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[bookmark: _Toc91975005]1. Introduction:
Based on provided information where at 0400 hours duty officer PC Stevens had receives a call about an in-progress burglary at 10 Chesterfield Lane . Based on the description of the eyewitness named Thomas Backer, he has seen a person 5'10” wearing grey trousers and a black hoodie with dark brown hair forcing himself into the tur neighbors' house. After immediate later PC Steven saw a man named Malcolm Harvey running out of Chesterfield Lane and matching the receives description of the suspect. The report would be divided into two main parts where; the first part would explain some of the actions that can be taken against Mr. Malcolm, and the second part of the report would explain the number of options that Mr. Harvey can take in regards to his human right  after his arrest. 
[bookmark: _Toc91975006]2. Actions against Mr. Harvey:
[bookmark: _Hlk92283186]Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1974: According to the Police and criminal evidence act 1984, it is essential to ensure that the right Criminal Suspect has been caught and that the guilty party is not free. The act was initially proposed to regain the lost trust in Police. When the act was suggested, there was an opinion by people that Police arrest people based on dubious confession. Even in the case of Mr. Harvey, there are possibilities to be prove that he was innocent as the Police attested him based on eye witness confession (Fatsis, 2019). Moreover, the act is imperative to ensure that the suspect is not tortured and framed for the front. Yes, Mr. Steven can use this case law to justify Mr. Harvey's arrest as he had not caught him based on personal appearance of factors. The act makes it necessary for the police not to use any force while arresting the suspect and they must explain the person that for what reason he or she is going to be under arrest, also the Police must follow PACE Code (PCAE code is a guideline for Police who is on duty or work) while arresting someone and by law they have to provide all right of arrested  person in Custody through  trialing as well . Based on the act, Mr. Steven must arrest Mr. Harvey without using any force so that he can later justify his actions. (Fatsis, 2019).
These regulations have set some guidelines in the form of a framework of practice that offers minimum standards based on which evidence can be obtained. There are two main codes in these regulations, including code C and Code E of Act 1984. Mr. Steven must follow these codes that make it necessary for the Police officer to have a particular type of treatment with a detained person and introduce specific requirements for the police interview such person. Another critical part of this legislation is to make sure that the physical and mental state of the suspect is not compromised. The evidences provided by Mr.  Thomas Becker are not against the fairness of admission, (Fatsis, 2019).  and they were not obtained in any unfair environment, so Mr. Steven can use this justification to initiate the arrest of Mr. Harvey.
Criminal and public order Act 1994: Another essential act that Mr. Steven can use against Mr. Harvey is the criminal justice and public order Act of 1994. The criminal justice Act was further updated into the criminal justice act 1951(Rogers,2018). Mr. Steven can use this act to claim that he was trying to maintain the law and order situation, and a complaint was received against Mr. Harvey. He can use the entering building offense and that it was essential to arrest—Mr. Harvey to maintain proper law and order situation when he was the only possible suspect in the case. Mr. Steven has a defense against Mr. Harvey that someone saw a person with his attire entering his neighbor's building. The criminal justice act had derailed Legislation against someone who tries to enter the building with the attention to commit a crime. The Act clearly states that it will be an offense if someone enters a building with harmful intention or trespass, or curtilage (Rogers, 2018). The situation may give rise to a "reasonable inference" that such presence or entry was intended to commit a crime. A person guilty of such an offense can be held liable, and the fine can exceed around £1,000 with imprisonment. Moreover, PC Steven can also use the incident in his defense that there was an attempted burglary, and he did not find anyone else meeting the criteria described by the eyewitness. It was also essential to take actions and put a law in motion to maintain public order and keep things under their control. 

