What is integrity and why is it important? Integrity of evidence is defined as the “validity of information, derived from examination of the physical evidence depending upon the care which the evidence has been protected from contamination” (College of Policing, 2018). This means that any evidence discovered in a forensic investigation must be protected from the time of sealing, to its use in the laboratory, and preserved in archives after a case has been closed. Integrity can be dissected into four main categories also named the “Golden Rules” which are communication, contamination, continuity of evidence given, and connections (Rennison, 2011). Communication can be how investigators convey information on a site, or in the lab being passed onto a higher level; the contamination rule ensures that no evidence is contaminated with anything that is not from the site of discovery (example: hair from the investigator or DNA from another source); continuity of evidence is mostly used when it comes to witness or suspect stories and whether the story matches up with the events that happened; and connections made from these stories or evidence given. It is important that these rules are kept in crime scene investigations because even the smallest of details which could be missed may decipher how that investigation could close. 
There can be an array of reasons of how the integrity can be lost: whether this is professional mistakes; fabrication and tampering of the evidence by forensic professionals; or fabrication and tampering of the evidence by the criminal. This essay will primarily focus on fabrication and tampering of the evidence by forensic professionals or by the criminals involved and concluding with ways protecting integrity. The three studies being looked at are the murders, and the events leading up to the murders, by Fred and Rose West in 1994, fabrication and tampering done by forensic scientist Fred Zain in 1998, and a 2017 case which is still ongoing through 2018 with Randox Testing Services in Manchester. The essay will include how not only can criminals manipulate integrity to benefit themselves, but how a lack of the four golden rules affects a case as widespread as the West case and how it can also happen in a professional setting as high up as chief medical examiner.
The Fred and Rose West case is a good example of how integrity can be questioned from a professional point of view. Active from 1967 to 1987 and possibly further, Fred would have been prosecuted in 1994 or 1995 but hung himself before being charged. However, Rose was charged with 10 out of the 12 murders they were known to have committed. Fred and Rose West had both murdered and dismembered young women, two of which were Fred’s children, one being his ex-wife, and another being a woman he had an affair with and who was pregnant with his child. (Crow, 2012; see also Greig, 2005) Criminal charges against West had been documented from when he was 20 years old. When he had a charge made against him for sleeping with a 13-year-old girl who was pregnant with his child. However, he did not go into jail due to a “head injury” he had suffered and “therefore could not be made accountable for his actions” (Sedlak-Hevener, 2018). This shows that the collection of evidence in West’s criminal history was problematic even at this early stage. In 1993, the year before going on trial for the murders described above, Fred had once again been arrested for rape, but the key witnesses refused to give evidence. This affected the communication rule for integrity as without witnesses’ cooperation the investigators had no physical evidence to hang the case on. Peter Thomas, in charge of the case at the time, states, “Without that evidence there is no case” (Bennett, 1995) This quote concisely describes how fragile integrity can be and how, if there is no physical evidence, a prosecution is reliant on proving the truth behind someone’s allegations. Luckily enough, the detective inspector Hazel Savage had suspicions about West and the case was advanced in 1994 when a search of the house revealed evidence of torture.
But the problems with the evidence did not stop there. West’s house was unstable, and the sewage flooded through into the garden and soils where the bodies were buried (Cox, 2006). This alone can spoil evidence: bodies were dismembered; parts of the body were found in different areas of England, and if there is just bone it is difficult to determine how many bodies there is in one pit (Anderson, 2014). Sedlak-Hevener mentions that Fred had ‘made Charmaine [Fred’s first child] disappear’ in 1971, and soon thereafter the mother, Fred’s ex-wife, Rena Costello had also gone missing. However, due to no missing report being filed (by lack of communication), she was not found until 1994 in a plastic rubbish bin, and thus the case’s integrity would have suffered had they not found the bodies.
Integrity here could have been ensured if communication had been taken seriously, when instead of allowing West to have three rape allegations and charges, looked at the charges and decided for longer prison sentences. It could have been ensured if, upon Heather’s death, a professional body could have picked that a child was missing and ask to search West’s house. The excavation of West’s garden had problems also, as archaeologists had first started to dig up the garden with industrial sized diggers which may have collected and discarded evidence in the top soil. Fred later had confessed to over 20 killings (Crow, 2012) but only got charged for 12, evidence is missing, and there are bodies unaccounted for which alludes to the previous statement about criminals tamping with the evidence ensuring that the integrity is lost and impractical. 
However, more often than not, it is how evidence is preserved after crime-scene investigators have taken it to the lab where it is in its crucial stage. In the years documented between 1979 and 1989, a former head serologist based in the West Virginia State Police crime lab, had tempered with, and falsified, lab results in crime cases during this period (Berry, unknown.) Fred Zain had originally worked in West Virginia before being offered a job as the chief medical examiner in Texas however it was not looked into that he was not qualified to have the job in the first place, or the level he ended up taking up later on. Zain’s reasoning for his downfall were the “inadequate” conditions of the lab and the “overwhelming” workload, and thus came to a “backwards” reasoning of evidence, for example suggesting sentences such as “if the defendant is guilty, then…” if the lab did not produce results needed for a case. Findings then became presumed as does the defendant’s guilt, which voids the integrity as it is based on presumption rather than actual evidence. The original manuscript from the case says that Zain’s downfall comes from the 1987 conviction of Glen Woodall, a man whose sexual assault conviction added up to over 200 years of prison term. Zain had based his conviction on the scientific analysis of semen found on the site which determined that the blood type of Woodall shared what was found in the semen, even though analysis beforehand proved that the DNA did not match that with Woodall. But because they trusted the expert, police had charged an innocent man with sexual assault (Ross, 1993). In 1992, Woodall was freed and the investigation into Zain had started ordered by the West Virginia Supreme Court and a whopping 134 convictions were in jeopardy as they were based on Zain’s professional expertise and at least nine convictions were dropped, and people were freed. In 1998 Zain was charged in Texas for “fabrication, aggravated perjury, and evidence tampering” and was acquitted from the force however in an apt turn, Judge Andrew MacQueen in 1999 dismissed the charges after finding the case “too vague” and was concerned about how the law was being applied (Berry, unknown).
