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Task 1: Information, Intelligence & Evidence Gathering
	
a. Choose one of the below areas and outline its relevance to your current role and investigative practice
· Information 
· Intelligence
· Evidence gathering

b. Critically discuss the challenges and obstacles that the chosen area presents to you as an investigator and how it impacts upon investigative practice.

(You may draw upon examples from your own investigative experience to support your discussion).

2000 words (+/- 10%: include your actual word count at the end of each section)



Workbook 2: Intelligence in Counter-Terrorism Investigations and Investigative Practice
Task A: Relevance of Intelligence to Current Investigative Practice

Intelligence is a foundational element of contemporary UK counter-terrorism (CT) policing and constitutes the primary mechanism through which threat detection, risk prioritisation, and operational decision-making are undertaken. Within my current investigative practice, intelligence is not simply a supporting function but forms the structural basis upon which investigative direction, resource allocation, and intervention decisions are made. This reflects the principles of intelligence-led policing (ILP) and the National Intelligence Model (NIM), both of which position intelligence as the driver of policing activity rather than a reactive output of enforcement (College of Policing, 2022).
In CT policing, intelligence operates within the UK Government’s CONTEST strategy (Home Office, 2023), particularly under the “Pursue” strand, which focuses on identifying and disrupting terrorist activity at the earliest possible stage. This requires intelligence to be forward-looking, interpretive, and probabilistic rather than evidentially conclusive. As such, intelligence is central to pre-emptive safeguarding of national security rather than retrospective investigation.
Ratcliffe (2016) defines intelligence-led policing as a structured decision-making model in which analysis informs prioritisation and operational deployment. However, this linear conceptualisation has been increasingly challenged by contemporary scholarship that emphasises the institutional and organisational mediation of intelligence. Intelligence does not flow directly into action; rather, it is filtered through supervisory interpretation, policy frameworks, and organisational hierarchies.
Prince, Roper and Lum (2021) significantly advance this critique by arguing that investigative outcomes are shaped not only by intelligence quality but by policy design, organisational structure, and supervisory control mechanisms. Their research in Policing: An International Journal demonstrates that intelligence is operationally effective only when embedded within coherent organisational systems. Where supervisory structures are fragmented or inconsistent, intelligence interpretation becomes uneven, resulting in variability in decision-making outcomes.
This is particularly relevant in CT policing, where intelligence is processed through multiple institutional layers including regional Counter Terrorism Units (CTUs), national intelligence coordination hubs, and strategic oversight bodies. These layers create a governance structure in which intelligence is not simply assessed on evidential value but also on organisational priority, risk appetite, and operational feasibility. As a result, intelligence is inherently shaped by institutional context rather than existing as an objective input.
Innes et al. (2005; 2019–2020) further develop this understanding through their conceptualisation of intelligence-led policing as a distributed risk governance system, particularly within CT environments. Their “Ten R’s of intelligence-led policing” framework includes:
· Risk identification
· Risk reduction
· Risk responsiveness
· Risk refinement
· Risk redistribution across agencies

This framework is critical because it reframes intelligence not as a police-centric process but as a networked governance mechanism involving multiple institutional actors, including MI5, police CT units, local authorities, and safeguarding partnerships. Intelligence is therefore not owned by a single organisation but shared across a distributed system of risk management.
Within my investigative practice, intelligence is operationalised through the National Decision Model (NDM), particularly at the “information and intelligence” stage. This ensures that decision-making is grounded in structured risk assessment, balancing legality, necessity, proportionality, and ethical considerations (College of Policing, 2022). However, in practice, this stage is not purely technical; it is shaped by organisational interpretation and supervisory influence.

A further critical function of intelligence is the protection of covert methodologies and sensitive sources. CT policing relies heavily on covert human intelligence sources (CHIS), surveillance technologies, and digital interception capabilities. Innes (2019) highlights that modern intelligence systems depend on maintaining “secure intelligence ecosystems” in which information is tightly controlled to prevent compromise of operational capability or endangerment of assets. This introduces an inherent tension between intelligence sharing and operational security.
Intelligence also plays a central role in hypothesis generation and investigative direction. Analysts and investigators collaboratively construct intelligence assessments that guide investigative focus, prioritise suspects, and determine lines of enquiry. This reduces investigative drift and mitigates cognitive bias by introducing structured analytical reasoning. However, as later discussed, intelligence interpretation remains vulnerable to organisational and cognitive distortion.
Finally, intelligence contributes to legitimacy and public confidence. Loader and Walker (2009) argue that policing legitimacy depends on balancing security outcomes with democratic accountability. Intelligence-led policing supports this by ensuring interventions are evidence-informed, proportionate, and justifiable. However, the covert nature of CT intelligence work introduces inherent tensions between transparency and operational necessity.
Overall, intelligence is best understood not as a neutral operational tool but as a structurally embedded governance mechanism shaped by organisational design, supervisory interpretation, and inter-agency coordination frameworks.


Task B: Critical Discussion – Challenges, Obstacles, and Intelligence Governance in CT Policing.

Manchester Arena Case Study (2017): Deep Intelligence Failure Analysis. 
The Manchester Arena attack represents one of the most significant and extensively analysed intelligence failures in modern UK counter-terrorism policing. The public inquiry (Saunders, 2023) identified that MI5 held prior intelligence on Salman Abedi but failed to fully interpret, escalate, or operationalise that intelligence effectively. Critically, MI5 concluded that there was a “realistic possibility” that the attack could have been prevented had intelligence been properly acted upon (MI5, 2023). However, the inquiry also emphasised that prevention was not certain, reinforcing the probabilistic nature of intelligence work.
This case is not simply an operational failure but a systemic breakdown across multiple stages of the intelligence cycle, including collection, evaluation, analysis, dissemination, and operational response.

Intelligence Collection: Fragmentation and Partial Visibility.
The inquiry established that intelligence relating to Abedi existed in fragmented form across different systems. MI5 and Counter Terrorism Policing had separate intelligence holdings relating to his travel patterns, associations, and overseas links.
However, critically, this intelligence was not consolidated into a coherent threat picture. Innes et al. (2005) argue that intelligence systems often fail not due to absence of data but due to fragmentation across organisational silos, where partial information exists but is never fully integrated.
In Manchester, this fragmentation meant that no single agency held a complete situational understanding of Abedi’s threat profile at the time.

Intelligence Evaluation Failure: Misclassification of Risk.
A key failure occurred at the evaluation stage, where intelligence was assessed as lower priority than it arguably warranted. One intelligence package was not escalated beyond initial assessment levels, and another was categorised in a way that reduced its perceived counter-terrorism relevance.
Gill and Phythian (2018) argue that intelligence is inherently interpretive, meaning its value is not fixed but constructed through analytical judgement. In Manchester, this interpretive process appears to have resulted in systematic underestimation of cumulative risk indicators.
From an ILP perspective, this reflects a failure of analytical synthesis rather than individual negligence.

Supervisory Filtering and Organisational Gatekeeping.
One of the most critical findings from the inquiry relates to supervisory decision-making. Intelligence passed through multiple layers of review within MI5, where decisions were made about whether information should be escalated to operational CT policing teams.
Prince, Roper and Lum (2021) provide a key explanatory framework for this, arguing that organisational structure and supervisory systems are primary determinants of investigative outcomes. In Manchester, supervisory filtering acted as a gatekeeping mechanism that shaped whether intelligence reached operational decision-makers.
This introduces a structural issue within ILP systems: intelligence is not simply analysed but institutionally moderated, meaning risk visibility depends on organisational thresholds rather than purely evidential strength.

Breakdown in Intelligence Sharing Between MI5 and CT Policing.
A major systemic issue identified in the inquiry was the failure of timely intelligence sharing between MI5 and Counter Terrorism Policing North West.
Although intelligence was held within MI5 systems, it was not fully disseminated to operational officers who could have undertaken further disruption activity or investigative action.
This reflects a long-standing issue in UK intelligence governance identified in earlier counter-terrorism failures, including the 7/7 bombings, where inter-agency communication breakdowns contributed to missed opportunities.
Innes et al. (2005) describe this as a failure of “intelligence synthesis across distributed networks”, where agencies possess partial knowledge but fail to construct a unified operational picture.

