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Task 1: Information, Intelligence & Evidence Gathering
	
[bookmark: _Hlk221096283]a. Choose one of the below areas and outline its relevance to your current role and investigative practice: (evidence gathering)

The collection and retention of evidence by investigators is now central to the success of the criminal justice process in the United Kingdom (Ng et al., 2025). Without admissible evidence of an offence, prosecutions would have to rely on assumptions, conjecture and the statements of witnesses. The modern criminal justice system requires quality evidence to ensure cases are reliable, fair and legally robust.
The modern system of evidence gathering, and its admissibility to the courts, still has its foundations in the Police and Criminal Evidence Act (PACE) 1984. PACE enshrined the practice of systemic and transparent evidence collection by investigators and offered broad codes of practice and judicial safeguards. PACE reinforces that how evidence is gathered, is just as important as the evidence itself.
Stelfox and Pease (2020) argue that criminal investigation is fundamentally centred on gathering, evaluating and using evidence. This position aligns closely with my personal experience in financial investigations. These cases typically rely on evidence that is embedded or hidden in digital systems (Atlam et al., 2024). This makes the gathering of this evidence more complex and the method by how it is gathered more scrutinized. The foundations provided by PACE have since been bolstered by a range of legislation specific to the financial crime arena.
The requirement in these cases is not just to reconstruct the suspects’ offending, but to do so using the best piece of legislation for it to be admissible. Successful evidence gathering in financial cases has the dual effect of providing evidence to obtain charges and to utilise the legal tools to recover criminal property and disrupt ongoing financial harm.
The primary legislation that supports evidence gathering in my role is the Proceeds of Crime Act (POCA) 2002. The passing of POCA into law introduced robust new money laundering offences that could be charged as standalone crimes, such as the possession of criminal funds in your bank account, without the need for a linked offence such as burglary or theft. POCA also introduced new comprehensive frameworks for cash seizure, forfeiture and the civil recovery of assets without conviction. It also provided a broad framework for enforcing confiscation orders after conviction.
Prior to POCA, investigators relied on a fragmented series of powers to try to achieve their aims of disruption and seizure. The Drug Trafficking Offences Act 1986 allowed the confiscation of criminal funds but only related to drug offences. The Criminal Justice Act 1988 extended some confiscation powers to other serious crimes, but they required linking to exact criminal conduct, which was difficult. Other powers were available to investigators, such as common law, however before POCA confiscations were required to be tied directly to convictions, in the most part. This patchwork of legislation made seizing and retaining criminal property a difficult and protracted task, leading to most efforts being directed at drugs offences where the strongest tools existed.
POCA represented a major enhancement for financial investigators in 2002, which in theory provided extensive powers to disrupt crime and recoup criminal property. It’s relevance for evidence gathering is central to the role of a financial investigator but it’s overall effectiveness, especially given its’ breadth, remains contested. Although POCA was well-aimed legislation for the early 2000’s landscape of financial crime, its practical impact since then has drawn various critiques. 
A central criticism of asset recovery and anti-money laundering systems, often implied to include POCA, comes from Levi (2020). Levi highlights the lack of reliable evidence that the legislation reduces crime as promised. Levi argues that measuring success using total recovery amounts only reflects enforcement activity, and not the disruption of criminal organisations.
Concerns over the proportionate use of the POCA civil recovery powers are raised by King (2023), who stated that these powers can blur the line between civil and criminal law, potentially undermining the legitimacy of the act. Both Levi and King raise a broadly understood failing of POCA, that its strengths on paper have not come to fruition to the level expected.  
In my personal experience, POCA can introduce tension with other legislation, especially without proper safeguards. The core tenson with POCA lies in its conflict with the Criminal Procedure and Investigations Act (CPIA) 1996. POCA often requires the collection of vast amounts of complex datasets, which the CPIA requires to be meaningfully disclosed. Not only does the volume of material affect disclosure (Levi, 2020) but the assumptions under POCA mean that the burden shifts to the defendant to prove transactions were genuine. These assumptions of criminal lifestyle under POCA create tension with the idea of fairness and presumption of innocence under the CPIA (Mitchell, Taylor and Talbot, 2017). 
Another central piece of legislation used in financial investigations is the Fraud Act 2006. This landmark framework greatly improved the nature of evidence gathering for investigators. Previous to the 2006 law, fraud was not a single offence that could be charged cleanly, instead relying on a number of statutes and common law to obtain charges. 
Gathering evidence, and its effectiveness, was complicated by prosecutions often relying on specific dishonest intent to achieve charges. Investigators faced challenges trying to gather evidence that met the stringent thresholds of obtaining property by deception under section 15 of the Theft Act 1968 (Levi, 2015).
Even before the 2006 act, PACE still governed how investigators collected evidence, but by streamlining fraud into one offence with three mechanisms, evidence gathering could focus on dishonesty and intent to gain or cause loss. This meant tidier evidential enquiries and outcomes, rather than juggling the needs of multiple statutes.
Evidence gathering in modern financial investigations has evolved into a multi-disciplinary technique. This approach is technologically enabled, with applications and partners, to access and make sense of the volume of data that modern suspects retain.
Digital evidence embedded in electronic systems and applications has become the primary target of the modern investigator. Data stored on electronic devices has become so evidentially informative that investigators must seek it out to build successful cases (Casino et al., 2022). 
The impact of these developments can be seen in every new criminal case allocated in my role. Access to data systems has become a foundation for evidence gathering. From the initial terms of reference, through the bulk of the reasonable lines of enquiry, and into the eventual provision to the courts. Most evidence gathered represents electronic data harvested from digital systems, often using specialist tools, and gathered under specific legislation. 
The impact of this modern approach is that financial investigations have become data-heavy, requiring extensive analysis and specialist partners. Although necessary for modern crime, there are inherent risks with this evolution. According to His Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary and Fire & Rescue Services (2022) misinterpretation, improper handling and corrupted data can invalidate otherwise crucial evidence. The sheer volume of data can also overwhelm investigators, meaning vital evidence is missed. The emerging use of Artificial Intelligence (AI) tools in investigations can also introduce errors and conflate data sources (Sorrel, 2024).

