Outline what is meant by the ‘integrity’ of the evidence and by using a specific example, describe how this may be ensured.

The ‘integrity’ of evidence in principle is securing the crime scene and ensuring that any and all evidence that is at that site is not contaminated by traces from outside the crime scene, and that there is a paper trail from the moment any evidence is seized to when it is given to the Court. There are many ways in which this can be achieved. At the crime scene itself decontamination tents and Personal Protective Equipment are in place. This is to ensure that any hair, shoe prints and finger prints that may be left behind are not taken into account as evidence of a crime and leading the investigation in the wrong direction. All of these precautions are necessary to prevent the ‘integrity’ of evidence being compromised. This can also be an issue later on during the processing stage and the tests that are used during the laboratory phases. Therefore, it is important that these tests be recorded and performed in a sterile environment to try and prevent any contamination or paperwork issues from arising and becoming problematic in any Court case. This all can impact on whether the Court will accept the evidence provided, or whether the case will be thrown out due to the evidence lacking ‘integrity’ and it not having the appropriate documentation and records to prove that it was not compromised. There also needs to be a paper trail that tracks everywhere the evidence has been and everything that has happened to it since it left the crime scene, thus ensuring that it had not been tampered with.
When the crime scene or accusation is initially processed things can easily go wrong and this can lead to the ‘integrity’ of the evidence not being ensured. This is crucial as the ‘integrity’ of the evidence means that it is admissible in Court. If this is not guaranteed, then the evidence may not be used and thus may undermine the entire investigation. The ‘integrity’ of evidence may also be described as a chain of evidence. The Health and Safety Executive state that “You must ensure that all exhibits are kept safely and there is a clear, identifiable audit trail from the moment that exhibits are seized to the moment they are presented in evidence.” (Health and Safety Executive, N/D). This can be problematic and during the judicial process may cause delays or a different outcome than intended. This can be seen in the Court case of Archie Reed when the Judge “criticised the Crown Prosecution Service for shoddy evidence” (Perry, 2014). This evidence led to the Defendant being acquitted and the case very nearly being thrown out of Court as there was no chain of evidence and the correct procedures had not been followed. There were a number of issues with this case, one of which being that “It later emerged that vital messages sent by the alleged victim hours after the incident had been wiped. Police were forced to admit that they had not seized her phone after she first complained, and waited six months before starting to analyse it.” (Perry, 2014). This therefore allowed for contamination of the evidence and the requirement of a “clear, identifiable audit trail” (Heath and Safety Executive, N/D) impossible. This omission allowed for the holes in the investigation to be seen and made the failings of the Crown Prosecution Service when initially looking into the case clear. This case had no clear continuity of evidence and they had not observed the four key rules of investigating a case connections, continuity, contamination and communication. These were not followed and thus made the case inadmissible as this is important to be able to present a case.
DNA evidence is often viewed as one of the ways in which convictions can happen more easily as there is undisputable biological evidence. However, when it is used in cold cases the continuity of the evidence and the ‘integrity’ of the evidence can be problematic in that there are plenty of ways in which errors may occur. In cold cases there is always the issue that as the case has been left open for a while that the exhibits may have been moved or misplaced. The older the case the more likely that this may occur and therefore may cause a break in the chain of evidence. This makes older cases more difficult to bring to Court as the exhibits may have been lost. There is also the issue that the paperwork that is required may not be available as the legislation requiring the paperwork may not have been put into place until after this case had occurred, therefore meaning that the evidence may not be able to ensure its ‘integrity’. This then can make cold cases very difficult to bring to Court as the evidence may not be available. There is also the issue with contamination of evidence which could happen with any sample and thus would ruin the ‘integrity’ of the evidence. There are difficulties faced in that “even if samples are well-preserved, forensics experts face a constant battle to prevent contamination of evidence and to provide assurances in Court that none could have affected their evidence.” (McKie, 2007). The measures that have to be put into place to ensure that the ‘integrity’ of evidence is guaranteed are vast and must be ensured in order for the evidence to be used in a Court of law. There are a number of issues that exist from using biological evidence as this can be difficult to preserve and has to undergo many different tests and therefore requires more paperwork. Also, the tests that they have to undergo in laboratories can be expensive and take time to develop and in certain types of case the results are needed urgently and may be rushed slightly meaning that there is a risk of contamination. This could occur in the laboratory or originate from when they were initially processed on the site.
In order for the ‘integrity’ of evidence to be ensured there are a number of things that have to occur in order to protect the exhibits. As previously mentioned the exhibit needs a clear and identifiable audit trail. The reason why this trail has to exist is because “the prosecution may have to prove that the exhibit before the Court is the same exhibit that was referred to by the witness in his or her statement, or that the exhibit has not been tampered with illicitly while being retained for proceedings.” (Health and Safety Executive, N/D).  These however, are not the only factors that have to happen to ensure that the evidence has ‘integrity’. The audit trail should include “a brief statement identifying the exhibit and its whereabouts, stating when they received it and who they received it from, and saying whom they passed it and when.” (Health and Safety Executive, N/D). Therefore, the account that is needed to ensure the integrity of the evidence should include all of the following information but not exclude any extra detail to allow for no further doubt to be cast. “In respect of a sample which is seized and taken to a laboratory for testing, you need to obtain statements covering all the stages from the taking of the sample or the taking into possession of an article, through submission to the laboratory, testing etc, and to its production in Court. You should obtain a statement from the officer carrying out the analysis to be able to say how the sealed sample came into the possession of that officer and how it was identified.” (Health and Safety Executive, N/D).
