overalls, gloves, boot covers and other essential PPE to reduce the likelihood of contamination and prevent contact against evidence. However, Miller and Bryd (2020) argued that PPE can have negative effects for forensic examiners as it increases heat stress as sweating is increased, the skins ability to evaporate and breath is reduced, causing the examiner an increased risk of heat stress. Although, Hogenboom (2014) claimed that poor crime scene preservation within the murder case of Meredith Kercher formed controversy as investigators were seen entering and exiting the scene wearing a lack of PPE. Additionally, Hogenboom (2014) noted that experts sourced a defence that Kercher’s DNA was located on the blade of knife due to contamination through inefficient handling processes. Hogenboom (2014) stated that if this was true, the lack of PPE had caused major inconsistences within the case and a vast amount of resources had been wasted on appeals which had been built on unreliable forensic evidence. Balk (2015) confirmed that the use of PPE at crime scenes is essential to decrease the risk of cross contamination, however, it was outlined that it is a necessity to use it in the correct manner.
Singh and Singh (2015) outlined that there are strict procedures for the recovery and examination of forensic evidence, in order to protect the vital information that it may hold. Houck (2015) specified that the collection of methods of exhibits often vary dependent on the item itself in order to protect information that the item may transmit. Houck (2015) stated that a knife would be placed into a clear tube compared to an item of clothing, which would be placed into a sealed bag. The evidence is recorded and the appropriate packaging is essential to preserve the integrity of the evidence. All evidence bags or containers must be sealed with tamper- evident tape with appropriate labelling. Hawthorne (1999) objected that packaging and sealing of evidence does not necessarily prevent cross contamination and there is a high risk of evidence becoming contaminated through many different ways throughout its evidential journey. Schiro (2007) expressed that evidence collection is often started by collection of the most fragile or evidence that can be most easily damaged. However, Lee and Ladd (2001) confirmed that all biological evidence is subject to deterioration but the conscientious collection and storage of evidence will assist in evidence preservation which can be used to utilise the information for analysing. Brown and Davenport (2012) revealed that each item that is recovered for forensic recovery must be packaged in individual evidence bags to prevent any cross contamination. 
[bookmark: _Hlk55069015]Cătălin et al (2011) expressed there are certain guidelines for packaging biological evidence to apply with best practice. It is outlined that a high number of wet biological evidence require drying when collecting, allowing it to be correctly stored. Waite (2014) indicated that if wet evidence is unable to be dried immediately then the sample can be temporarily stored in metal glass jar and sited in a refrigeration system at 2°C to 8°C away from direct sunlight. Waite (2014) further outlined that plastic evidence bags should not be used for a long duration when storing wet samples and they should be dried in the correct procedure to prevent the possibility of bacterial or mould growth. Kleypas and Badiye (2019) insisted that it is fundamental that forensic examiners are educated regarding forensic examinations and the different methods of evidence preservation. Waite (2014) confirmed that once the exhibit is dry and packaged accordingly, it should be stored in certain conditions dependent of the type of evidence, for example, room temperature, temperature and humidity controlled, refrigerated or frozen at or below 10°C. 
Harvey (2020) emphasised that failings during the recovery of evidence at the White House Farm murders was as a result of police incompetence. DCI Jones quickly concluded that Sheila Caffell had murdered her family, this had a major impact on the thoroughness of the searches and the examination of forensic evidence due to officers wanting to quickly close the case. As a result of this, Harvey (2020) outlined that Douglas Hurd tightened policing procedures to warrant a more precise level of management of cases due to failings within the Bamber case. College of Policing (2020) outlined that under the Criminal Procedure and Investigations Act 1996 Code of Practice under part 2, it stated that each investigator has the responsibility to complete duties which are compulsory to record information, update records of information and to uphold a successful management which controls planning, organisation and motivation. 
[bookmark: _Hlk55128646]Bruin (2018) expressed that preserving the chain of custody is vital and is the most essential process of evidence documentation. Bruin (2018) indicated that this documentation is important as it safeguards the evidence and the access to it must be granted and recorded to avoid procedural problems and to ensure that the evidence remains true. Additionally, Milne (2013) stated that police officers and forensic investigators must follow the chain of custody for evidence so that each action is accounted for in order to meet the requirements of the criminal justice system. Badiye and Menezes (2020) concurred that the chain of custody is a very critical process within evidence documentation as it assures the court that the evidence is authentic. The chain of custody is a lengthy process as it records the movement of evidence from the point of discovery, to its transport to the laboratory and finally until it arrives in court as an exhibit. Bruin (2018) stressed that each person or department who have contact with the evidence are held liable, holding individuals accountable in order to prevent tainting of the evidence or the misplacing or errors of the evidence as they can be held responsible for this. Dodd et al (2012) expressed that Adam Scott was wrongly arrested for a rape that he did not commit due to the event of cross contamination amongst samples. It was outlined that he was not a suspect in the investigation until the DNA found, belonged to Scott. Gill (2014) advocated that cross contamination occurred during forensic recovery and implicated Scott as the offender due to the laboratory handling Scott’s DNA the previous day. Gill (2014) outlined that Scott’s DNA sample had be handled a day before in relation to a spitting incident whereby the disposable plastic plate which was used during this incident, had been unintentionally reused in the rape case, resulting in the misidentification. Dodd et al (2012) expressed that due to the cross contamination failing the real perpetrator was never found and the victim did not receive any justice. Controversially, Beaufort-Moore (2009) stated that when contamination errors do occur, a high percentage tend to be from the process of collection whereby the correct evidence packaging was not used, resulting in the evidence not being protective properly. However, Bradbury and Feist (2005) argued that the presence of forensic laboratory reports had the largest impact on a conviction of defendant who had committed murder, burglary and theft. The presence of a forensic science report increased the conviction rate by 17% of a burglary offender. Bradbury and Feist (2005) also concurred that rape cases that had a forensic report present had a 50% higher conviction rate than rape cases without forensic science reports.
[bookmark: _Hlk55508628]To conclude, there are many methods that are in practice to aid and assist the recovery and examination of forensic evidence to provide the best opportunity for evidence recovery. PPE, evidence collection procedures and the chain of command all indicate individual fundamental aspects to evidence collection and the presentation of evidence. Without each procedure, there would be gaps within evidence collection. However, at times these procedures can interfere with evidence collection if human failures arise causing inconsistencies within a case or result in the case collapsing due to these failures. Each process and procedure offer many benefits to the criminal processing world but can be detrimental if things go wrong. Bradbury and Feist (2005) concluded that forensic evidence in conjunction with seriousness of the offence did have a positive effect on supporting conviction rates.
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