[bookmark: _Hlk221096326]b. Critically discuss the challenges and obstacles that the chosen area presents to you as an investigator and how it impacts upon investigative practice.

Evidence gathering in modern financial investigations must be managed diligently to cope with the exponential growth of digital evidence (Atlam et al., 2024). In my own investigations I have seen disclosure schedules grow from an average of fifty pieces of relevant unused material in 2021, to a current investigation already at five hundred and fifty in 2026. In terms of impact on my investigative practice, the volume and complexity of digital exhibits is my primary challenge.

This explosion in digital evidence is driven primarily by the complexity of advancing digital devices. Modern mobile phones contain large suits of complex applications, some of which are especially productive in financial cases such as banking, trading and cryptocurrency applications. In a complex fraud investigation, this may mean thousands of relevant documents are obtained.  Extant legislation such as the Criminal Procedure and Investigations Act 1996 (CPIA) imposes a duty to pursue and schedule all of these materials in exacting detail, making their proper handling a significant task.

The growth in the use of Virtual Private Networks (VPNs), cloud storage and encrypted messaging services add additional pressure to evidence gathering. Crimes that were traditionally bound by geography such as fraud and theft are now routinely conducted solely in the digital space, transforming the traditional evidential landscape (London School of Economics and Political Science, 2026).

The challenges presented by this new landscape are not merely limited to administrative workloads, they risk undermining the key disclosure obligations enshrined in the CPIA. This is not a theoretical risk on the horizon, the system is already past ad-hoc delays and into significant backlogs capable of affecting investigative outcomes (The Police Foundation, 2021). 

Eoghan Casey argued that investigators lacked the specialist training and technical experience to deal with digital evidence effectively, back in 2011. This position remains highly relevant, with more recent research (University of Exeter, 2021) indicating that these issues are still prevalent in modern policing, increasing the risk of misinterpretation and errors in disclosure. Similarly, the College of Policing (CoP) acknowledges that without the proper specialist training, digital evidence can be compromised (CoP, 2025).  

This position is persuasive and is supported by the existence of a large backlog of digital forensics, but it feels somewhat overgeneralised. The problem is not just one of inadequate training, but of organisational and perhaps legal reform. It is easy to downplay the technical ability of an investigator when presented with the modern digital challenge, but attention must be paid to the resource constraints, and legislation on offer to take on the challenge (HMICFRS, 2019).

Evidence gathering in modern financial investigations is also constrained by a more traditional concept, international borders. From individual suspects looking to hide criminal property, to organised crime groups moving large sums, the exploitation of national jurisdictions presents a complex challenge. Financial centres, banking applications and cryptocurrency exchanges exist in a global digital marketplace with many jurisdictions. Navigating them to gather the relevant evidence for an investigation requires skill, experience and the cooperation of other agencies.

UK police investigators are equipped with robust domestic powers to compel financial institutions in England and Wales to produce banking records and other information as necessary. Attempting to apply this same legislation to overseas institutions does not have the same result. In 2021, the Supreme Court ruled that the Serious Fraud Office (SFO) could not compel a foreign company to produce documents located outside the UK (Law Gazette, 2021). This highlights the impact of national borders on evidence gathering. 

The differences in overseas legal systems, data protection standards, and evidence handling present practical and procedural challenges to UK Investigators. Evidence that would satisfy the Crown Prosecution Service (CPS) may have been collected or shared in a manner that breaches UK data protection laws, raising the issue of its admissibility in court (Ravelli, 2025). 

The challenge of evidence gathering across international borders has led to the widespread use of specialist investigative practices. In my recent investigative experience, the use of Joint Investigation Teams (JIT) with the other nations has been highly productive. This joint working mechanism with other police services and prosecutors allows for close coordination and direct evidence sharing. Although not a common tool used in financial cases, a JIT can be the most direct way to gather evidence held in other jurisdictions (Eurojust, 2022).

Other tools such as Mutual Legal Assistance Treaties (MLATs) can be used to formally request evidence sharing between nations. This mechanism allows for the mutual sharing of materials and evidence between nations, but can be too slow and inefficient for modern digital crime (Casino et al., 2022). 

The work of Casino is widely considered the ‘state of knowledge’ when it comes to the bottlenecks in international evidence gathering. They make a central assumption however, that faster evidence gathering leads to better judicial outcomes. The deliberate safeguards put in place by national prosecutors are there to ensure legal compliance and promote better outcomes. This position may not gel with the desired tempo of a modern financial investigation, but it can actually protect investigators from over-reaching and mishandling materials (Woods, 2023).

The challenges of evidence gathering in modern financial investigations are multi-faceted and are evolving at pace. Technological advancements continue to make the volume, complexity and actual location of evidence difficult to understand. This is shaping how investigators interpret and apply relevant legislation and powers. This more general reading of how legislation applies to an investigator’s materials, risks admissibility and ultimately judicial outcomes down the line.

The conflict between national jurisdictions and the assertions made on materials that exist across them, must be carefully managed. Slow cooperation mechanisms and the fragmented nature of modern data storage present challenges that require consistent effort to overcome. The impact of these factors on evidence gathering cannot be understated, they have changed the nature of investigative practice, especially in financial cases.
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[bookmark: _Hlk221096465]Task 2: Safeguarding and Risk Assessment

	[bookmark: _Hlk221096542]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. [bookmark: _Hlk221097139]Describe the crime types involved and discuss the difficulties and obstacles that you faced in identifying and investigating these crimes. 

In the summer of 2025, I led a false investment scam investigation that had defrauded several vulnerable and elderly victims across the UK. The central crime of this investigation was Fraud by False Representation, contrary to section two of the Fraud Act 2006. Fraud constitutes the most prevalent crime type in England and Wales, accounting for 41% of all recorded offences in England and Wales, the majority of which are facilitated by false representation (NCA, 2024).

Investment frauds in particular present complex challenges to investigators, from initial identification to prosecution, for a number of reasons. Primarily, the challenge comes from the emotionally sophisticated and often cruel techniques used in the scam that allow for an extended offending period. These techniques are built on advanced systems of persuasion, urgency, and trust, that convince the victim of the legitimacy of their continued engagement (Van der Zee et al., 2019).