A case where the ‘integrity’ of the evidence was ensured can be seen in an overturned rape conviction. This is due to the fact that “police seized Mr Kay’s phone and laptop and he had called on them to access the messages - which had been deleted on the complainant’s account only - via his Facebook page.” (Dearden, 2017). This emphasises how nothing had been changed on his phone and the evidence had not been tampered with as there was a trail from when the phone had been seized. This led to the discovery of “gaps” which “resulted in the jury being given a misleading impression of a message reading “sorry”, which was construed as being about the alleged rape. “It was in fact a response to her asking him why he was ignoring her,” the judgement said.” (Dearden, 2017). This shows how the ‘integrity’ of the evidence had been ensured and thus proved that the complainant had in fact altered the messages on their phone to mislead the jury. This ‘integrity’ of evidence ensured that the correct conviction was made, even though the initial conviction had been incorrect the ‘integrity’ ensured it was overturned on appeal.  
Ensuring the ‘integrity’ of evidence is difficult to guarantee. For fingerprints there are difficulties in that when the scene is being processed it could be contaminated by trace evidence that could have been carried around by the first responders on the scene. It is also possible to accidentally smudge them in the process of trying to lift the fingerprints which makes it difficult to use them. The fact that they have to be looked at by a fingerprint specialist can mean that there is another opportunity for there to be contamination or for a break in the chain of evidence to occur. This could lead to the fingerprint evidence, which can be important in order to obtain a conviction, not being accepted as somebody may not have completed the correct paperwork. This can be difficult though because there are a number of requirements in order for the chain of evidence to be complete. This may lead to a lot of paperwork needing to be completed which may easily be forgotten. Therefore, everything needs to be put into place to ensure that this may not happen. There are similar issues that may arise when processing any shoe or tyre prints that are located. There is also the fact that there may be residue that remains in the prints. There is also the risk that the first responders to that scene may have left their shoe prints at the scene as well. Therefore, precautions need to be put into place such as using protective over shoes and taking prints of anyone on the scene before they leave so that these shoe prints can be eliminated. There is also the issue that it can be difficult to identify the shoes as the shoe print database has a record of the different shoe types by number. It can be difficult to identify though as a shoe print expert can only identify the type of shoe and the way the suspect walks. However, unless the actual shoes are found it can be very difficult to use these as evidence. The fact that these must go to an expert also provides a further chance for a break in the chain of evidence.
To ensure the ‘integrity’ of evidence there are a number of practical measures that can be put into place. Firstly, a decontamination tent to ensure that there is a much smaller risk of the samples being contaminated. Taking the shoe prints of anyone who enters the site to ensure that the shoe prints that aren’t relevant can be eliminated early on. There should also be some gloves to ensure that no fingerprints were left behind that are not relevant to the scene. There should also be Personal Protective Equipment worn on site and all hair should be out of the way within the hood to ensure that there is no hair left behind by those examining the scene and to ensure that any hair found was potential evidence. These are all precautionary measures to try and ensure that there is no contamination left from contact or a trace on the person’s clothing that they were wearing. There should also be all of the paperwork included with the exhibit and someone should ensure that the laboratory or anyone who is using the exhibit or moving the exhibit complete all paperwork to ensure that there is no break in the chain of evidence.
A case where these measures were put into place is the August Sangret case in which he murdered Joan Pearl Wolfe and hid her body in the woods. Practical measures were put into place and there were a number of ways in which the evidence was collected that are still in place today. The account by Keith Simpson shows how the procedures were used and ultimately the evidence landed a conviction. When originally arriving at the site they “saw the area cordoned off and the photographer started taking pictures.” (Simpson, 1995:60). This shows that there were photographs taken for continuity and to ensure that there were images of how the scene was found and where the exhibits were located and what state they were in. These are important as if you are going to use the photographs in court there also has to be proof that it is the same as an original photograph taken at the same time. Another occasion when this occurred on the same case is when they “pulled away the turves and soil with gloved hands.” (Simpson, 1995:60). This shows how they put a procedure in place to prevent contact trace evidence and therefore try and prevent the ‘integrity’ of the evidence from being compromised. This therefore shows how practical measures had been put in place in order to ensure the ‘integrity’ of evidence in a case that ultimately ended in a guilty conviction. this would not have ben possible had the ‘integrity’ not been ensured.
Overall, the ‘integrity’ of evidence is the assurance that the evidence has not been contaminated and to ensure that no one has meddled with the exhibit during the period from when it was seized to when it was presented at Court. This means that a paper trail which can be traced from the initial seizure must exist in order for the Court to accept the evidence that you are presenting. This can be difficult to ensure as many people can handle a single exhibit and that means that there is a higher risk of someone forgetting to complete the paperwork. There is also the fact that when there are many exhibits all being used for the same case then it can be difficult to keep track of them all and therefore may make keeping on top of the paperwork difficult. However, the ‘integrity’ of the evidence, when ensured, can change the outcome of a Court case as seen above. The ‘integrity’ of the evidence is important to ensure as this is the evidence and it is not possible to have a case if there is no evidence. There are a number of measures that are put in place to try and ensure the ‘integrity’ of the evidence and this appears to have been working as very few cases appear to have been thrown out of Court due to issues with the evidence. However, there is still a lot to be done in ensuring the ‘integrity’ of evidence. There are also a number of cases that may have this as an issue due to the closing of forensic laboratories.
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