Timing, Latency, and the Problem of “Actionability”.
A critical analytical issue in Manchester was the timing of intelligence action. Intelligence was available, but not acted upon within a timeframe that would have allowed disruption.
Ratcliffe (2016) highlights that intelligence-led policing is fundamentally time-sensitive and probabilistic, meaning delayed action can render intelligence operationally obsolete.
The inquiry’s finding of a “realistic possibility” of prevention underscores this uncertainty. Intelligence failure is therefore not binary but exists on a spectrum of delayed interpretation and missed temporal opportunity.

Cognitive Overload and Competing Threat Priorities.
The inquiry also acknowledged contextual pressures faced by MI5 at the time, including multiple concurrent terrorism investigations linked to Islamic State-inspired threats.
This created an environment of cognitive and operational overload, where analysts were required to prioritise between multiple emerging threats.
HMICFRS (2021) identifies such overload conditions as a structural risk factor in CT policing, where intelligence analysts may experience reduced analytical depth due to workload pressure and competing priorities.
In Manchester, this likely contributed to prioritisation bias, where Abedi’s intelligence signals were not elevated above other more active threat streams.

Structural vs Individual Failure: Academic Synthesis.
A critical academic question arising from the Manchester case is whether the failure was individual, procedural, or structural.
Three key academic positions provide a synthesis:
Ratcliffe (2016): failure occurred in the translation of intelligence into operational decision-making
Gill & Phythian (2018): failure rooted in interpretive ambiguity and analytical subjectivity
Prince, Roper & Lum (2021): failure primarily structural, driven by organisational design and supervisory filtering
When synthesised, these perspectives suggest that Manchester was not an isolated analytical failure but a systemic breakdown across multiple governance layers of the intelligence cycle.

Risk Ownership and Systemic Diffusion of Responsibility.
A particularly important dimension of the Manchester case is the issue of risk ownership ambiguity.
Intelligence relating to Abedi was held centrally within MI5 but operational responsibility for intervention was distributed across multiple agencies.
This reflects Innes et al.’s (2019–2020) “Ten R’s” framework, which conceptualises intelligence as distributed across a networked risk system. However, Manchester demonstrates the structural risk of this model: distributed risk can become diffused risk when accountability is unclear.
As a result, no single agency fully “owned” the decision to escalate intelligence to disruption.

Critical Evaluation: What the Case Reveals About ILP Failure.
The Manchester Arena attack demonstrates that intelligence failure in CT policing is not primarily about absence of intelligence, but about:
failure to integrate fragmented intelligence
supervisory filtering and organisational gatekeeping
delayed escalation and timing misalignment
structural ambiguity in risk ownership
overload within analytical systems
This fundamentally challenges traditional ILP assumptions that intelligence flows smoothly into decision-making. Instead, Manchester illustrates intelligence as a governed, mediated, and structurally constrained process.

Link to Wider CT Intelligence Governance.
The case also reflects broader systemic issues in UK counter-terrorism policing:
separation between intelligence collection (MI5) and operational disruption (police)
legal constraints on intelligence sharing
differing thresholds for “actionability”
institutional risk aversion in borderline cases
Loader and Walker (2009) argue that modern security governance is inherently tensioned between effectiveness and accountability. Manchester exemplifies this tension in practice: excessive caution reduces risk of wrongful intervention but increases risk of missed threats.

Overall Conclusion.
Intelligence remains the core mechanism of counter-terrorism policing, enabling risk identification, operational planning, and early intervention. However, its effectiveness is fundamentally shaped by structural governance, supervisory interpretation, and inter-agency coordination systems.
The Manchester Arena case demonstrates that intelligence failure is rarely caused by missing information, but by systemic breakdowns in interpretation, escalation, timing, and organisational integration.
Across the literature, a consistent pattern emerges:
· Ratcliffe: intelligence-to-decision failure
· Innes et al.: fragmentation across distributed intelligence systems
· Prince, Roper & Lum: organisational structure and supervision as primary determinants
Ultimately, intelligence-led policing must be understood as a complex socio-organisational governance system, where outcomes depend on alignment across analytical, institutional, and inter-agency domains rather than intelligence alone.

In my experience the tragic events of 2017 not only tested the nations resilience and operational response but the above issues have moulded and formed new practices that have reformed partner relationships and improved intelligence processes that feed into threat assessments mitigating lack of preparedness to provide improved protective security as reflected in the Terrorism (Protection of premises) Act 2025 – known as Martyns Law. 
However, Failings still occur as cited by Wise, J (2026), highlights failed interventions with Axel Rudakubana due to an Autism diagnosis used to minimise warning signs of violent behaviour prior to the Southport atrocity.
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Task 2: Safeguarding and Risk Assessment

	Choose an investigation from your practice in which you played a significant part where vulnerable people were exploited (either as victims, witnesses or both) and provide brief details of the incident.

a. Describe the crime types involved and discuss the difficulties and obstacles that you faced in identifying and investigating these crimes. 
b. Critically evaluate the effectiveness of the investigative methods and legal processes that can be used to overcome these obstacles in order to successfully support vulnerable victims and witnesses.

2000 words (+/- 10%: include your actual word count at the end of each section)

A Critical Evaluation of Investigative Challenges, Safeguarding and Legal Processes in a UK Sexual Exploitation Operation

Task A, Introduction
Modern slavery and human trafficking (MSHT) remain among the most complex forms of organised crime encountered by UK police services. Sexual exploitation investigations are particularly difficult because victims are frequently vulnerable migrants controlled through coercion, debt bondage, intimidation and psychological dependency rather than overt violence (Home Office, 2021). The Modern Slavery Act 2015 strengthened the legislative framework for tackling trafficking and exploitation, yet successful prosecutions remain comparatively limited due to evidential difficulties, victim disengagement and the hidden nature of offending.
This essay critically evaluates an investigation in which I acted as Deputy Senior Investigating Officer (SIO) during a UK-wide operation targeting a Chinese organised crime group (OCG) managing sex workers across the United Kingdom. During enforcement activity in Lancashire, dozens of mobile phones were recovered, each linked to activity in different UK locations. One active device related to a female operating in Fife, Scotland. Immediate safeguarding action was coordinated with Police Scotland, leading to the recovery of a vulnerable Chinese female national.
The investigation presented multiple challenges including language barriers, digital forensic demand, cross-border coordination and victim reluctance to support prosecution. Although the female admitted engaging in sex work through Language Line interpretation, she declined to support criminal proceedings. Digital evidence, financial investigation and scene examination ultimately enabled charges relating to money laundering and managing a brothel against principal suspects.
This essay critically examines the crime types involved, the investigative obstacles encountered and the effectiveness of investigative methods and legal processes used to support vulnerable victims and pursue offenders.

Crime Types and Investigative Challenges
The investigation involved interconnected offences relating to organised prostitution management, suspected human trafficking and money laundering under the Proceeds of Crime Act 2002. The offending reflected contemporary organised criminality, where transnational OCGs utilise digital technology and vulnerable migrant victims to facilitate sexual exploitation across multiple jurisdictions.
Research demonstrates that modern slavery investigations involving sexual exploitation are heavily associated with migrant vulnerability and hidden offending environments (Lightowlers, Broad and Gadd, 2021). A major challenge is that victims frequently do not self-identify as exploited due to fear, dependency or immigration insecurity. Murphy (2021) argues that criminal justice agencies continue to rely too heavily upon visible indicators of coercion despite exploitation increasingly involving psychological control rather than physical restraint.
This was directly relevant within the present investigation. The female recovered in Scotland acknowledged involvement in sex work but did not initially present as a stereotypical trafficking victim. Without a trauma-informed approach, investigators may have incorrectly interpreted her reluctance as evidence that exploitation was absent.
Murphy’s analysis is particularly persuasive because it challenges outdated assumptions surrounding trafficking. However, a limitation of the argument is that prosecutors still require evidence capable of satisfying the criminal standard of proof. Consequently, although psychological coercion is recognised academically, evidential thresholds remain difficult to achieve operationally.