When the realisation that they are a victim finally occurs, it can create powerful shame and embarrassment for the victim (Cross, 2016). This embarrassment presents a barrier to early reporting and firm identification, often only being reported months or years after the events (Button, Lewis and Tapley, 2009). These victims are not robbed in a traditional sense, where the boundaries might be clearer throughout. Investment fraud creates a kind of hybrid victim, one who has willingly engaged in the criminality under false pretences (Cross, 2018). 

Another challenge in identifying investment fraud is when victims are still actively engaged in the scam but are resisting intervention by the authorities. I experienced this barrier during my investigation on several occasions, where new victims had been identified by existing ones. It presented the challenge of having to manage new victims through the realisation stage, slowing progress further.

During these difficult stages, I realised that the victims had not been exploited by force, but by highly convincing narratives of hope. Understanding victims and being able to safeguard them requires a deeper grasp of how the operators of the scam structure their communications with the victim. This is a leap from what investigators normally face when trying to identify criminal behaviour. 

Van der Zee and colleagues (2019) present a compelling study on the persuasion theories used by fraudsters in this area. The study analyses real communications between scammers and victims to try to understand the strategies used to create engagement. Although their work is limited to frauds in the property rental market, I find it highly applicable to the operational setting of a police investigation. The study questioned whether scammers are effective persuaders, or just opportunistic. By analysing real email exchanges between false landlords and victims, the study gave insight into actual methodology, not just theory. The study found three key methods they used: urgency, scarcity and trust signals. These findings feel crucial in the identification of an investment fraud.

Even if successful identification can be made within a useful timeframe, investment frauds are structurally challenging to investigate productively (Doig, 2025). In my investigation, these challenges came from three main areas: sophisticated technology, obscure financial channels, and proving dishonesty. These findings align with the position of Levi (2020) who also proposes them as key challenges to modern investigations.

Modern investment frauds are technically advanced, and this case involved the use of a false trading platform, powered by Artificial Intelligence (AI) to monitor and recreate genuine market activity. This meant that the platform presented as a normal online investment portal, making it less obvious to the authorities that it was actually false. This approach allowed the operators to evade initial police interest during early reporting.

Not only was the platform seemingly genuine, but the operators of the scam were able to quickly rebrand everything once they had been reported to the authorities. According to (Button and Cross, 2017) scammers that regularly change their offerings to victims, are harder to identify and can circumnavigate preventative measures easier. This very much aligns with my experience in this investigation. 

DiResta (2024) provides relevant input to this area. She argues that social media algorithms, the code that decides what we see online, amplify deceptive content. These algorithms promote content that fits with your previous interests and similar content that is becoming popular. If a victim has previously been served fraudulent investment adverts, they are more likely to be given this content again and again. This effectively allows fraudulent content to become viral before investigators have a chance to understand it.

From the experience gained in this investigation, I concur with the position of DiResta that algorithms create ‘bespoke realities’ online (2024). I came across victims who were falling for the same mechanism of fraud with the same operator, because the platform was using a different name each time. According to DiResta, the ‘bespoke reality’ created by the algorithms running their social media feeds was trumping their own judgement. Investigating fraud cases with these foundations presents extra challenges for safeguarding, as victims are easily reconvinced that everything is fine, which makes them feel better.

Alongside the sophisticated technology used in this case were the obscure financial channels used to syphon off and retain proceeds of crime. Victims in this case were encouraged, using the techniques of coercion and narratives of hope, to use cryptocurrency as their investment medium. Cryptocurrency essentially provides scam operators with a decentralised banking system which is only partly regulated. This provides them with a tool to convert regular victim funds into a type that can be transferred outside the normal banking system without losing value. Once converted, the new cryptocurrency can be moved through an exchange that does not comply with international financial regulations. 

The use of cryptocurrency to transfer and hide victim funds means that investigators can only see part of the story. The initial movements of the funds through bank accounts and into cryptocurrency networks are visible. Once an exchange is used that does not comply with regulations, often hosted in a nation with the same approach, the trail stops. This technique frustrates any investigative efforts to uncover the primary beneficiary of the funds, and to enforce legislation to recover assets. 

Towards the end of the investigation, an unexpected additional challenge presented itself, the simple idea of proving dishonesty. Despite holding clear evidence of the technology used and the losses incurred, a more subjective problem was proving the nature of the false representation. For the most part, statements made to victims about the investment were not outright false, just selectively presented. 

This distorted picture was ambiguous enough to be a complication for prosecutors trying to prove deliberate intent to mislead and defraud investors. This specific area is well examined by Rahman and Williams (2017) who suggest that, even when the fraud seems obvious, obtaining the legal standard to prove it can be a challenge.


b. [bookmark: _Hlk221097651]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. 

In order to be effective against the sophisticated technology used in this scam, more advanced investigative methods were needed. The operators of this investment scam were orchestrating the crime from several overseas locations. These countries did not respond to requests for a Mutual Legal Assistance Treaty (MLAT) or other requests for police co-operation. This meant that in order to associate criminal behaviour to a suspect, and provide victims with quality safeguarding, advanced digital tools were needed.

These types of digital tools are often referred to as open-source intelligence (OSINT). They are mostly publicly available digital tools that interrogate internet data in a more digestible format. OSINT tools provide a valuable source of information to investigators, often providing vital evidence to associate criminal activity. One of the strands of evidence in this investigation came from an OSINT tool that provided live Internet Protocol (IP) data, showing the physical location being used by one of the suspects.

Another OSINT tool used in this case allowed for real time social media tracking to follow the keywords and methods used by the operators. As a tool to support vulnerable victims, who often continued using social media, these insights were vital.  These tools, and many more like them, provided fast and cost-efficient materials to the investigation, supporting profiling and enforcement. On the other hand, when obtaining materials for a case using OSINT, caution must be taken with what is found. 

