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Search and Seizure Protections
The Supreme Court has ruled and given limited powers to the police concerning interrogations, searches and warrants because according to the fourth amendment of the US constitution, the privacy of every citizen should be observed in conformity with the law. Every citizen should be free from undue government invasion into their property, homes, persons, and businesses irrespective of whether it happens via police stops of individuals while walking on the streets, searches or arrests of businesses and homes. According to Justia Law (2019), the courts, as well as the lawmakers, have established legal safeguards to ascertain that law enforcement agencies can only violate a person’s fourth amendment rights under limited scenarios and even if it occurs there are particular approaches to be followed. In the realm of criminal law, the 4th amendment, which is further categorized as ‘search and seizure’ safeguards the interest of citizens against a police officer’s physical seizure employing arrest or stop. A police officer’s searches of items and places where the owner has lawful anticipation of privacy such as clothing, vehicle, apartment, hotel room, purse, luggage, place of business and house are also regulated by the amendment.
The fifth amendment dictates that no “No citizen should be held accountable for an infamous offense, unless indicted by a grand jury, with the exemption of cases emerging from the naval or land forces or when dealing with the militia, during the time of war or when the public is endangered” (Justia Law, 2019) Additionally, the amendment maintains that no citizen shall be a force in a criminal offense case to bear witness against himself or be deprived of property, life or liberty without proper adherence to the due process of law. Therefore, the amendment makes the courts deny self-incrimination by police and unreasonable interrogation. 
The acts of the court are further justified in the sixth amendment that safeguards the rights offenders such as the right to a lawyer, trial without unneeded delay, the right to know the people that accused you, and the right to be given an impartial free judge as well as the right to be familiarized about one’s charges and the available evidence against one’s trial. 
The police should abide by the rules of Marquess of Queensbury when dealing with suspects who behave like thugs to control contact (Elmer, 2016). A reluctant suspect can be forced to comply when hands are placed on and the formation of a posture of arrest. In many cases, the police officer assumes the control of the suspect’s arm while ensuring that he maintains himself to the sideways or rear of the criminal. The police should abide by these rules to allow necessary flexibility if the suspect continues to be resistant. It is essential since it completes the sense of futility to suppress the aggression from the suspect further. Another reason why the police should abide by the rules of Marquess of Queensbury is especially to act in reciprocal to resistance. 
The police should be punished if they distort substantial and tangible evidence since according to regulations of alteration, falsification or destruction of record during investigations by federal authority and bankruptcy dictates that “Any person in his right senses mutilates, alters, falsifies, conceals, covers up or creates a false entry in any document, tangible or record object with the intention to destroy, obstruct or trigger proper administration or the investigation of any issue under the law such a person should be punished by being jailed not less than 20 year.” Therefore, the police officers should be regulated using this law to ensure no evidence is obstructed. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Spoliation of evidence harms the plaintiff as well as the offending party’s case. Most often, when it is found that a party spoiled the evidence, it leads to the court compelling the jury to draw a severe inference contrary to the offending party. It is then assumed that the evidence which was destroyed had the potential to harm the case to the offending party (Cynthia, 2010). When that occurs, it merely means the game is over for the offending party. 
There should be no room for exclusionary rule in the criminal justice system of the United States because scholars have demonstrated that the rule is extremely ambiguous (Kinports, 2012). While the exclusionary rule is believed to be fair, possess many virtues, it has no sense of clarity. The rule is only aroused by those defendants who want the exemption of evidence that is presumably probative. The rule fails to come into service for innocent suspects whose rights have been breached because there is a lack of evidence to exempt. Therefore, it means that the exclusionary rule is bias since it only benefits those who are guilty instead of benefiting both the innocent and the guilty. According to Sundby (2012), nevertheless, to the point that exclusionary rule is created to minimize misconduct among the police officers across the spectrum, it is supposed to benefit the whole society in general including those individuals who are alleged to have participated in committing the crimes as well as those who have not. The rule lacks relevance and as a result, it should not exist in the criminal justice system. 
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