Language Barriers and Victim Engagement
The greatest challenge involved communication with the victim. The female spoke limited English and investigators relied upon Language Line interpretation services during safeguarding and evidential processes.
Broad and Turnbull (2019) argue that migrant victims may distrust authorities due to immigration fears and previous negative experiences of state agencies. A strength of this perspective is that it explains why vulnerable victims frequently disengage from criminal justice processes despite safeguarding interventions.
This was evident in the present operation, where the victim ultimately declined to support prosecution. Although immediate safeguarding was successful, long-term engagement remained limited.
However, Broad and Turnbull’s analysis focuses heavily upon structural criticism of immigration and anti-trafficking policy whilst providing limited practical consideration of operational policing realities. In practice, investigators must make rapid safeguarding decisions whilst simultaneously managing evidential opportunities and ongoing risks posed by organised criminals.
Interpretation services themselves also presented limitations. Whilst Language Line enabled urgent communication, telephone interpretation lacks the rapport-building advantages associated with specialist face-to-face interpreters. Trauma-informed interviewing relies heavily upon trust and communication nuance, both of which may be reduced through remote interpretation.
Nevertheless, the use of interpretation services remained operationally necessary. Delaying intervention until specialist interpreters became available could have exposed the victim to continued exploitation or relocation by the OCG.

Digital Evidence and Forensic Pressures
A major investigative challenge involved the recovery of dozens of mobile phones linked to prostitution activity across the UK. Digital devices were central to the investigation because they contained communications, contact networks and financial evidence.
Wilson-Kovacs (2021) argues that digital evidence has transformed modern policing whilst simultaneously creating significant organisational pressure due to forensic backlogs and escalating demand. The strength of Wilson-Kovacs’ research lies in its ethnographic methodology, which captures the lived experiences of digital investigators and reflects operational realities.
The present investigation clearly reflected these pressures. Investigators had to rapidly prioritise devices to identify safeguarding opportunities. The active device linked to Fife demonstrated the importance of effective digital triage because timely analysis directly enabled victim recovery.
Wilson-Kovacs and Wilcox (2023) further argue that risk-based prioritisation models are increasingly necessary due to the unrealistic volume of digital material seized in modern investigations. This argument is convincing because policing resources remain finite and safeguarding priorities require urgent decision-making.
However, prioritisation also creates evidential risks. Lower-priority devices may contain important intelligence or corroborative evidence that remains unidentified. Consequently, whilst digital triage improves operational efficiency, it may undermine evidential completeness.
The investigation also demonstrated the financial and operational burden of translation. Many communications were written in Mandarin, requiring extensive translation services. Translation delays affected investigative progression and created additional disclosure considerations.
Research concerning cross-border digital investigations also highlights legal complexity surrounding evidence sharing and procedural consistency (Casino et al., 2022). This became relevant when coordinating safeguarding and evidence gathering between England and Scotland.

Cross-Border Coordination and Safeguarding
Cross-border policing represented another operational challenge. Once the active phone identified a vulnerable female in Scotland, immediate coordination with Police Scotland became necessary.
Pajon and Walsh (2024) argue that modern slavery investigations frequently involve tensions between safeguarding vulnerable victims and securing prosecutable evidence against organised offenders. A major strength of their work is its operational relevance, as it directly analyses real trafficking investigations.
This tension was evident within the operation. Immediate safeguarding of the victim was ethically and operationally essential, yet rapid intervention risked disrupting wider intelligence opportunities.
The study effectively reflects the balancing exercise required in modern slavery policing. However, its findings are based upon relatively small-scale qualitative case studies, limiting wider generalisability.
Despite these challenges, the safeguarding response demonstrated effective multi-agency coordination. Police Scotland rapidly secured the victim, whilst scene examination and digital seizure created evidential opportunities. The operation therefore highlighted the importance of intelligence-led safeguarding and national policing cooperation.

Task B, Investigative Methods and Legal Processes
Victim-Centred and Trauma-Informed Investigation.
One of the most effective aspects of the investigation was the prioritisation of safeguarding. Modern slavery investigations increasingly emphasise victim-centred policing because vulnerable individuals may remain under coercive control even when they appear outwardly compliant.
The immediate safeguarding referral to Police Scotland reflected effective operational decision-making and compliance with safeguarding obligations under the Modern Slavery Act 2015.
Lightowlers, Broad and Gadd (2021) argue that trafficking victims frequently fail to conform to stereotypical assumptions of vulnerability, making trauma-informed policing essential. The strength of their research lies in its empirical analysis of police-recorded data, which demonstrates the diversity of victim experiences.
This was particularly relevant because the victim did not present as physically restrained or overtly controlled. A trauma-informed approach enabled investigators to recognise broader indicators of vulnerability rather than relying solely upon visible coercion.
However, the study’s reliance upon police-recorded data means hidden victim populations remain underrepresented. Consequently, although the research is operationally useful, it may not fully capture the scale of unreported exploitation.
The National Referral Mechanism (NRM) also provided a framework for safeguarding and victim support. Referral pathways potentially offered accommodation, legal support and protection.
Nevertheless, the effectiveness of the NRM remains contested. Critics argue that delays, inconsistent decision-making and uncertainty surrounding immigration status undermine victim confidence (Home Office, 2021). This was reflected in the present case, where the victim remained reluctant to support prosecution despite safeguarding measures.
Carvalho et al. (2024) critically argue that modern slavery policy reflects a ‘punitive-humanitarian complex’ where victim protection rhetoric coexists alongside restrictive immigration environments. The strength of this argument is that it explains why some migrant victims may distrust authorities despite safeguarding intentions.
However, the article adopts a highly theoretical perspective and arguably underestimates the practical efforts undertaken by frontline safeguarding professionals.

Evidence-Led Prosecution Strategies
Given the victim’s unwillingness to support proceedings, investigators adopted an evidence-led approach relying upon corroborative material rather than victim testimony alone.
This represented an effective investigative strategy because modern slavery prosecutions frequently collapse due to victim disengagement. Independent evidence including digital communications, scene examination and financial investigation therefore became essential.
Financial investigation under the Proceeds of Crime Act 2002 proved particularly effective because organised sexual exploitation is fundamentally profit-driven. Charges relating to money laundering and managing a brothel ultimately disrupted the OCG despite the absence of direct trafficking charges.
This raises an important critical issue. Some academics argue that prosecuting associated offences rather than trafficking offences risks obscuring the true scale of modern slavery offending. However, from an operational policing perspective, disruption-focused prosecution may represent the most realistic outcome where victims remain unwilling to cooperate.
The Crown Prosecution Service increasingly supports evidence-led prosecutions in cases involving vulnerable victims. This reflects recognition that trauma, fear and dependency frequently undermine witness cooperation.
Nevertheless, evidence-led prosecutions remain resource intensive and may still struggle to demonstrate coercion without direct victim testimony. Murphy’s (2021) analysis remains important here because psychological exploitation can be difficult to evidence evidentially despite being operationally apparent.

Digital Forensics and Organised Crime Disruption
Digital forensic investigation was one of the most effective methods used during the operation. Mobile devices enabled investigators to identify active victims, understand the national scale of offending and develop intelligence concerning the OCG structure.
The operation reflected broader policing trends in which organised crime investigations increasingly rely upon digital intelligence. Without timely digital analysis, the victim in Scotland may not have been identified.
However, digital forensic investigation also exposed systemic limitations within policing capability. Wilson-Kovacs (2021) highlights that growing forensic demand continues to exceed available resources nationally.
The present investigation reflected these pressures directly. The substantial number of devices created operational strain and required difficult prioritisation decisions. Whilst safeguarding was appropriately prioritised, there remained risks that broader exploitation evidence may not be fully identified.
Despite these limitations, the investigation demonstrated the effectiveness of intelligence-led organised crime disruption. By targeting financial gain, digital infrastructure and brothel management offences, investigators successfully disrupted the OCG despite evidential difficulties surrounding trafficking offences.
This reflects a pragmatic policing reality. Whilst trafficking prosecutions remain important, organised crime disruption through alternative offences may still significantly reduce harm and exploitation opportunities.

Legal Frameworks and Their Effectiveness
The Modern Slavery Act 2015 strengthened the legislative response to trafficking and exploitation within England and Wales. The legislation improved sentencing powers, introduced prevention orders and enhanced victim protection frameworks.
The Act has undoubtedly improved awareness and investigative prioritisation of modern slavery. However, the present investigation demonstrated continuing practical limitations.
Despite indicators of organised exploitation, evidential difficulties prevented direct trafficking charges. This reflects wider national trends where referrals to the NRM continue to rise whilst prosecution rates remain comparatively low.
The Youth Justice and Criminal Evidence Act 1999 also provides special measures designed to support vulnerable witnesses through mechanisms such as video-recorded evidence and live links.
However, such measures are only effective where victims engage with criminal proceedings. In cases involving vulnerable migrant victims, engagement may remain limited despite procedural protections.
Consequently, whilst the UK legislative framework is comparatively robust, operational effectiveness remains constrained by victim vulnerability, evidential complexity and resource pressures.