Despite the ability of OSINT to rapidly obtain public data and analyse it for an investigation, it suffers with the challenges of information overload, reliability and regulatory issues (Puyvelde and Rienzi, 2025). Firstly, the sheer volume of data available to investigators can easily introduce errors and increase the chances of missing basic public records within the data. 

Secondly, as an investigative method, open-source interrogation is only as reliable as the quality of the data it is analysing. Public data, such as business information and domain ownership can be out of date, incorrect, or intentionally misleading (Hetherington, 2023). Interrogating data using an OSINT tool can also have unexpected consequences in rare cases. Improper use of certain online tools can alert the owner of the data that someone is looking at it, potentially tipping off suspects and alerting them to police interest.

Thirdly, once data is obtained using an open-source tool, the retention and subsequent usage of that data can infringe on the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) and potentially affect its admissibility in court (Shere, 2020).

Both Shere (2020) and Hetherington (2023) recognise that open-source tools are constrained, and in different ways. The position of Shere appears to be primarily technical and data driven, citing the limitations of the data obtained. I agree with the inherent risks of interpreting aggregated data, however Shere underplays the role of analyst skill in mitigating these risks. Hetherington, by contrast, cites human factors and critical thinking as the vital elements of OSINT rather than the contents of the data. 

Puyvelde and Rienzi (2025) offered the three main areas of concern for OSINT tools, but their work understates how advanced the industry has become. From experience, I have seen the risks present in both the data and how it is used, but OSINT as a force for good is downplayed in their work, missing the transformative value it can offer.

The obscure financial channels used in this case also required more advanced investigative methods to be effective. Initially the case required several production orders to be served on UK banks under the Proceeds of Crime Act (POCA) 2002. The analysis of the subsequent bank statements showed significant victim funds being transferred into a mainstream cryptocurrency exchange. This meant that investigators had to engage with a third party to use specialist analysis tools. 

These tools provided the ability to trace victim funds through public ledgers and transform this data into reports that would become evidence. Since all information on these ledgers is in the public domain, the investigation was able to track funds across international borders without needing permission from the foreign jurisdictions involved. This had the added benefit for victim safeguarding, as it provided further evidence that the investment scheme was false, preventing more losses from victims who may be tempted to re-engage in the scheme.

As an investigative method, the use of cryptocurrency analysis tools can reveal patterns and connections that would otherwise be invisible or extremely obfuscated. Obtaining these materials can add significant benefits to an investigation, however from experience there are also limitations that may not be initially obvious. Unlike bank accounts, cryptocurrency wallets and transactions are not attributed directly to a person. The tools that analyse them must therefore use a more heuristic approach, aiming for most likely attribution based on various factors in the data. 

This lack of concrete attribution can weaken the evidential quality of the materials, because they have been associated to a suspect through likelihood and not fact (Atlam et al., 2024). A further downside to these techniques is that the assumptions made by advanced analysis tools are often proprietary, they rely on closed software to explain the finances. The defence team for this investigation used this fact to undermine the reliability of evidence presented to the court. They were able to challenge the assumptions proposed on their client and question the accuracy of the accounts put forward.

Atlam et al. (2024) state heuristics as one of the most important and most problematic features of cryptocurrency analysis tools. Whilst the tools offer speed and transparency into complex financial instruments, they remain constrained by the challenge of attribution. I have experienced these challenges first hand, however the work of Atlam and colleagues does not provide any case studies or statistics on how often these issues occur. Their work describes inherent evidential and legal challenges but does not proceed into practical solutions for law enforcement. 
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[bookmark: _Hlk221098117]Task 3: Interview and Custody Processes
	[bookmark: _Hlk221096485][bookmark: _Hlk221098129]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.
As the lead investigating officer for a complex investment fraud case in 2025, I delivered several interviews with suspects. These suspects were alleged to have defrauded several victims across the UK and were suspected to have committed fraud, computer misuse, and money laundering offences. 

The interviewing of suspects in custody is governed by the statutory framework of the Police and Criminal Evidence Act (PACE) 1984. The theme of this legislation was to ensure interviews were ethical and legally defensible, shoring up the quality and admissibility of interview content. The interview codes in PACE were developed in response to concerns over coercive interview techniques, shifting police interviews towards non-oppressive and more structured interviewing (Bull, 2023).

A new structured approach to interviewing, the PEACE model, was introduced in 1993 after collaborative development between the Association of Chief Police Officers (now the National Police Chiefs’ Council (NPCC)) and the Home Office. The PEACE model has five stages, Planning and Preparation, Engage and Explain, Account (Clarification and Challenge), Closure, Evaluation. The PEACE model is the Authorised Professional Practice (APP) for police interviews in the UK (College of Policing, 2022). This model formed the framework for each suspect interview in this fraud case, with each stage bringing its own benefits. 

I chose to use the PEACE model not just because I was trained to use it, but because the investigation needed suspect accounts for completeness. Only by capturing the intentions and actions of the suspects, could the points to prove for their offences be completed. I deduced that this gap could be resolved with the proper application of the PEACE model in interview.

The foundation of the model is planning and preparation, which ensures officers understand the background and objectives of the interview beforehand. Recent research highlights that well prepared interviews significantly improve the coherence and quality of suspect accounts in interviews (Vaughan, Milne and Dalton, 2024). From personal experience, the reality of a poorly planned interview means less chance of gaining valuable insights. 

The benefits of preparation were evident throughout the interviews for this fraud case, especially in understanding the complex technical terminology used by the suspects. The practical impact of maintaining high standards of preparation was a solid foundation for the rest of the PEACE model in interview. Despite the high cost of time invested, this allowed for a more effective application of the model in reality. 

The first part of the PEACE model that involves the suspect themselves is the engagement stage, which from experience is the most important part of the entire interview. The engagement stage is the first opportunity to build rapport with the suspect and to establish the right atmosphere of the interview. A major contributing factor to the success of the interviews in this case, was a strong early emphasis on respect and rapport. This approach builds co-operation from the start of the dialogue and increases the likelihood of eliciting more reliable information (Brimbal et al., 2021).