[bookmark: _Toc91975007]3. Here the Rights and options available to Mr. Harvey:
[bookmark: _Hlk92284761]Human Rights Act 1998: The legislation in the UK has so many individual rights that can be used by Mr. Harvey. For instance, he can use Human Rights Act proposed in 1998. Based on this act, Evey citizen in the UK is entitled to fundamental rights, and everyone has the Freedom of Independence (Laniyonu, 2018). Even though Mr. Harvey there has the eye witness against him but he is not yet convicted of the crime and he would not be count as a criminal unless proven and found him to be guilty by Court, so he has the right to stay free/on bail until he is proved guilty and if  he did not made any crime previously. This is to point out that before Human Rights Act 1998, anyone complaining about the violation had to take their cases out in the European convention on human rights. However, after the proposal of the human rights act in the UK, people have a lot of freedom. Mr. Harvey can use section 6 of the Act in his defense to claim that it is illegal in his public authority to attest to him in a way that violates his convention rights (Laniyonu, 2018). 
Similarly, Mr. Harvey can also use the Human Rights Act to claim that his arrest is against his privacy and integrity. Section 6 of the Act makes it clear that anyone has the right to protect their privacy, and no one should invade this right. The Act is significant for Mr. Harvey because he can use it to reclaim his Freedom of right, and he can also ensure that his privacy is respected based on the sections of this Act. Mr. Harvey can use this act to ensure that his confidentiality is maintained until he is proven guilty of the crimes (Laniyonu, 2018) . The police would have to treat Mr. Harvey in line with the specific Legislation and with the convention rights of Mr. Harvey. It is also important to mention that this Act gives Freedom to citizens of the UK to remain unsuspected until proven guilty. 

Ellington v DPP (2012): Mr. Harvey can also use the Ellington v DPP (2012) case in his defense. In the specific case, the woman was falsely accused and imprisoned. In 2004, a woman was accused of being a defendant for an item valued at around $35,000.00. Even though she denied all the allegations but she was still accused of being the culprit and put in detention for almost 55 days. The woman also claimed that she was physically assaulted during her detention period. While the defense argued that the women's arrest was fully justified, and the injuries were not sustained in a way that she describes. 
The case further explained that there should be probable and reasonable cause based on which the arrest can be justified. The word probabilities causa was derived from a Latin term that means approved, reliable, justified, and good reason for the arrest[footnoteRef:1].  [1:  Robinson v Keith 1936 s.c 25,48.] 

Lord Denning also made it clear that for malicious prosecution to be successful, the plaintiff would have to prove that at the time when charges were made against them, there was a lack of probable or reasonable cause for the prosecution[footnoteRef:2]. Based on the case, Mr. Harvey would have to prove that when he was arrested, the Police officer had no reasonable probation to arrest to him. He can claim that he was arrested based on just one eyewitness who can be lying about him. The case is significant in this regard because it can help Mr. Harvey to avoid getting into detention. However, in order to effectively use this in his defense, he would have to prove that PC Steven had a lack of cause to arrest to him. In the specific case, the Court asked the police if they had strong evidences against the claimant to set the motion against them. In case of lack of probation,  PC Steven can also be charged with "Tort," so it is a critical case that Mr. Harvey can use in the police station[footnoteRef:3].  [2:  In Gipinski v McIver (1962), ALLER 696 at 709.]  [3:  Police Act 1996 s.89(2). ] 


Bail Act 1976: The bail Act is something that Mr. Harvey can apply and use in his defense in the police station. The Bail Act got its Royal Assent in 1976, and it is one of the significant provisions for statutory presumption. The Act can be used by Mr.  Harvey to ask for the Bail unless the police would be fully satisfied that he is the true culprit in the case and his previous records are satisfiable . The decision of Bail is one of the critical decisions in the entire prosecution process in merit of case, and the results can face far-reaching consequences on the public, so it is highly crucial fur any case (Murphy, 2017). Mr. Harvey can claim that until he is proven guilty of depreciation if bail can take his liberty away from him.
[bookmark: _Hlk92286469]


 Conclusion:
In conclusion, it can be said that the report has offered a two-way analysis of the given case scenario. There are many Legislation and previous case referenced that can be used by both parties. At the end it can be say ‘the UK's law has equal rights for anyone for any particular case’.
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