Conclusion
This investigation demonstrated the complexity of modern slavery and sexual exploitation policing within the contemporary UK law enforcement environment. As Deputy SIO within a UK-wide operation targeting a Chinese organised crime group, significant challenges emerged relating to language barriers, victim vulnerability, digital evidence and cross-border coordination.
The investigation highlighted how OCG’s exploit vulnerable migrant victims through technologically enabled and geographically dispersed offending. Victim reluctance, trauma and immigration insecurity created major evidential difficulties, whilst large volumes of digital evidence placed significant pressure upon forensic capability.
Several investigative methods proved effective. Immediate safeguarding through Police Scotland enabled rapid victim protection, whilst digital forensic examination identified active exploitation opportunities and supported intelligence development. Evidence-led prosecution strategies focusing upon financial investigation and corroborative evidence ultimately enabled successful disruption of the organised crime group.
Critically, however, the operation also demonstrated wider systemic limitations. Trauma-informed policing and safeguarding frameworks remain constrained where victims distrust authorities or fear immigration consequences. Digital forensic demand continues to exceed policing resources, whilst psychological coercion remains difficult to evidence within criminal proceedings.
The academic literature strongly supports the need for intelligence-led, trauma-informed and multi-agency approaches to modern slavery investigation. The strongest studies combine operational realism with victim-focused analysis, whilst weaker perspectives either overemphasise structural critique or underestimate evidential challenges faced by investigators.
Ultimately, successful modern slavery investigations require policing strategies capable of balancing safeguarding, evidence gathering and disruption simultaneously. The present investigation demonstrated both the progress and continuing limitations of the UK criminal justice response to organised sexual exploitation.
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Task 3: Interview and Custody Processes
	Choose a serious and complex investigation in which you played a significant role with witnesses, victims and suspects. Give a brief description of the investigation.  

a. Critically evaluate the interview process of the witnesses and suspects in the case highlighting how professionalism and maintaining standards impacts upon the process.

b. Critically reflect upon the planning that you undertook for the interviews and consider the benefits and challenges of doing so.


2000 words (+/- 10%: include your actual word count at the end of each section)


Critical Evaluation of Interviewing and Planning within a Complex Organised Crime Investigation.

Introduction
This paper critically evaluates my role as Senior Investigating Officer (SIO) in a complex multi-site organised crime investigation involving the coordinated seizure of heroin with an estimated street value of £7 million. The investigation resulted in arrests across Cardiff, Liverpool, Kirkcaldy, Blyth and Anstruther, culminating in custodial sentences totalling 57 years.
All Subjects of the investigation were conveyed back to South Wales Police Custody units for the interview process to be conducted.
The criminal network demonstrated a high level of sophistication, employing professional couriers, burner mobile telephones, compartmentalised communication structures and counter-surveillance methods designed to frustrate attribution. Along with employment of a retired Police Officer and use of specially constructed ‘Hides’ within the vehicles. The evidential environment was therefore highly fragmented, requiring integration of communications data, ANPR analysis, financial intelligence and seized property to construct a coherent evidential narrative.
This paper critically evaluates two core dimensions of the investigation: firstly, the interview process with witnesses and suspects, focusing on professionalism, compliance with legal frameworks and evidential effectiveness; and secondly, the planning processes underpinning interview strategy development. It further incorporates structured reflective analysis using Gibbs’ Reflective Cycle and Kolb’s Experiential Learning Theory to critically examine leadership decisions, learning outcomes and professional development.

Critical Evaluation of the Interview Process
The investigative interviewing process was structured around the PEACE model, which remains the dominant framework within UK policing. Its central strength lies in its ethical foundation and its emphasis on information-gathering rather than confession-driven interrogation. Contemporary scholarship consistently reinforces that PEACE represents a significant improvement over earlier accusatorial models due to its reduced risk of coercion and increased evidential reliability (Bull and Milne, 2020).
However, while PEACE provides a robust structural framework, its effectiveness in practice is not inherent. Rather, it is contingent upon interviewer competence, cognitive flexibility and organisational reinforcement of professional standards. Walsh and Milne (2008) argue that PEACE is frequently misunderstood as a procedural checklist, when in reality it requires adaptive conversational skill and advanced cognitive interviewing capability. This distinction was evident throughout the investigation, where Tier 3 interview teams demonstrated high procedural compliance but varied in their ability to maintain fluid, responsive dialogue under evidential pressure.
Professionalism was central to maintaining evidential integrity. In serious organised crime investigations, interview conduct is subject to intense scrutiny from defence counsel, disclosure specialists and ultimately the judiciary. As Milne, Shaw and Bull (2007) emphasise, professionalism in investigative interviewing is not limited to courteous behaviour but extends to intellectual discipline, neutrality of questioning and strict avoidance of confirmation bias.
In this investigation, professionalism directly influenced both admissibility and credibility. Interviewers maintained consistent tone and structure despite dealing with high-value drug trafficking suspects who were often hostile, dismissive or legally defensive. This was particularly important given the adversarial context in which suspects frequently relied on “no comment” strategies. Gudjonsson (2018) argues that silence in interview settings should be interpreted as a strategic legal decision rather than passive non-cooperation. This was clearly evidenced, as many suspects demonstrated awareness of evidential limitations relating to burner phones and attribution challenges.
Despite limited verbal engagement, interviews retained significant evidential value. Each suspect was formally presented with structured evidence, ensuring compliance with fairness obligations under the Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984. This approach allowed investigators to rely upon adverse inference provisions where appropriate. Daly, Y., Dowd, C., & Muirhead, A. (2022) note that the legal strength of interviews is not dependent upon admissions but upon procedural fairness and evidential opportunity, both of which were demonstrably present in this investigation.
A key feature of the interview process was the strategic deployment of disclosure. Evidence was not presented in a linear or exhaustive manner; instead, it was sequenced to test suspect accounts and generate cognitive inconsistency. This approach aligns with Vaughan, M., Milne, R., & Dalton, G. (2024). who argue that phased disclosure increases cognitive load on suspects, thereby improving the likelihood of contradiction and deception detection without requiring coercive pressure.
In practice, this was particularly effective when confronting suspects with integrated ANPR data, mobile communications analysis and financial intelligence. The convergence of these datasets often exposed inconsistencies between claimed movements and objective evidence. However, Williamson (2006) cautions that excessive withholding of evidence may undermine perceptions of procedural fairness, particularly where suspects perceive interviews as predetermined rather than exploratory. This tension required careful balancing between investigative advantage and legal defensibility.
One of the more significant operational limitations was the prevalence of “no comment” interviews. While legally valid, such responses significantly reduce opportunities for spontaneous disclosure. Clarke and Milne (2019) note that organised crime suspects often adopt silence as part of a collective defence strategy influenced by group loyalty and legal advice structures. This was consistent with observations in this investigation, where suspects demonstrated coordinated non-engagement.
Nevertheless, it is important to critically recognise that interview effectiveness should not be measured solely by confession rates. Bull and Milne (2020) argue that modern investigative interviewing is fundamentally an evidence-testing mechanism rather than a confession-seeking process. From this perspective, the interviews were successful because they enabled evidential triangulation, reinforced disclosure integrity and supported subsequent prosecution strategy.
The use of Tier 3 two-officer interview teams also contributed to operational effectiveness by distributing cognitive load and enabling one officer to focus on questioning while the other managed exhibits and behavioural observation. However, Dando and Bull (2020) highlight that dual-interviewer models can risk over-structuring interactions, potentially reducing conversational spontaneity. This limitation was occasionally evident, particularly in more rigid interview sequences where flexibility was reduced in favour of procedural control.
Overall, the interview process was professionally executed, legally compliant and evidentially robust. However, its effectiveness was shaped as much by preparatory planning and evidential integration as by the interviewing model itself, reinforcing the view that PEACE is a framework rather than a guarantee of success.