A risk associated with the engagement stage of the model is that it’s highly dependent on the skill of the interviewer. Building rapport is a complex social skill, especially against the backdrop of a police interview room and the presence of a legal advisor. The technique requires giving warmth and engagement to the suspect that feels unnatural, and executing this stage poorly can create a superficial atmosphere (Walsh, 2024). When done poorly, the engagement phase can feel insincere to the suspect and limit their disclosure. 

This is a risk that I deduced as necessary for these interviews. My approach was to build an environment of professional discussion, where the intricacies of financial investment could be explored. In doing so, the suspect would be more likely to disclose information that could later be used to challenge their account. The practical impact of maintaining a professional atmosphere was reduced friction with the suspects that led to productive conversations.

The next stage of the PEACE model contains the central information gathering elements: account, clarification and challenge. This stage contains the most productive tools in the model. It forms the basis of information gathering and allows for the testing of inconsistencies, without resorting to accusation or intimidation. The account stage promotes free recall with suspect accounts, encouraging the use of their own words and an open narrative. This approach increases the likelihood of obtaining detailed information (College of Policing, 2022).

The free recall approach of this stage is supported by cognitive psychology research (Palena et al., 2024) that shows that memory retrieval is improved when people are not interrupted. After obtaining this free-flowing suspect account, the interviewer has to interpret the content and clarify any areas that need further development. Linking both the recall and the clarifications together, the interviewer then has to challenge the suspect in areas relevant to the offences. This is a difficult yet crucial part of the PEACE model in my experience. The reluctance to break the rapport built with the suspect can be overwhelming, but it is necessary to achieve the outcomes set out in the planning phase.

The work of Palena et al. (2024) contributes valuable research to memory retrieval, and their findings align well with the APP from the College of Policing (2022). In the areas of the PEACE account stage and free recall however, I find their positions lacking in experiential context. A misleading suspect account, perhaps containing several partial truths, introduces vast amounts of irrelevant information. Deconflicting this narrative relies on a very high standard of attention, memory, and strategic probing by the interviewer. I recommend a more guided theme-by-theme questioning plan for suspect interviews, one that still allows for a free narrative but one with tighter topics.

The closure stage of the PEACE model provides an opportunity to achieve accuracy and clarification through a summary of the suspect’s account. This has dual benefits to the interviewer that contribute to the planned outcomes. Firstly, by summarising the account back to the suspect, it allows for corrections to improve accuracy. Secondly, this clarification prevents later distortion of the suspect account and offers a further opportunity to challenge inconsistencies. This stage encourages further disclosure from the suspect and in some cases, clear admissions (Shepherd and Griffiths, 2021). 

The evaluation stage of the PEACE model focuses on reflective practice. It is essential for improving interviewer skill and maintaining high standards (Bull, 2023). By thinking critically about what worked, and what didn’t, future interviews can be improved. The evaluation stage risks being superficial however, as overestimating your own performance is easy, and there is no standard practice for this stage. I still value this stage as a professional standard to maintain however, and from experience it always supports the interview process.


b. [bookmark: _Hlk221098418]Critically reflect upon the planning that you undertook for the interviews and consider the benefits and challenges of doing so.

The interview planning for this investigation was time consuming due to the complexity of the offences and experience gained from previous cases. Preparation for an interview aligns with both the first stage of the PEACE model, planning, and the last stage, evaluation. The reflective practice and refinements from previous interviews helped to inform the planning stage of this new one. The evaluation stage shouldn’t overwhelm future planning, it should just provide useful tools to consider.

The suspects were alleged to have committed fraud by false representation and money laundering offences. They were also believed to be planning and entering into arrangements to capture new victims and defraud them. Given the number of victims and the volume of financial materials obtained for each suspect, the interview planning was going to have to be extensive. In order to test the consistency of accounts and identify discrepancies, I needed to have a detailed understanding of the materials.

As a central part of the PEACE model, the planning stage shapes both the structure and the quality of a suspect interview (College of Policing, 2022). To begin with, I carried out a detailed review of the case materials, identified relevant objectives, and composed key topics. This re-familiarisation with case materials, especially financial statements, improved my overall understanding of the mechanisms of fraud used by the suspects. This in turn, helped me to streamline my topics and enhance the plan for using evidence strategically.

Although time intensive, this process was more likely to improve the quality of evidentially relevant accounts, through better questioning. Structured, reflective planning helps to mitigate a number of risks present in poorly developed interviews (Lino, Milne and Roazzi, 2025). Arguably then, planning is not simply a procedure to carry out, but a mechanism to improve the whole interview.

During the planning stage for these interviews, I was aware from previous experience of the pitfalls of over-preparation. There is paradox that planning in too much detail distorts the interview practice and can negatively affect the entire investigation. An overly detailed and scripted interview plan looks good on paper and gives the interviewer the feeling of being well prepared. However, by trying to control the narrative along a pre-determined path, you reduce the interview to procedural questioning (May et al., 2025). In doing so, you can undermine the spirit of the PEACE model itself.

This doesn’t just narrow the scope of enquiry, it can introduce more serious issues into the process. By over-planning around a single hypothesis, interviewers change from preparation into presumption. Even unintentionally, this can lead to interviews that are designed to confirm pre-existing assumptions, rather than exploring different hypotheses. May et al. (2025) argue that planning is never neutral, it actively shapes what questions are asked and how they are interpreted. They claim that competent planning therefore, is vital to limit distortions to the interview narrative early on. 

In their 2025 paper What is investigative interviewing (and what is it not?) May and colleagues attempt to redefine what good interview practice looks like. They offer a persuasive argument that interviewers must operate in a purely agile, cognitively flexible space. This space is underpinned by ethically sound, and bias free planning to get the best results. By doing these things, they claim that interviews can surpass simple information gathering and transcend into a process that deeply informs the investigation. 

Whilst I agree with the practical need to maintain a flexible narrative in interview, in reality I find a number of limitations with their proposals. Their work arguably underplays the need to cover complex topics and behaviours in order to capture evidentially useful accounts. A suspect engaged in financial crimes will potentially need to account for hundreds of transactions, and these need to be systemically planned and delivered.

