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As a reaction to the increasing belief that the people had lost most of their confidence in the English criminal justice system, the Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984 (PACE) was implemented (Walker & Starmer, 2004) (Zander, 2011). According to Buxton (1993) the PACE Act was published based on the public reaction to a huge number of "sensational" cases that not only exposed unacceptable police actions, but also emerged the idea of the serious miscarriages of justice, that took place in the 1970s. 
             An example provided by May (2017), a huge case that enforced the need for the PACE Act was when the defendants of the IRA terrorist attacks in Birmingham (1974), whose arrests were primarily built on questionable statements made under police questioning and faulty forensic evidence were included in a controversial case. Lord Devlin (1991) wrote that the Birmingham Six was “the greatest disaster that have shaken British justice in my time” (Birmingham News, 2012).  According to Peirce (2011), “How can it be solved in just under 3 hours?” therefore it shows signs of a miscarriage of justice pre-PACE. Some would say the police and the judge carried out deliberate miscarriage of justice. It stated that "Being Irish means your guilty" which is appalling in today’s standards. As highlighted by Dennis (1993) this resulted in the public asking the questions of the police. With all sentences being dismissed, all three trials were eventually pronounced as a miscarriage of justice. The type of miscarriage of justice was the fabrication of evidence which was found to be an issue in the case of the Birmingham Six. A strong statement reported by Zuckerman (1992) implied that at the time of the bombings, the public opinion was simply that the English criminal justice system had failed them. 
             
                   PACE sets out to strike the right balance between the powers of the police and the rights and freedoms of the public. Maintaining that balance is a central element of PACE (Bryant & Bryant, 2017). PACE 1984 was directed specifically at policing because much of the miscarriage of justice commonly lie in the criminal investigation and the police powers implemented at the time were seen as appalling (Ward & Akhtar, 2011). As stated by Zander (2011) the overall aim of the PACE legislation was to standardise and professionalise police work in hope of increasing the public confidence once again by avoiding corrupt and incompetent work carried out by the police. It was believed that public faith in the police work would encourage public confidence in the criminal justice system as a whole (Packer, 1968).
              In consideration of this target, PACE 1984 included three key elements: the idea of fair suspicion, the control of the use of any force by the police and the control of police actions with reference to the gathering of evidence (Bryant & Bryant, 2017). The first concept has since been adapted in forms of what is expectable. After the implementation of PACE in 1984, the basic assumption was that the condition was changed from a general presumption to a reasonable suspicion. 
              Code of Practice A provides protection against miscarriage of justice for the relevant protected characteristics which include age, disability, gender reassignment, pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief, sex, and sexual orientation (Code of Practice A, Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984). This was set so that the police would not base their actions upon personal factors or appearances, this was clearly shown and used as support in R v Chong Fook Kam (1970). The case answered the importance of conviction or if, authorizing anyone to arrest a suspect or if the test was one of fair suspicion, law enforcement officers were expected to make a pretty strong case for the conviction. Bukit Tinggi police arrested two lorry drivers for manslaughter. Previous to this, ten hours before a piece of timber had fallen and hit the two men in a passing car, killing one. There was insufficient evidence, so they were released days later, the two lorry drivers sued for false imprisonment (‘R v Chong Fook Kam’, 1970).
               Code A ensures limited operation of search with consent, it does not allow the routine searching of people with their consent and it only permits very limited use of the power as a condition of entry this means their practise of conducting voluntary searches in the street or public places is not permitted which again protects people against the miscarriage of justice during the stop and search procedure. In this section it is important for a police officer to have “reasonable grounds for believing” before the stop and search otherwise the power for the search will not apply (Hutton, Gold & Connor, 2017, p.56). These restrictions mentioned in the act are protecting the public of their human rights. Before this act, the human rights would not have been ‘respected’ by the police. For example, under the stop and search powers requirements personal factors can never support reasonable grounds for suspicion this will avoid biasness and will allow the stop and search to be fair (Bryant & Bryant, 2017). As implied by Johnston & Hutton (2021), reasonable grounds for suspicion based on information and or intelligence suffices for the requirements of the stop and search powers. 