Critical Evaluation of Interview Planning
Planning represented the most influential determinant of interview effectiveness. Walsh and Milne (2008) identify planning as the single strongest predictor of investigative interview quality, particularly in complex serious crime environments where evidential fragmentation is significant.
In this investigation, planning was led centrally and involved constructing detailed interview strategies incorporating communications data, financial intelligence, ANPR analysis and physical evidence from warrants. This ensured consistency across multiple force areas and interview teams while maintaining evidential coherence.
However, planning must be understood as both an enabling and constraining mechanism. On one hand, it ensured that interviews were structured, legally compliant and strategically aligned with evidential priorities. On the other hand, overly detailed planning risked reducing interviewer flexibility and encouraging scripted questioning behaviours. This tension reflects a broader academic debate regarding structure versus adaptability in investigative interviewing (Bull and Milne, 2020).
The integration of multi-source intelligence was a significant strength. UNODC (2021) highlights that modern organised crime investigations require fusion of digital, financial and physical intelligence to establish coherent evidential narratives. This approach was clearly operationalised through the combination of burner phone attribution analysis, ANPR vehicle tracking and financial lifestyle assessments. The convergence of these datasets significantly strengthened interview strategy development by enabling targeted evidential challenges.
Nevertheless, the volume and complexity of digital evidence created cognitive overload risks. Dando and Bull (2020) note that excessive information density can impair interviewer decision-making and reduce cognitive flexibility during live interviews. This was particularly relevant where investigators were required to recall large volumes of communications data while maintaining conversational flow.
A further limitation of planning was variability in interviewer execution. Although Tier 3 accreditation ensured baseline competence, individual differences in experience and communication style led to inconsistent pacing and evidential emphasis across interviews. Clarke and Milne (2019) argue that even well-designed interview strategies are vulnerable to interpretive variation at the implementation stage.
Despite these limitations, planning significantly enhanced evidential integrity. It ensured that all suspects were exposed to consistent evidential themes and that key investigative hypotheses were systematically tested. It also strengthened disclosure management, ensuring compliance with PACE requirements while maintaining investigative advantage.
Critically, planning also supported legal defensibility. Structured interview preparation ensured that disclosure decisions could be justified in court and that evidential sequencing was consistent with investigative necessity rather than tactical concealment. This balance between transparency and operational protection is central to modern investigative practice.

Reflective Analysis Using Gibbs and Kolb Models
Reflective analysis of this investigation highlights both professional development and structural learning outcomes.
Using Gibbs’ Reflective Cycle, the initial experience of leading multi-site interview teams within a high-volume organised crime investigation was characterised by significant operational pressure and evidential complexity. The emotional and cognitive demands of coordinating interviews across multiple jurisdictions required sustained attention to both legal compliance and evidential coherence.
Evaluation of the process indicates that while interviews were legally robust and procedurally fair, there were limitations in adaptability. In particular, the level of planning occasionally constrained interviewer spontaneity, reducing opportunities to explore unexpected disclosures. Analysis suggests that this was a consequence of prioritising evidential control over conversational flexibility.
From a conceptual perspective, this reflects a broader tension within investigative interviewing literature between structure and adaptability. Walsh and Milne (2008) argue that while planning is essential, excessive rigidity can undermine the relational and cognitive aspects of interviewing. This insight is particularly relevant in organised crime contexts where suspects are often resistant to engagement.
Kolb’s Experiential Learning Theory further develops this reflection by framing the investigation as a cycle of concrete experience, reflective observation, abstract conceptualisation and active experimentation. The concrete experience involved managing complex interviews under evidential and legal constraints. Reflective observation identified limitations in flexibility and variability across interview teams. Abstract conceptualisation linked these observations to academic literature on cognitive load, disclosure strategy and structured interviewing. Finally, active experimentation informs future practice by emphasising the need for more adaptive planning frameworks that preserve structure while enabling interviewer discretion.

Conclusion
This investigation demonstrates the complexity of interviewing within a high-level organised crime environment involving sophisticated drug trafficking networks. The PEACE model provided a robust ethical and procedural framework that ensured fairness, legal compliance and evidential integrity. However, its effectiveness was dependent upon the quality of planning, interviewer competence and organisational reinforcement of professional standards.
Critically, interviews were not successful because they generated confessions, but because they systematically tested evidence, exposed inconsistencies and strengthened the evidential foundation for prosecution. Planning played a central role in this process, ensuring coherence across multiple jurisdictions and evidential domains. 
On reflection a Tier 5 Interview co-ordinator should have been allocated and would have benefitted the cohesion between interview teams and supported the SIO in this specific area whilst managing the demand of Custody reviews, expediting lines of enquiries and written requests for the Supt Extension authority to detention beyond the initial PACE 24 hours.
A further consideration arising from the post-interview phase relates to the use of statutory frameworks such as the Serious Organised Crime and Police Act 2005 (SOCPA), particularly sections 71–74 concerning assistance to offenders who provide cooperation or “Queen’s evidence” style arrangements. The existence of SOCPA provisions has a material influence on suspect decision-making during interview processes in serious organised crime cases. Defendants are often aware, either through legal advice or prior exposure to the criminal justice system, that cooperation can potentially lead to reduced sentencing or immunity considerations.
From a critical perspective, this introduces an additional strategic dimension to investigative interviewing, as suspects may calibrate their level of engagement not solely on evidential strength, but also on perceived benefit from post-offence assistance mechanisms. As a result, “no comment” strategies may be maintained until later stages of proceedings when defendants assess the potential value of cooperation under SOCPA provisions. This reinforces the importance of robust, evidence-led interviews, as early-stage investigative decisions may significantly influence later prosecutorial negotiation dynamics. In this case, the strength of the evidential package reduced reliance on such mechanisms, ensuring that prosecution strategy remained grounded in objective corroboration rather than incentivised cooperation.
Reflective analysis highlights the importance of balancing structure with adaptability. While planning improved consistency and legal defensibility, excessive rigidity risked limiting conversational effectiveness. Future practice should therefore focus on enhancing dynamic decision-making within structured frameworks, ensuring that investigative interviewing remains both ethically sound and operationally responsive.
Overall, the investigation reinforces that modern investigative success is defined not by admissions alone, but by the ability to integrate complex intelligence, maintain professional interviewing standards and construct legally sustainable evidential narratives within highly sophisticated criminal environments.
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Task 4: Investigation documentation processes
 
	
Outline the statutory duties of disclosure within criminal investigations that investigators must adhere to.

Critically explore the challenges that disclosure presents to investigators, offering potential solutions where appropriate.

You may draw upon examples from your own professional practice as illustration.

2000 words (+/- 10%: include your actual word count at the end of each section)

Statutory Duties of Disclosure in Criminal Investigations and Operational Challenges in Contemporary Policing (England and Wales)

Introduction
Disclosure in criminal investigations in England and Wales is a cornerstone of procedural fairness and due process, ensuring that prosecutions are conducted transparently and that defendants are able to effectively challenge the case against them. The statutory framework is primarily governed by the Criminal Procedure and Investigations Act 1996 (CPIA), supported by the CPIA Code of Practice, Attorney General’s Guidelines (2024), and Crown Prosecution Service (CPS) disclosure manuals.
At its core, disclosure requires investigators to identify and retain all material that may undermine the prosecution case or assist the defence. However, while the legislative intent is rooted in fairness and equality of arms under Article 6 ECHR, the operational reality of disclosure has become increasingly complex due to digital transformation, intelligence-led policing, and expanded evidential datasets.
Modern investigators operate in an environment where a single investigation may involve terabytes of digital data, covert policing tactics, and multi-agency intelligence systems. This has resulted in a growing tension between legal compliance, operational efficiency, and investigative pragmatism. This essay critically evaluates statutory disclosure duties, explores operational challenges including digital evidence and undercover policing, and assesses mitigation strategies such as MG6 schedules, Investigation Management Documents (IMDs), and Disclosure Management Documents (DMDs). A reflective section applying Gibbs’ (1988) and Kolb’s (1984) learning models is included to demonstrate applied professional learning and critical development.

Statutory Framework Governing Disclosure
The CPIA 1996 establishes the primary statutory duty on investigators and prosecutors. Section 3 imposes a continuing obligation on the prosecution to disclose material that “might reasonably be considered capable of undermining the case for the prosecution or assisting the case for the accused.” This formulation deliberately introduces a low threshold for disclosure relevance, reinforcing the principle that fairness must be prioritised over prosecutorial advantage.
The CPIA Code of Practice further requires investigators to pursue all reasonable lines of enquiry, whether exculpatory or inculpatory, and to retain all relevant material. This duty is central to preventing cognitive bias within investigations, a concern widely recognised in investigative psychology literature (Ask and Granhag, 2018), which highlights how confirmation bias can distort evidence interpretation.
However, the concept of “relevance” is inherently subjective. In practice, investigators must make discretionary decisions about vast quantities of material, often under time pressure and resource constraints. Griffiths, C. (2022) argues that this discretion creates structural inconsistency in disclosure standards across policing organisations, resulting in uneven application of CPIA obligations.
The Attorney General’s Guidelines (2024) reinforce disclosure as a continuing obligation and emphasise early engagement between investigators and prosecutors. Yet, despite these safeguards, disclosure failures remain a recurring issue in appellate case law, demonstrating the gap between legislative intent and operational execution.