Furthermore, the emphasis on cognitive flexibility is somewhat idealistic as it doesn’t closely align with how detectives are trained to interview suspects. The College of Policing (CoP) advocates the careful planning of interviews in its’ Authorised Professional Practice (APP) on the subject (CoP, 2022). Whilst May et al. are not advocating for a completely unplanned approach, their prioritisation of open-mindedness risks undermining interview objectives if not managed well.

Another element of the planning undertaken for this case was the need to produce detailed financial diagrams. These documentary exhibits showed the movement of funds through victim and suspect accounts, into cryptocurrency markets. From experience, trying to explain the journey of victim funds is made much easier with visual exhibits. This approach is supported by research that connects visual cues with improved memory retrieval and understanding (Deeb et al., 2024). 

By capturing a nebulous series of transactions in a simple form, I was able to challenge the suspects to account for exact behaviours. In doing so, the suspects inadvertently provided more evidentially relevant answers and inconsistencies. The use of these diagrams also enabled me to obtain accounts that pointed away from the offences in question. By clearly showing financial relationships on a page, those elements that were not suspicious became more obvious. Conversely, the remaining suspicious transactions became harder to explain away. 

Whilst this approach was highly effective in most of the interviews, it became a surprising barrier with one suspect in particular. The final interview was somewhat stalled by the presentation of these visual exhibits, as the suspect struggled to interpret them. Rather than a hostile tactic, the confusion seemed genuine to the extent that the suspect requested further legal advice on how to proceed. This result is an unusual situation that had to be circumnavigated. 

On reflection, I will still use detailed planning and visual diagrams in interview preparation, especially for complex cases. From experience, the challenges posed by time, effort and potential misunderstandings are outweighed by the potential benefits. 
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[bookmark: _Hlk221098555]Task 4: Investigation documentation processes
 
	
[bookmark: _Hlk221098571]4a. Outline the statutory duties of disclosure within criminal investigations that investigators must adhere to. 

Disclosure is not merely an administrative process but a fundamental safeguard of a fair trial, as recognised in the Attorney General’s (AG) Guidelines (2024). These guidelines are clear in their position that the disclosure process is the mechanism by which a fair trial can be achieved

The statutory duties of disclosure for investigators in the UK are primarily governed by the Criminal Procedure and Investigations Act (CPIA) 1996, and the code of practice under part 2 of that act. These provisions impose clear obligations to ensure that criminal proceedings are conducted fairly. They sit along side the requirement to satisfy Article 6 of the European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR), the right to a fair trial. 

The CPIA seeks to reconcile two competing interests, the defendants’ human rights and the needs of the investigation. Under the ECHR, a fair trial relies on the defence having access to material that may assist their case or undermine the prosecution. Yet investigators must manage the practical constraints of often vast quantities of material with often limited resources. Excessive disclosure can overwhelm the process and create poor outcomes, whilst not enough disclosure undermines fairness (Wainwright et al., 2024). This is the central challenge of disclosure that CPIA and its codes of practice seek to remedy.

A central duty of the CPIA is the requirement to pursue all reasonable lines of enquiry, whether they point towards the guilt or the innocence of a subject. This approach is crucial to ensure that investigations remain balanced and objective. The aim here is to prevent investigators from aiming solely on building a case against a suspect, requiring them to seek out materials that might disprove the offences. This duty underpins the entire disclosure process, protecting the integrity of the investigation (AG, 2024).

Another statutory duty is the obligation to record and retain all the relevant materials obtained during a case. Relevant materials are deemed as having some bearing on the offence, the circumstances, or the people involved. This duty to retain and correctly record materials extends to unused materials, those without a bearing on the investigation. All materials must fit into the relevant schedule, with enough description to enable the Crown Prosecution Service (CPS), and later the defence, to make an informed assessment. 

The Criminal Cases Review Commission has previously identified disclosure failures as the most frequent cause of cases deemed to fail from a miscarriage of justice (House of Commons, 2018). This position continues to be reflected in recent parliamentary scrutiny and updated guidance on the importance of disclosure to a fair trial (Attorney General, 2024).

Jackson and Summers (2021) argue that the modern justice system relies on “a meaningful equality of arms”, whereby the defence have access to materials capable of undermining the prosecution case. Without this, they argue that a structural risk emerges and embeds, increasing unfairness significantly. 

Adhering to the rules of disclosure and correctly applying the codes of practice allows the courts to make better, fairer decisions on guilt (House of Commons, 2024). This position reinforces the long-standing legal principle that disclosure underpins the right to a fair trial under article 6 of the ECHR. 

A potential risk to compliance with disclosure, proposed by Griffiths (2022), warns that the AG’s guidance repurposes disclosure into a managerial burden. The heavy disclosure schedules of modern cases can turn the process into a formality rather than a legal safeguard. In this way, Griffiths warns of an explosion in pre-trial workloads that create incomplete and rushed disclosure assessments. 


[bookmark: _Hlk221098751]4b. 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. 

A central duty imposed by the CPIA is the pursuit of all reasonable lines of enquiry. Whilst this principle is fundamental to fairness, as determined by the Attorney General (2024), its practical application remains challenging. The CPS states that the reasonableness of an enquiry depends on its relevance and proportionality, balanced with the likelihood of obtaining material (CPS, 2024). This situation leaves investigators in the position of having to interpret these thresholds themselves. This introduces the element of subjectivity, which in turn can create ambiguity. 

This ambiguity introduces the risk of blurring the boundary between proportionate enquiry and overreaching. Lines of enquiry must have an identifiable basis and should not amount to speculative activity, as set out in case law such as R v Bater-James (2020). In practice however, especially in cases involving digital evidence, lines of enquiry are often allowed to balloon to better fit the interpretation of the investigator (Ruyters, Stratton and Flynn, 2021).

In their empirical research in 2021, Ruyters, Stratton and Flynn demonstrated that the application of reasonableness is shaped not only by legal standards but by operational realities too. Workloads, resource constraints and institutional culture all influence what is practically achievable. They argue that the inherent ambiguity in the task creates a form of subjective drift, where enquiries are unevenly pursued, undermining fairness. 