                   On the other hand, people can argue that under reasonable grounds for suspicion and searching groups, distinctive item of clothing are reasonable grounds to stop and search any person. An argument can be made as this could be classed as discrimination for the way you approach your clothing style. An example given by Yesufu (2013) highlights that innocent people are being stopped in London for looking like a ‘gang member’. Yesufu argues that police are wasting their time with description of clothing. 
[bookmark: _Hlk63507860]              When mentioning the Human Rights Act, code of practice B which is entry search and seizure, protects people from the violation of their right to privacy and family life (Article 8). It is important for police officers to enter any property lawfully. It is important for a police officer to remember that any invitation being cancelled results in them trespassing which goes against Code B (Hutton, Gold & Connor, 2017). Article 8 of the Human Rights Act is also interfered with when someone is on trial and the police need evidence to be held against the offender in court. Ashtiany (2011) supports the PACE Act by saying that the powers applied to search and seize are used fairly responsibly with respect for people who occupy premises or are in charge of the property, without unlawful discrimination. Under the Equality Act, when police officers are carrying active functions, they also have a duty to have due regard to the need to eliminate unlawful discrimination, harassment, and victimisation (Section 149, Equality Act 2010). 
                   In assisting the PACE Act the Equality and Human Rights Commission Report (2013) highlights the written importance of the Equality Act as it acts as another foundation for the Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984 to ensure a shield against miscarriage of justice. As highlighted by Bryant & Bryant (2017) Any evidence obtained by the police in relation to the investigation of any criminal offence where they have failed to adhere to PACE, can be deemed inadmissible in court.
                 

                  Also, to avoid miscarriage of justice under Section 5 of the PACE Act, the application for warrants and summonses is a way of both respecting the publics privacy as well as allowing the police to carry out their duty respectfully (Cape & Young, 2008). Arresting a person amounts to a deprivation of Liberty and security and therefore engages article five of the European convention on human rights (Article 5, Human Rights Act 1998). To support this, according to Starmer (2007) Northern Ireland Police is complying with the Human Rights act because everything is done lawfully. It is important that the person being deprived of their Liberty it is done so under legitimate and lawful reasons. The Human Rights Act engages the PACE act under many sections, this shows that the European convention has the support from the PACE Act in the UK (Johnston & Hutton, 2021).  
              By looking at Section 3 of the Criminal Law Act (1967), the enforcement of the use of force was certainly tied to the popular opinion that unnecessary force was routinely seen by the police to arrest criminals and that this was somewhat easily supported by previous legislation. PACE 1984 then enforced the rule that the police must use no more force than could be considered fairly appropriate (Section 117, Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984). A detailed guide, in the format of Codes of Practice, outlining the basic requirements needed to assess that proof has been reasonably collected, was the most significant aspect of the new statute. In support, the Case Law is (‘R V Ward’,1993). This case shows a successful appeal for disclosure against convictions involving the Euston station and M62 bombings (1973). In the 1970s and 1980s, the transparency framework established by the Criminal Procedure and Investigations Act 1996 was the legislative reaction to infamous miscarriages of justice. 
                 When looking at Section 11. 7 (a) (Code of Practice C, Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984), it was introduced to alter the public confidence in the interviewing system. Code C, which is the restriction of the handling of prisoners during police interviews, and Code E, which is the provision to report said interviews are both examples of steps required to follow the PACE Act. The Case Law supporting the argument is (‘R V Barry’, 1991), this case highlights the failure to record interviews which leads to exclusion of confession before the PACE Act. As a combination of these conditions, the entire procedure promises to become fairer and more unbiased as there has to be an honest representation of the interrogation to be checked by the defendant, two copies of audio recordings are provided, and one will be enclosed in the company of the questioner instantly after questioning (Code of Practice E, Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984). In addition, provisions such as with the involvement of an appropriate adult in relevant cases and also the right to have legal assistance secure the clear improvement that PACE has had on avoiding miscarriage of justice. 
             Code of Practice G highlights the procedure of arrest. As reported by College of Policing (2013), it is beneficial that the code mentions the use of force, procedure, and the powers that the police have, during an arrest. A very important part of Code G is the mentioned under Article 5, it highlights the importance of the public understanding of the arrest. In agreement with Hutton, Gold & Conor (2021), the individual under arrest must be told the procedure in their language of understanding, to avoid miscarriage of justice the individual must know the reasons for the arrest and the charge being made against the individual. Arrested persons must be given sufficient information to enable them to understand they have been deprived of their Liberty (Article 5, Human Rights Act 1998). Public authorities try and balance other people’s rights or the rights of the wider community to achieve a fair outcome.