Operationalisation of Disclosure: MG Forms, IMDs and DMDs
Disclosure is operationally managed through structured documentation, most notably MG6C (unused non-sensitive material), MG6D (unused sensitive material), and MG6E (disclosure officer report). These documents are intended to provide transparency and accountability in evidential handling.
However, the increasing complexity of investigations has led to additional governance mechanisms, particularly Investigation Management Documents (IMDs) and Disclosure Management Documents (DMDs). IMDs are designed to document investigative rationale and decision-making, but in practice often result in duplication of material already recorded in digital case management systems. This redundancy contributes to administrative burden without necessarily enhancing evidential quality.
DMDs represent a more recent development aimed at improving disclosure governance in complex cases, particularly those involving large digital datasets or sensitive intelligence material. By agreeing disclosure parameters early with the CPS, DMDs seek to reduce later disputes and streamline case progression. However, their effectiveness is dependent on early case clarity, CPS resourcing, and investigator expertise. Research by Harkin and Whelan (2022) suggests that while structured disclosure planning improves efficiency, inconsistent organisational adoption limits its overall impact.
Digital Evidence and the Challenge of Data Proliferation
One of the most significant operational challenges in modern disclosure is the exponential increase in digital evidence. Smartphones, cloud storage, social media platforms, and encrypted communication applications have transformed evidential landscapes.
Digital forensic literature consistently highlights the “data overload problem,” where investigators are required to review increasingly large datasets within limited timeframes (Quick and Choo, 2018). This creates a structural tension between CPIA obligations and operational feasibility.
In practice, investigators increasingly rely on triage methodologies, including keyword searches, automated filtering, and AI-assisted review tools. While these methods improve efficiency, they introduce new epistemological risks. As Casey (2020) argues, digital triage can distort evidential context, leading to potential omission of exculpatory material or over-reliance on algorithmic filtering.
Critically, the use of AI in disclosure raises questions about transparency and explainability. If defence teams cannot fully understand how digital material has been filtered, the fairness of proceedings may be compromised. This represents a developing area of legal and ethical concern within criminal procedure scholarship.
Sensitive Material and Undercover Policing Constraints
Disclosure becomes particularly complex in cases involving undercover policing, covert surveillance, or intelligence-led operations. Material relating to covert human intelligence sources (CHIS), surveillance tactics, or operational methodologies is highly sensitive and may be subject to Public Interest Immunity (PII) applications.
This creates a fundamental legal tension between:
the defendant’s right to a fair trial (Article 6 ECHR), and
the state’s duty to protect life, safety, and operational capability.
As noted by Brodeur (2019), secrecy is structurally embedded in modern policing, particularly within intelligence-led frameworks, meaning disclosure requirements often conflict with operational necessity.
The courts are required to balance these competing interests, but this process is inherently uncertain and case-specific. Over-disclosure risks compromising future investigations and officer safety, while under-disclosure risks miscarriages of justice and appeals. The Regulation of Investigatory Powers Act 2000 and subsequent oversight frameworks attempt to manage this tension, but practical difficulties remain significant.

Structural Fragmentation and Organisational Challenges
A consistent issue in disclosure practice is the fragmentation of systems and processes. Investigators must navigate multiple platforms including NICHE, MG documentation, IMDs, DMDs, and digital forensic outputs. This creates duplication, inconsistency, and increased cognitive workload.
From an organisational perspective, this reflects what Savage and Hyde (2021) describe as “procedural layering,” where additional compliance mechanisms are introduced without removing legacy systems. The result is an increasingly complex administrative environment that may detract from investigative focus.
Communication between police and CPS also remains a structural weakness. Despite formal guidance promoting collaborative working, disclosure often operates through iterative exchanges rather than integrated case management. This leads to delays, inefficiencies, and increased risk of late-stage disclosure issues.

Critical Evaluation: Benefits and Limitations of Disclosure
The disclosure regime provides essential safeguards within the criminal justice system. It ensures that defendants are able to challenge prosecution evidence, supports judicial integrity, and reduces the risk of miscarriages of justice. It also imposes professional accountability on investigators, requiring structured recording and evidential transparency.
However, its operational limitations are increasingly evident. The system is heavily resource-dependent, and compliance often competes with investigative urgency. Digital complexity has amplified workload pressures, while sensitivity requirements in covert policing introduce additional legal uncertainty.
Moreover, disclosure may inadvertently incentivise defensive policing practices, where investigators over-disclose to mitigate risk, or adopt overly cautious investigative strategies. This can reduce efficiency and increase prosecutorial delay. As Sanders et al. (2019) note, procedural safeguards in criminal justice often create unintended bureaucratic expansion, which can undermine system effectiveness.

Reflective Practice Using Gibbs and Kolb Models
Gibbs Reflective Cycle (1988)
· Description:
In a complex drug trafficking investigation involving large volumes of mobile phone data, I was involved in reviewing digital evidence for disclosure purposes. The dataset included thousands of messages, images, and call logs, requiring categorisation for MG6 schedules.
· Feelings:
Initially, I experienced significant uncertainty due to the volume of material and concern about missing potentially relevant evidence. There was also operational pressure to progress the investigation efficiently.
· Evaluation:
The structured use of MG6 documentation and DMD guidance provided clarity, but the process was time-consuming and sometimes felt disproportionate to evidential value. However, it ensured transparency and defensibility of decision-making.
· Analysis:
This experience highlighted the tension between CPIA obligations and operational feasibility. It also demonstrated the importance of digital triage skills and supervisory oversight in managing disclosure risk. Literature by Quick and Choo (2018) supports this, noting that digital overload is one of the primary risks in modern forensic investigations.
· Conclusion:
While the process was challenging, it reinforced the importance of systematic disclosure management and early engagement with CPS.
· Action Plan:
Develop greater proficiency in digital triage tools and seek further training in structured disclosure planning and DMD development.

Kolb’s Experiential Learning Cycle (1984)
Kolb’s model further explains this learning as a cycle of:
· Concrete experience: handling large-scale digital disclosure material
· Reflective observation: recognising inefficiencies and risks in manual review
· Abstract conceptualisation: understanding CPIA proportionality principles and disclosure thresholds
· Active experimentation: applying improved triage and structured scheduling techniques in subsequent investigations
This demonstrates progression from procedural compliance to analytical understanding, aligning with professional development expectations at Level 6.