Whilst I have experienced some instances of this in my own investigations, Ruyters, Stratton and Flynn arguably underplay the clear obligations of the CPIA. Whilst culture undoubtedly influences behaviour (Bradford et al., 2021), their account risks implying that reasonableness is overly discretionary. My experience is that determining what is reasonable is well managed, due to the design of the disclosure process itself. Reasonableness is deliberately designed to be a flexible standard, rather than a rigid series of rules to apply to every case and every piece of material. 

According to Jackson and Summers (2021) avoiding a rigid approach to reasonableness allows investigators to properly adapt to case complexity. They argue that the judgement based, nuanced opinion of an investigator is crucial to improve reasonableness. Whilst not dismissing the need for planning, they claim that probative value should be the focus with a prioritisation of meaningful enquiries. Jackson and Summers put forward a compelling approach to determining reasonableness, allowing for context-sensitive thinking to play a central role.

Conversely, Griffiths (2022) maintains a more critical perspective, arguing that flexible standards introduce ambiguity into the disclosure framework. She suggests that the absence of boundaries places excessive reliance on the discretion of the investigator. This in practice creates inconsistency in applying a principled legal lens when looking at lines of enquiry. 

Both the positions of Jackson and Summers, and Griffiths are persuasive but ultimately incomplete. The importance of flexibility is rightly emphasised, but the practical reality of such flexibility can result in uncertainty. The strength of reasonableness lies in its adaptability, which also happens to be its main weakness. Ultimately, everything relies on the quality of the individual making the decision, which echoes with many areas of modern investigative practice (Skinns, 2019).

A potential solution to the challenge of finding reasonableness, may be better articulation of the rationales behind each enquiry. This approach, termed the “thinking approach” by the Attorney General, proposes themed strategies for each area of enquiry. By dividing enquiries into early relevant strategies e.g. digital, financial or forensic, investigators must clearly express the rationales behind each. In turn, this helps to maintain a proportionate approach to enquiries, because the strategy prioritises obtaining relevant evidence (AG, 2024).

Another central challenge of disclosure for investigators is the tension between a witness’ right to privacy and a defendant’s right to a fair trial. Both are enshrined in the European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR) under articles 8 and 6 respectively. It is not a case of prioritising one over the other, but a balancing act of necessity. Any interference with privacy must be strictly justified by the requirements of fairness. Neither right is absolute, meaning that resolving the tension requires a balance of proportionality, rather than a hierarchy of rights (Campbell and Purshouse, 2022).

An example of the challenge is this: Article 6 of the ECHR guarantees the defendant the right to a fair trial, affording access to materials that undermine the prosecution. Such materials might include sensitive and personal information relating to the witnesses, that are protected by Article 8 of the ECHR. The two articles create a tension between disclosure fairness and privacy intrusion. The challenge for investigators is making operational sense of these abstract legal concepts.

Concepts such as relevance, necessity and fairness are not operationally precise, yet they determine whether enquiries are pursued or not. Griffiths (2022) argues that the structures of Article 6 and 8 place responsibility on investigators to interpret the thresholds of these concepts without clear boundaries. This means that compliance with these articles is heavily dependent on individual judgement. The main risk here is that investigators are effectively guessing, with only limited information, what enquiries might later be scrutinised (Griffiths, 2022).

Griffiths highlights another key misalignment in the system that places pressure on investigators throughout their cases. Courts have the luxury of assessing fairness or necessity retrospectively, with full knowledge of the case. What later appears to be unreasonable, or an incomplete enquiry, may not have been obvious at the time of the investigation. Courts can scrutinise enquiries and materials obtained with the benefit of hindsight. Griffiths argues that this situation creates risk focused investigators who prioritise work that is defensible in court over potentially more relevant enquiries.

Campbell and Purshouse (2022) claim that this may not be as damaging as it sounds. They argue that in modern investigations, compliance with Articles 6 and 8 depends on consistent and defensible judgements, rather than legal knowledge. They argue that the central challenge is not in understanding the ECHR requirements in depth, but in being able to rationalise your actions later. This position is supported by Goss (2023) who proposes a shift in the attitudes and judgements of the European Court of Human Rights. Goss demonstrates a shift towards an overall fairness approach to balancing Article 6 and 8 by the courts. A deemed breach of a specific right may not now automatically be found unfair, when weighed against the fairness of the trial as a whole.

From experience, I have yet to see this loosening of the conceptual grip on Article 6 and 8 by the courts. Goss’ emphasis on judicial flexibility, measuring it against the overall fairness of a case, may overstate the extent to which it is applied in reality. According to His Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary and Fire & Rescue Services (HMICFRS), the balancing of these two provisions is an embedded investigative discipline, with real consequences for noncompliance (2023). Getting it right delivers key benefits, it safeguards individuals from state power and promotes public confidence through quality verdicts (Tsampi, 2020). Getting it wrong undermines the legitimacy of the legal system and fails to protect those relying on it (Goss, 2023).

There are a number of potential solutions to the challenge of balancing Article 6 and 8. A key method of addressing the tension may be to strengthen decision making at the investigative stage. Empirical research on disclosure failures in England and Wales uncovered that poor application of relevance and necessity tests is a major driver of unfairness decisions (Criminal Cases Review Commission (CCRC), 2023). This was especially true in cases with large amounts of sensitive third-party materials. Simply asking investigators to record why intrusion into private materials is necessary may improve transparency in practice.
 
A further solution may be found in earlier engagement with the CPS and closer working with prosecutors throughout the case. Collated inspections from regional CPS areas have found that earlier engagement for investigative advice and sense checking of cases has a significant effect. In regions where more regular advice was sought, lower rates of disclosure failures and unfair rulings were seen (HM CPS Inspectorate, 2022). 

When reviewing Campbell and Purshouse (2022), Goss (2023), and Griffiths (2022) in relation to this challenge, a key element appears to be missing. These publications explore the challenge as either a legal problem or an operational issue, with some overlap. They do not propose an integrated explanation on how to practically deconflict the two areas, they do not propose a clear decision model. This is also the case with government publications on the same disclosure issues. 