                As implied by Zuckerman (1991), even though the public perception was mainly contributed to by the police, other factors included the court system failing to act responsibility to cases. PACE 1984 also imposed a duty upon the courts to determine that the police pursued the protocol. It was accomplished by giving the judiciary the right to classify any proof of evidence as admissible evidence if the acceptance of the evidence still a detrimental impact on the fairness of the trial, when paying serious consideration to the conditions of which the information was collected (Section 78, Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984). The agreement included in PACE 1984 was much more commonly used when prosecuting defendants. It is fair to argue that the presence of PACE to rule out biased facts practically serves as an overall shield to avoid miscarriages of justice (Ormerod, 2007).
           In the critiques of Mylonaki & Burton (2010) it states that, although investigating criminality is the essential intent of the police powers of arrest and interrogation, it is argued that the failure to recognize that the police investigation methods battle against other pieces of legislations, shows faults within PACE. The studies by Chiok (2018) state that PACE is too dependent on police self-control and their oversight of the laws, and there is a lack of a new definition of the enforcement powers regulation. Chief Constable David Phillips believes that the Pace Act is “strangling” the police which is “preventing them getting to the truth” (BBC, 2020). To criticise PACE further, miscarriage of justice is still occurring which shows that there are holes within the legislation or the criminal justice system that still needs to be amended (Cunneen, 2009). 
                 An example of this would be that there are several people in jail who still to this day, declare their innocence. Some may argue that PACE has put even more pressure on the criminal justice system, resulting in innocent people pleading guilty. As highlighted by Wright (2016), a criminal who pleads guilty at the very first opportunity will get one third of their punishment under the rules, therefore adjustments to court rules to encourage innocent suspects to admit guilt early will lead to more miscarriages of justice and to a rise in the number of prisoners. A recent example of miscarriage of justice after the PACE Act would be the Sam Hallam case in 2012. Mr Hallam was released from the court of appeal a free man.  The 24-year-old had served seven years in prison before being released for a gang-related murder. Since the start of the trial, he denied any involvement. The highest court in the UK revisited an appalling miscarriage of justice in 2018. The supreme court decided to make amends for the wrong doings to Mr Hallam but he was denied compensation and received no apology. Not even an acknowledgment of his innocence from the court of appeal. Robins (2018) thinks that there should be more support for the victims of miscarriages of justice compared to guilty prisoners. 
            On the other hand, PACE has reduced the chances of miscarriage of justice which clearly shows that the act has been effective, for example findings indicate that the codes have achieved some degree of success, findings such as in 1991 which is shortly after the improvements in the codes, criminals obtained more clarification about their liberties; almost three-fourths were notified that legal advice was available for free (Brown, Ellis & Larcombe, 1993). It can be argued that police officers have very little opportunities to be able to do purposely wrong doings compared to prior the PACE Act (Flacks, 2017). Flacks (2017) goes on to mention that PACE has been a “vital tool” in reducing miscarriage of justice during the stop and search process. To follow in this McKenzie & Irving (1987) argues that miscarriage of justice will never be completely solved, but the police must continue to “tighten the grip” on the matter. Maguire (1988) suggested that the new procedures will be problematic for the police, but having this new legislation is “worth having”, not only for the new powers equipped by the police but for the minimising risk of abuse of coercive powers. 
               Overall, the act has been tremendously successful, and has been praised as "among the most important modern police advancements" (Coliandris, 2014, p.139). In support Birch & Hirst (2007) and in Souhami (2007) both highlight that, regardless of the fact that perhaps the English court system has recently been labelled as ‘racist’, the public confidence on the system has hugely increased. To counter this according to Lammy (2018) stop and search is unfair, unjust and ineffectual, he backs his statement by saying that people are still eight times more likely to be stopped if they were black. To support this Dodd (2020) states that, the police (In particular the Metropolitan Police Force) are still being criticised for multiple errors in stop and search practice, the PACE Act still has small areas for improvement, whether it is the police putting the act into play or whether it is the act itself. 
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