Conclusion
Statutory disclosure duties under the Criminal Procedure and Investigations Act 1996 (CPIA) remain fundamental to ensuring fairness, transparency, and equality of arms within criminal proceedings in England and Wales. The legal framework, supported by the CPIA Code of Practice and Attorney General’s Guidelines (2024), establishes a continuing obligation on investigators and prosecutors to identify, retain, and disclose material that may undermine the prosecution case or assist the defence. In principle, this ensures that investigative power is balanced by procedural safeguards designed to protect the integrity of the adversarial system and uphold Article 6 ECHR rights.
However, as this essay has demonstrated, the operational environment in which these duties are applied has evolved significantly, creating substantial practical and ethical tensions. Digital transformation, covert policing techniques, and increasingly complex investigative structures have all contributed to a disclosure landscape that is far more demanding than the legislative framework originally envisaged. In particular, the proliferation of digital evidence has fundamentally reshaped disclosure practice. Quick and Choo (2018) identify this as a “data overload” problem driven by exponential increases in digital storage and device complexity, while Casey (2020) extends this critique by emphasising the epistemological risks associated with digital triage and algorithmic filtering. Taken together, these perspectives highlight a core tension between efficiency and evidential completeness, with Casey providing a more critical interrogation of fairness implications and Quick and Choo offering a more operationally pragmatic analysis.
This tension is further developed in Griffiths, C. (2022), who argue that disclosure has increasingly become a procedural compliance exercise rather than a substantive safeguard. Their position aligns with Sanders et al. (2019), who conceptualise disclosure within broader criminal justice systems as part of a wider pattern of bureaucratic expansion driven by procedural safeguards. However, while Sanders et al. adopt a macro-level criminological perspective, Griffiths, C. (2022) provide a more targeted critique of police–CPS interaction, making their analysis more directly applicable to operational disclosure practice. Both, however, converge on the concern that increasing procedural complexity may unintentionally dilute efficiency without necessarily enhancing fairness outcomes.
In contrast, reform-oriented perspectives such as Harkin and Whelan (2022) and CPS guidance (2022) emphasise the potential benefits of structured disclosure planning through mechanisms such as Disclosure Management Documents (DMDs). These approaches aim to improve early engagement, reduce evidential disputes, and streamline case progression. While this perspective is operationally attractive, it must be critically balanced against Brodeur’s (2019) argument that secrecy is structurally embedded within intelligence-led policing. Brodeur’s analysis challenges the assumption that disclosure inefficiencies are purely procedural, instead suggesting that operational secrecy and information asymmetry are inherent features of modern policing. This introduces a more fundamental constraint on reform, indicating that complete transparency may not always be achievable without compromising operational effectiveness.
Further complexity is introduced by psychological literature, particularly Ask and Granhag (2018), who highlight the impact of cognitive bias on investigative decision-making. Their work reinforces the CPIA requirement to pursue all reasonable lines of enquiry but also demonstrates how investigator judgement can be unconsciously shaped by confirmation bias. When considered alongside Griffiths, C. (2022), a multi-layered explanation emerges in which individual cognitive limitations interact with organisational inefficiencies, collectively increasing the risk of incomplete or inconsistent disclosure.
When synthesised, the literature reveals a clear evolution in conceptualising disclosure. Early frameworks, reflected in CPS and Attorney General guidance, position disclosure primarily as a legal compliance mechanism. More recent scholarship (Quick and Choo; Casey) reframes it as a technologically mediated operational challenge, while critical criminological perspectives (Griffiths, C.; Sanders et al.; Brodeur) position it as a systemic issue embedded within broader structures of policing governance, secrecy, and bureaucracy. The most persuasive interpretation is therefore not found in any single perspective but in the intersection of these approaches.
Overall, disclosure in contemporary investigations should be understood as a complex socio-technical and organisational process rather than a purely legal obligation. While CPIA 1996 provides the foundational statutory framework, its effectiveness is increasingly shaped by technological constraints, organisational structures, cognitive factors, and the inherent tensions of intelligence-led policing. The central challenge for modern policing is therefore not simply compliance with disclosure law, but the development of systems and practices capable of balancing legal fairness with operational realism in an increasingly data-driven investigative environment. 

Word Count - 2172










Task 5: Personal Development Plan (PDP)
As part of your reflective process, please use this table to aid you in identifying the next steps for development. 
Formulate and implement a personal study programme to further enhance the development of your professional police practice. A template has been added for an ‘Individual Learning Plan’ that you can use for this task.  
This task differs from the PDP that you have completed in your previous workbook in that this learning plan allows you to assess what level you believe you are in key knowledge, skills, and experience against where you believe you (and the force) consider you should be – now and in the coming 6 to 12 months. This should then be used to target future development need. 
This is equivalent to 2000 words towards the overall wordcount, please note this is not the actual number of words used in completing the table, the count reflects the thought and research behind it

Knowledge, Skills and Experience Assessment 

	 
	Current level
	RATING - next 6 to 12mths
	DEVELOPMENT NEED IDENTIFIED
 

	KNOWLEDGE 
	Low 
1-4 
	Med 
5-7 
	High 
8-10 
	Low 
1-4 
	Med 
5-7 
	High 
8-10 
	 At aspiring DI level, knowledge must shift from operational understanding to strategic investigative governance and oversight capability.
I must develop advanced expertise in modern slavery investigative strategy, including disruption-focused policing, NRM decision-making frameworks, and multi-agency safeguarding governance. This directly aligns with South Wales Police Delivery Plan priorities on protecting vulnerable people and reducing harm, requiring supervisors to ensure effective victim safeguarding pathways and investigative continuity.
In counter-terrorism policing (CTP Borders / CONTEST), I need enhanced strategic understanding of Prevent case management, intelligence thresholds for escalation, and the integration of multi-agency safeguarding boards within national security contexts. As a future DI, I would be responsible for ensuring intelligence is not only assessed but actioned proportionately and lawfully at supervisory level, aligning with Pursue and Prevent objectives.
My understanding of CPIA disclosure obligations must develop into supervisory-level oversight capability, ensuring compliance, defensibility, and audit readiness across investigations. This includes managing disclosure risks in covert, intelligence-led, and multi-agency cases.
Within the PERFORM framework, this reflects development from “competent practitioner” to “strategic accountable leader,” particularly in legal compliance, ethical governance, and evidential integrity.

	SKILLS 

	Low 
1-4 
	Med 
5-7 
	High 
8-10 
	Low 
1-4 
	Med 
5-7 
	High 
8-10 
	 At DI level, skills must transition from personal investigative competence to supervisory leadership, oversight, and decision assurance.
I must develop capability in reviewing and directing complex modern slavery investigations, ensuring teams correctly identify exploitation patterns, maintain victim safeguarding standards, and apply disruption strategies effectively. This aligns with South Wales Police priorities around harm reduction, vulnerability management, and effective justice delivery.
In CTP Borders environments, I need to develop the ability to interpret intelligence at a supervisory level, ensuring appropriate escalation, resource allocation, and threat management decisions are justified, documented, and legally defensible under CONTEST.
My disclosure oversight skills must evolve significantly, ensuring that I can quality-assure CPIA compliance across multiple investigations. This includes identifying risks in disclosure schedules, correcting evidential gaps, and ensuring transparency standards are met for judicial processes.
Additionally, I must develop strategic communication and leadership skills, particularly in chairing multi-agency meetings, directing investigative teams, and influencing partner agencies (local authority, safeguarding boards, CT analysts).
Within PERFORM, this reflects progression in leadership, accountability, decision-making under pressure, and ethical governance of complex investigations.

	EXPERIENCE 


	Low 
1-4 
	Med 
5-7 
	High 
8-10 
	Low 
1-4 
	Med 
5-7 
	High 
8-10 
	My current investigative experience remains operational, requiring structured progression toward supervisory and strategic investigative exposure consistent with Detective Inspector expectations.
I must gain experience in leading or co-leading modern slavery investigations, including managing multi-agency disruption activity, overseeing victim safeguarding strategies, and directing investigative lines of enquiry. This aligns with South Wales Police strategic focus on protecting vulnerable people and reducing harm through proactive disruption.
In counter-terrorism policing environments, I require exposure to Prevent case management oversight, intelligence governance meetings, and structured decision-making forums. As a future DI, I would be accountable for ensuring intelligence-led decisions are proportionate, lawful, and effectively actioned under CTP Borders structures.
I also need experience in disclosure governance, including supervisory review of CPIA schedules, auditing unused material, and ensuring evidential integrity across teams. This is essential for maintaining judicial confidence and aligns with PERFORM expectations of accountability and integrity.
Further development is required in strategic investigative leadership forums, including case progression meetings, gold/silver command exposure, and partnership safeguarding boards.
Ultimately, experience must evolve from task execution to investigative ownership and oversight, reflecting DI-level responsibility for both operational outcomes and organisational risk management.


Reflective summary.
This development plan reflects a necessary transition from operational detective capability to strategic investigative leadership. At Detective Inspector level, competence is no longer measured solely by individual investigative output but by the ability to:
Ensure investigations are legally compliant, proportionate, and strategically directed
Maintain public confidence through robust disclosure and evidential governance
Lead multi-agency safeguarding responses in complex vulnerability cases
Interpret and escalate intelligence within national security frameworks (CTP Borders / CONTEST)
A key reflective challenge identified is the shift from “doing investigations” to “owning investigative risk.” This includes responsibility for disclosure failures, missed intelligence opportunities, and safeguarding outcomes. Literature on disclosure and investigative failures reinforces the importance of supervisory oversight in preventing systemic investigative weaknesses.
Within South Wales Police priorities, this aligns with delivering effective justice and safeguarding vulnerable people. Within CTP Borders, it aligns with ensuring early identification and disruption of national security threats. Within PERFORM, it reflects leadership accountability, ethical decision-making, and professional integrity at a supervisory level.
This PDP demonstrates a structured and progressive pathway toward Detective Inspector readiness, with clear alignment to organisational strategy, national counter-terrorism doctrine, and professional policing standards.
Development is centred on transitioning from:
Operational investigator → Strategic decision-maker → Investigative leader accountable for safeguarding, intelligence governance, and disclosure integrity
Achieving this progression will ensure capability not only in managing complex investigations but in leading investigative teams with legal, ethical, and strategic authority.