Although Zain did not tamper with the evidence for personal gain, to ensure integrity to be preserved, especially in a professional manner, would be to not assume that one expert opinion or “evidence” is always correct, when there were warning signs about other evidence not making sense in the whole to rather take that into consideration as well and conduct another analysis. To base one man’s conviction on one piece of evidence rather than everything is not professional, and therefore this is not protecting the evidence nor is it ensuring a legal system which should be fair.
In a recent investigation found that in leading up to early 2017 Randox Testing Services (RTS) had been allegedly tampering with evidence which could in effect undermine at the most 10,000 cases from around the UK (Swerling, 2017). Investigations, including rape, assault cases, and even murder, have already been dropped, with some 50 drug-driving offences being dropped due to degradation of the evidence. Integrity is still ensured in most of these cases, with The Times reporting that the original evidence had not been tampered with, and therefore the protection and care had been kept, some of the “golden rules” had been broken which raises the question on whether the integrity had been preserved. The two rules which could be apparent to this case are communication and connections: the suspects, a 47-year-old and a 31-year-old, did not communicate their crime to those who they worked with (as mentioned in an interview their colleagues did [Burke, 2017]) before passing their “research” and their analysis of the evidence onto the higher levels of the investigation; the suspects must have had connections in the laboratory also, with 10,000 cases at risk of being invalid it is difficult to imagine that there were only two individuals involved with the scandals over the years. 
It is thought that the operation first appeared when the two suspects worked at the minor forensics lab, Trimega, and had got job opportunities at RTS when they bought the most of the company’s equipment and facilities (Brooks-Pollock, 2014) which damages the integrity further as it is highly possible that most of the evidence from earlier cases, sought by Trimega, is lost or has been degraded over time. This does not just affect these two companies as there have been reports from newspapers from across the country (The Argus in Brighton to name one) about the damaging consequences from the investigation would cause an extra 200 cases to reopen. Whereas integrity has been preserved with most of the evidence surviving, par the 50 drug-related driving offences, it bears the question whether the physical evidence is enough because two or three other rules have been broken and cases have become corrupt. If that is the case, how many cases have passed a wrong judgement, how many had evidence changed and therefore a case which would have been solid had to be dropped (previously discussed with the Fred West case). 
How can forensic investigators and laboratory analysers ensure integrity is kept whether it is physical or witness accounts? Contamination: to ensure the crime scene is secure from the public or unauthorised personnel, by wearing the appropriate outfit after going through a decontamination or isolation tent to either inside the scene or outside. However sometimes preventing contamination could prove to be difficult: if there is a victim still at the crime scene there will be first responders trying to medically examine a person; they might leave DNA evidence, fingerprints, or footprints, before a perimeter can be erected and secured around the scene. Integrity can be protected here by making an eye-witness account to defend them in court, by interviewing the responders and to retrieve a full report of what actions they partake in the area. They will also give their fingerprints, shoe patterns in the event of their own integrity being questioned in court (Warrington, 2011). Communication: by writing down every detail that is seen, passing on every piece of information from the site and the laboratories, if someone believes there to be tampering or corruption to communicate with higher authorities, and by allowing everyone assigned on that specific case to know and understand whenever something has been changed or when evidence does not match up. Which leads onto continuity: a site and case must be valid which depends on the continuity of evidence found; whether it is from the site or witness reports. If there is no continuity between the evidence, for example if a person’s time of death was at 11am but the suspect states it was murdered between the times of 1pm and 2pm, or if a witness’ or suspect’s story changes with minute detail, and it is documented to be different, that protects integrity and ensures it. Then finally, connections: does the suspect have connections and are they documented? Have they got connections with the authorities and if so, would that hinder the evidence, have they got family to question, previous convictions which they can be connected to, are they part of a bigger group or were they acting alone? A way to ensure connections is by using the other three rules, by researching their records, by communicating with the public and in the sector, had they committed crimes similar to the one in question before, were they connected to the scene by contamination or in other ways (example; they were family to a victim, it was their house etc.) (Morris, 2003).
Integrity, and its importance in a case, being the validity of evidence, can be ensured by not breaking the rules of contamination, communication, continuity, and connections, by preserving not only the evidence found at crime scenes (fingerprints, DNA, clothing), but by ensuring it’s preservation throughout the course of the trial, connecting the evidences’ significance with oral accounts or eye-witness accounts, and ensuring that research and reports are continuous and not raise anomalies (either in the laboratories or with sentencing, as mentioned with Zain and RTS), and allowing for a thorough investigation while complying to the rules. Integrity can suffer at any point during the examinations, by following and complying to the four rules it can be ensured and therefore secure a fair, and valid, trial.  
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