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The chain of custody is one of the fundamental elements of modern forensic and criminal investigations. Its main
purpose is to ensure the integrity, authenticity and legal validity of material evidence from the moment of its
discovery until the final court decision. The paper will analyze the concept and function of the chain of evidence,
its importance in forensic practice, as well as the consequences of inadequate management of the chain of evi-
dence on the outcome of court proceedings. Special emphasis was placed on the role of the chain of evidence in
protecting human rights and strengthening trust in the judicial system.
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3HaueHHA Ta BaXX/INBICTb IaHLIOXKKA 36epiraHHA A0KasiB
Y CYA,0BO-E€KCNEePTHUX A0CNIAKEHHAX

AnekcaHOoap leaHosu4, Hamanisa ®inineHko

Cb0200HI NaHYHOK 3bepiecaHHA O0Ka3ie € 0OHUM 3 HEBIO'EMHUX eneMeHmi8 Cy0080-eKCrepmHUX 00C/i0HeHb
i KpuMiHanbLHUX po3cnidysaHs. Moz0 0cHOBHOK Memoto € 3abe3nedeHHs YinicHocmi, aemeHmMuYHoOCmi ma opu-
OUYHOI cunu pe4osux OOKa3ie 3 MOMeHMY ix susgneHHA 00 0CMAamoYHoz20 piweHHA cydy. [IpoaHani308aHoO ro-
HAMMSA ma PyHKYii NaHUroMKa 36epieaHHA 00Ka3is, i020 3HaYeHHA 8 Cy0080-eKCrepmHili MPaKmMuuyi, a MaKox<
OKpecseHo, AKi HaCNIOKU MA€E HeHANex(He NMOBOOHEHHSA 3 IAHUIOHKOM 30epizaHHA 00Kasie 04 pe3ynemamis
€y008020 p032740y. [MiOKpecaeHo posnb AAHUOMKA 36epi2aHHA O0KA3i8 y 3axucmi npas AOUHU ma 3MiUHEHHI
dosipu 0o cydosoi cucmemu.

Knrouoei cnosa: naHytomok 36epieaHHA 00KaA3i8; KPUMIHAMICMUKGA, KPUMIHAAbHE pO3Cidy8aHHSA; YinicHicme

dokasie.

Concept and elements of chain of evidence

Modern judicial procedure does not raise the
question of how some evidence was produced,
but how was it obtained? In order for the fo-
rensic evidence to be accepted by the court,
the submitter of the evidence (most often the
competent prosecutor or the forensic laboratory
that examined the evidence) must prove that the
“evidence chain” of the handling of the evidence
itself was intact all the time. “Chain of evidence”
or “Chain of custody” implies that the evidence
(material trace) was handled in such a way that
at any moment it can be determined who han-
dled the evidence, when and in what way. The
inviolability of the “Chain of Evidence” is ensured
by documenting all actions and persons who
were in possession of the relevant material evi-
dence in those proceedings. It would be useful to
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show an example of handling evidential material
in the Forensic Center of Montenegro, which is
presented as a document in the following figure
(see the next page).

Using the figure in question, that is, the
written document in question, the handling of
forensic evidence can be seen as follows: In part
of figure 1.1, the applicant for expert testimony,
the number and date of the request in ques-
tion are documented. Part 1.2 refers to the de-
scription of the event (the name of the injured
suspect, the type of event and the date when
the event occurred. In part 1.3, by describing
the material trace (forensic evidence) that was
submitted for expert examination, its origina-
lity is ensured and its integrity is preserved. In
part 1.4, the handover of the material trace is
documented with the exact date, which action
unequivocally determines the collection of the



AKTyaani NMUTAaHHA eKCnepTHoro 3abe3neyeHHsn npasocyann

y cnpaBax agMiHiCTPaTUBHOI IOPUCAUKLiT:
Cy4aCHUM CTAH Ta NePCNeKTUBU PO3BUTKY

11 Podnosilac: Broj zahijeva Datum zahijeva
1.2 Opiz dogadsja (oitedeni/osumnijiteni, vreta djela’dogadaja, mjesto i datum)
L3 Kratak opi i dokaznoz materijala:
1.4 . .
Primopredaja uzoraka:
Predao: | Prenzen: | Diatum:
1.5 Vesta ispitivanja/vieitatenja
DAK CSE
DNA HEM
BAL PEH
MEH VID
CERAF OPR
L6 Diztribucija dokarnog materijala u Forenzickom centru
Oz tragowva:
Predao: Preuzeo: Diatum:
L7 Povraéaj trapova za vieitatenja
| Opis uzoraka:
Predac: Preuzeo: Dafum:
1.8 Povracaj tragova podnosioen zahtjevanaredbe
| Chpis papmaka:
Predac | Prenzeo | Diatum:
1.9 Dmot (spiza) predmeta
Predac: | Preuzeo: | Dafum:
1.10

Fig. Presentation of the handling of material traces (forensic evidence) in the forensic laboratory

material trace with confirmation that the trace
is what is claimed in the request for examina-
tion. Part of figure 1.5 refers to which laborato-
ry took over the subject trace for examination
(DAK is the designation for the DNA laboratory,
and so on). Part of figure 1.6 refers to the distri-
bution of the material trace within the forensic
laboratory itself (and most often it is material
traces of this nature), for example and include

DNA expert examination and then ballistics ex-
amination. In this segment, it is of great impor-
tance to describe in detail the condition of the
trace during handover (whether the trace itself
has been changed in any way after one type
of expert examination) from one laboratory to
another. Part of figure 1.7 refers to the return
of the material trace after the completion of
the expert examination to the reception-dis-

27



28

MixkHapogHa
HAyKOBO-NMpPaKTUYHA KOHpepeHLin
(Kuis, 25.02.2026)

patch part of the Forensic Center. How is the
completeness and immutability of the materi-
al trace in question documented. Part 1.8 re-
fers to the return of the material trace to the
applicant himself (the competent prosecutor’s
office and/or the police department), by which
the applicant is convinced in a documented
manner that the material trace he submitted
for expert examination is identical to the trace
that is returned to him together with the Expert
Report. If the material trace, when returned to
the applicant, does not match (a small part and/
or completely) with the trace that was submit-
ted for expert examination, in this part of the
figure, a documented explanation is given as
to why this happened (for example, part of the
trace was used for analysis and the like...). Parts
of the figure from 1.9 to 1.12 refer to the han-
dover of written documents that are part of the
expert examination itself (Expert report, photo
documentation, Order for expert examination
and a copy of the document itself on the receipt
and handing over of material evidence).

The “Chain of Evidence” method described
in this way is part of the documentation which,
among other things, implies the accreditation
of a forensic laboratory according to the inter-
national standard 1SO 17025, which has been
determined by ENFSI (European Network of
Forensic Science Institutions) as a standard for
the work of forensic laboratories in the Europe-
an Union countries and countries that intend to
become such. The mentioned method shows
the right way to establish and apply the “Chain
of Evidence” in practice. However, non-compli-
ance with this way of working could result in the
following irregularities: loss of evidentiary value
of material, compromising of the entire investi-
gation, acquittals due to procedural errors, vio-
lation of public trust in the judicial system and
others.

0

Conclusion

The chain of evidence is the basic pillar of fo-
rensic investigations and criminal proceedings.
Its proper application ensures the connection
between scientific analysis and legal procedure,
which enables legal and fair judicial decisions to
be made. Therefore, continuous education and
strict application of chain of evidence procedures
are imposed as an imperative of the modern ju-
dicial system.
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