6. Reference List
The reference list should only include sources referenced within the workbook using the Harvard referencing system. Information about referencing in written assignments and how to avoid plagiarism can be found on Moodle and will be provided within your lesson. It is important that you are aware of the importance of ensuring that the work submitted is your original work.
If you are unsure, it is important that you seek guidance. A copy of the UWTSD Harvard guidebook can be found at:
https://intranet.uwtsd.ac.uk/sites/intranet/files/2023-10/Harvard%20en_v.1.3%20%28V6%29.pdf
A copy is also available on Moodle.
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7. Use of Generative AI in Assessment
     (Lecturer to indicate Yes or Not against each element)
 
	RESEARCH
	For this assessment, you can use Generative AI to support you in research, including searching for bibliography, using tools to summarise, compare and interrogate materials.
	Yes ☒
 
No  ☐

	STRUCTURE
	For this assessment, you can use Generative AI to support you in structuring your submission, including creating a draft argument structure, identifying parts and headings, etc.
	Yes ☒
 
No  ☐

	PROOFREADING
	For this assessment, you can use Generative AI to check your own text/creation for grammatical and syntactical mistakes, including rephrasing of your own work within specific standards.
	Yes ☒
 
No  ☐

	WRITING
	For this assessment, you can use Generative AI to create text for submission.
	Yes ☐
 
No  X

	CREATIVE
	For this assessment, you can use Generative AI to create creative materials, such as images.
	Yes ☒
 
No  ☐

	PROGRAMING
	For this assessment, you can use Generative AI to create and check code.
	Yes ☒
 
No  ☐

	NONE
	For this assessment, you are not allowed to use any type of Generative AI support. This includes research support, structure support, writing/proofreading support and creative support.
	Yes ☐
 
No X


GUIDANCE FOR STUDENTS IN THE COMPLETION OF TASKS

NOTE: The guidance offered below is linked to the five generic assessment criteria.
1. Engagement with Literature Skills
Your work must be informed and supported by scholarly material that is relevant to and focused on the task(s) set; you should make use of scholarly reviews and primary sources, where appropriate (for example, refereed research articles and/or original materials appropriate to the discipline).    You should provide evidence that you have accessed a wide range of sources, which may be academic, governmental and industrial; these sources may include academic journal articles, textbooks, current news articles, organisational documents, and websites.  You should consider the credibility of your sources; academic journals are normally highly credible sources while websites require careful consideration/selection and should be used sparingly.   Any sources you use should be current and up-to-date, mostly published within the last five years or so, though seminal/important works in the field may be older.  You must provide evidence of your research/own reading throughout your work, using a suitable referencing system, including in-text citations in the main body of your work and a reference list at the end of your work. 
Guidance specific to this assessment: At level 6 you should be reading extensively on the subject area, your sources should be reliable. Try to limit the quantity of journalistic sources you use and, instead include peer reviewed journal articles or academic sources. The Universities library is 90% available on-line this allows you to access journals through the library, make use of this to gain good grades.  
2. Knowledge and Understanding Skills
At level 6, you should be able to demonstrate coherent and detailed knowledge and a systematic understanding of the subject area, at least some of which is informed by the latest research and/or advanced scholarship within the discipline. You should be aware of the uncertainty, ambiguity and limits of knowledge. Your work must demonstrate the growing extent of your knowledge and systematic understanding of concepts and underlying principles associated with the subject area.  Knowledge relates to the facts, information and skills you have acquired through your learning.  You demonstrate your understanding by interpreting the meaning of the facts and information (knowledge). This means that you need to select and include in your work the concepts, techniques, models, theories, etc. appropriate to the task(s) set.  You should be able to explain the theories, concepts, etc. meaningfully to show your understanding.  Your mark/grade will also depend upon the extent to which you demonstrate your knowledge and understanding; ideally each should be complete and detailed, with comprehensive coverage. 
Guidance specific to this assessment: You should read to build your knowledge base on the subject using lectures as a basis for learning, if you do not understand an element of the teaching make an appointment to speak to your lecturer. Attendance is key to develop your knowledge and understanding. 


3. Cognitive and Intellectual Skills
You should be able to: critically evaluate evidence, arguments, assumptions, abstract concepts and data some of which are at the forefront of a discipline (and that may be incomplete) to devise and sustain arguments, to make judgements and/or solve problems; describe and comment upon particular aspects of current research, or equivalent advanced scholarship, in the discipline Your work must contain evidence of logical, analytical thinking, evaluation and synthesis. For example, to examine and break information down into parts, make inferences, compile, compare and contrast information.  This means not just describing what! But also justifying: Why? How? When? Who? Where? At what cost? At all times, you must provide justification for your arguments and judgements.  Evidence that you have reflected upon the ideas of others within the subject area is crucial to you providing a reasoned and informed debate within your work.  Furthermore, you should provide evidence that you are able to make sound judgements and convincing arguments using data and concepts.  Sound, valid conclusions are necessary and must be derived from the content of your work.   Where relevant, alternative solutions and recommendations may be proposed.
Guidance specific to this assessment: Avoid descriptive accounts of subject areas, you should at this level be discussing and arguing points, do not try to discuss too many points, select an area of study and then analyse and discuss this area.   
4. Practical Skills
At level 6, you should be able to apply the methods and techniques that you have learned to review, consolidate, extend and apply your knowledge and understanding, and to initiate and carry out projects. You will deploy accurately established techniques of analysis and enquiry relevant to the discipline, and apply them in complex and unpredictable contexts, to devise and sustain arguments and/or to solve problems. You should be able to frame appropriate questions to achieve a solution - or identify a range of solutions. You should be able to demonstrate how the subject-related concepts and ideas relate to real world situations and/or a particular context.  How do they work in practice?  You will deploy models, methods, techniques, and/or theories, in that context or circumstances, to assess current situations, perhaps to formulate plans or solutions to solve problems, or to create artefacts, some of which may be innovative and creative.  This is likely to involve, for instance, the use of real world artefacts, examples and cases, the application of a model within an organisation and/or benchmarking one theory or organisation against others based on stated criteria.  You should show awareness of the limitations of concepts and theories when applied in particular contexts.
Guidance specific to this assessment: Put into practice what you have learned in Academic skills to structure your work so that it flows from one logical argument to the next using ‘linking’ words and sentences. Demonstrate you effective referencing skills.  





5. Transferable Skills for Life and Professional Practice 
Your work must provide evidence of the qualities and transferable skills necessary for graduate-level employment requiring the exercise of initiative and personal responsibility and decision-making in complex and unpredictable circumstances.  This includes demonstrating: the learning ability for professional development to advance existing skills and acquire new competences of a professional nature that will enable you to assume significant responsibility within organisations; that you can initiate and complete tasks and procedures, whether individually and/or collaboratively; that you can use appropriate media to effectively communicate information, arguments and analysis in a variety of forms to specialist and non-specialist audiences; fluency of expression; clarity and effectiveness in presentation and organisation. Work should be coherent and well-structured in presentation and organisation.
Guidance specific to this assessment: 
























Marking Criteria: 
GENERIC ASSESSMENT CRITERIA – Level 6

	Level 6

	In accordance with the Framework for Higher Education Qualifications, at the end of Level 6 students should have coherent and detailed knowledge and a systematic understanding of their subject area, at least some of which is informed by the latest research and/or advanced scholarship within the discipline. They will be able to accurately deploy established techniques of analysis and enquiry within a discipline, using their conceptual understanding to devise and sustain arguments and/or to solve problems. They should be aware of the uncertainty, ambiguity and limits of knowledge. They should be able to critically evaluate evidence, arguments, assumptions, abstract concepts and data (that may be incomplete), to make judgements, and to frame appropriate questions to achieve a solution - or identify a range of solutions. They will apply the methods and techniques that they have learned to review, consolidate, extend and apply their knowledge and understanding, and to initiate and carry out projects. They will have the ability to manage their own learning, and to make use of scholarly reviews and primary sources (for example, refereed research articles and/or original materials appropriate to the discipline). They will demonstrate the qualities and transferable skills necessary for employment requiring: the exercise of initiative and personal responsibility; decision-making in complex and unpredictable contexts; the learning ability needed to undertake appropriate further training of a professional or equivalent nature.



A copy of the Level 6 marking criteria can be found on Moodle
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