Operational policing, especially within investigations, is built on balanced frameworks and decision architectures like the National Decision Model (NDM) (College of Policing, 2022). Without a framework of this type for disclosure, concepts like fairness and necessity stay in the abstract space. This then creates a discretionary, and subjective area for investigators to have to effectively manage. The lack of a clear decision model bundles the tasks of disclosure in with the other constraints of an investigation. By doing so, resource constraints and other factors like culture can distort the important judgements needed to get disclosure right. The cost of producing, implementing and relying on such a framework may be significant, but ultimately could help to remedy the tensions of disclosure for investigators.
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[bookmark: _Hlk221099214]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
	 

	KNOWLEDGE
Medium, 5.
	Low 
1-4 
	Med 
5-7 
	High 
8-10 
	Low 
1-4 
	Med 
5-7 
	High
8-10 
	High. 8.

	
When reflecting on knowledge, I am thinking about the legal information, legislation and codes of practice I have absorbed thus far in my professional career. This knowledge comes from rote learning, studies for examinations, courses, role training and professional practice. By far the most productive area for gaining knowledge has been the day-to-day professional practice. In assessing my current level of knowledge, I have asked the simple question of how often do I know the answer?
This might seem basic, but I believe the best metric for measuring knowledge is found in knowing how often I have to ask for clarification or search for an answer. For example, being able to recommend specific legislation when assessing crime reports or knowing which code of practice to recommend. Based on this metric, I believe I need to ask for clarification around half of the time. So, I have assessed my current knowledge as Medium, level 5. 
Another metric has been identifying specific areas where I have missed a process, or carried out the wrong task in a specific field. A more targeted look at where the gaps might be in my knowledge. In this area, the main themes has been the later stages of case development, specifically disclosure, and some challenges I have faced regarding bail.
DEVELOPMENT NEED IDENTIFIED
1) I need to operate with a stronger functional knowledge of the Director’s Guidance on Charging (DG6), Sixth edition. This may be a by-product of only applying the guidance to my cases, which are high value but low volume. I believe the remedy to address this gap could be engagement with more cases across the other teams of the CID not just my economic crime cases. It could also be beneficial to schedule a series of disclosure officer meetings, supporting them with other cases and obtaining a deeper knowledge of this area of the CJS.

PLAN: Arrange a series of three charging and disclosure working meetings with cases that are reaching completion. These meetings should be one every two months, or when best available.

2) Given that our cases are mostly financial investigations, the mechanism of conditional bail is rarely used, however has started to become more commonplace. I need to operate with a better functional knowledge of Pre-Charge Bail under PACE, specifically the role of victims and understanding protective orders. 

PLAN: Arrange a professional discussion with the force SPOC for this area (Unit Head of the Crime Desk department) and create a new information repository that captures the specific relevant information needed. 


	 
	Current level
	RATING - next 6 to 12mths
	 

	SKILLS
Medium, 7.
	Low 
1-4 
	Med 
5-7 
	High 
8-10 
	Low 
1-4 
	Med 
5-7 
	High
8-10 
	High.8

	
When reflecting on skills, I think about to the correct use of established techniques, analysis and enquiries in complex investigations. These skills come from the application of knowledge to a certain discipline, such as the creation of a search warrant. It’s using relevant knowledge to complete a functional task. In assessing my current level of skill, I have asked two questions:
1) What percentage of functional tasks are completed without issue? e.g. Out of the last ten search warrants, production orders or interviews, how many were successful?
2) Which areas are consistently weaker than the others? E.g. is there a particular area that often takes extra time to complete, or requires remedial work? 
DEVELOPMENT NEED IDENTIFIED
By asking these questions, I have identified that I consistently perform well in the application of relevant skills to my work. The primary functional skills of my role, such as warrants and financial investigation skills, are mostly performed without issue. As such I have recorded this as Medium, 7.  One area that did show itself as potentially needing improvement, was adhering to the Victims Code of Practice (VCOP) during my investigations. 
Financial investigations led by the MOD Police mostly have the crown as a victim, or a department of the armed forces or wider government. As such, the mandatory codes of practice for victims have often been neglected in my cases. 
PLAN: Reinvigorate the application of the VCOP to my cases by inserting the requirements into my operational planning templates. This will begin the process of normalising the VCOP requirements with every new case I am allocated. Review the adherence to the guidance at 2 month intervals to ensure the relevant skill (e.g. scheduled victim contact) is carried out.




	 
	Current level
	RATING - next 6 to 12mths
	 

	EXPERIENCE
Low, 4.
	Low 
1- 4 
	Med 
5-7 
	High 
8-10 
	Low 
1-4 
	Med 
5-7 
	High
8-10 
	Medium. 7

	
When reflecting on experience, I think about the practical exposure to investigative tasks that builds capability and grows skills. Experience in my role comes from being asked to manage an investigation from start to finish. When assessing where my current experience level is, I have to ask the question of compared to what? I believe the best answer to this is, compared to the whole spectrum of what might be required. 
For example, I currently manage financial investigations in line with my core training, however I have never had to attend court to give evidence. This is a sign that, although my cases are mostly successful, I have never had a case that has gone to trial. This limits my practical experience in this area and may pose a challenge when it does occur.
Furthermore, I have identified that whilst my financial investigations are prompt and effective, other crime types such as bribery and National Security are executed less confidently. This is another gap in my practical experience to be remedied.
For these reasons I have assessed my current experience, across the entirety of my role profile, as Low, level 4.  
DEVELOPMENT NEED IDENTIFIED
It’s clear from reflecting on these area that I have had limited exposure to corruption cases, and any cases that have gone to trial. Naturally I am unable to dictate what cases I receive, however there are actions I can carry out to improve my experience in these areas.
PLAN: 
i. Attend the quarterly case review board held by senior managers, where higher profile cases are discussed, and offer support to those cases where possible.
ii. Arrange a court-specific CPD event (one is available through the City of London Police training team) to improve exposure to this area.
iii. Request to be attached to senior investigators when they are carrying our corruption related enquiries, and attending court to give evidence
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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.

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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