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	The situation in reference can be seen that a burglary has happened in the locality of 10 Chesterfield Lane and was being reported to the police nearly around 0400 hours. At the same time, an eye-witness spotted a suspected burglar who was trying to open the door of a neighbour forcefully. He also provided a description of the person with minute details as it was visible to him at that time. Hence, this study has been developed by assessing the current situation and the parts that have been mentioned for portrayal in the case study and provide necessary descriptions.
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	In reference to the case study, it has been found out that the police, PC Stevens, who was on duty near to the locality of 10 Chesterfield lane. While he was patrolling in that neighbourhood, the burglary was reported by one of the localite and he eventually got updated. Accordingly, he was moving to the crime scene when he passed by an individual who matched the description of the suspected burglar (Roach et al. 2020). Hence, on the basis of the fact, there are certain actions that can be taken by the police officer at that instance so that the investigation can be continued and the crime situation can be resolved along with arresting the actual burglar.
	Firstly, it can be said that the first and foremost action that can be taken by PC Stevens is to stop the suspected burglar, i.e., Malcolm Harvey and carry out investigations so that the actual criminal can be identified. However, a police officer cannot just stop a person randomly outside the crime scene and waste their time in order to get their desired answers (Skudder et al. 2018). On the basis of this fact, it can be said that since the description provided by Thomas Becker, a resident of the locality provided the description of a man which exactly matched with that of Harvey, the police officer might request the individual to stop and start investigating by asking a few questions. In such a case, the police officer might have to provide a detailed brief of the incident before further investigations about the crime can be carried forward. 
	Secondly, as soon as the brief is provided to the intended individual, the police officer might initiate his investigation by asking relevant questions to the suspect. However, in such situations, it can be said that the accused might feel offended and behave in an aggressive or reluctant manner which might interrupt the flow of investigation. In this type of situation, the police officer in charge needs to maintain their calm attitude and also try to handle the situation with peace. Even though there come up certain individuals who behave in an aggressive manner and therefore, do not have the patience to deal with the questions. Moreover, some of them also tend to act by physically attacking the police or making any offensive move towards them. In order to take control of such circumstances, the officer might consider giving continuous warnings to the victim unless the situation gets out of hand (Hunter et al. 2021). In case the circumstance gets out of hand, then they might consider taking adverse steps such as miss fire towards the suspect, or call back-up force or anything else. 
	Lastly, the police officer might call the eye-witness to the spot where the suspect was stalled and carry out the investigation even further. The eye-witness, in this case, Thomas Becker will be asked by PC Steven regarding the initial description which he provided before the suspect was even caught. Accordingly, he will be brought in front of Harvey and therefore, asked to identify whether the individual turned in was the one who was the potential burglar. In case, the individual was identified clearly by the eye-witness, then the police will eventually arrest Harvey and take him to the police station and keep him under custody (Stokes & Clare, 2019). However, he will have the right to take advice from a legal consultant or make phone calls to his contacts who would be able to take necessary steps to get him released from custody. 
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	Even though Harvey matched each and every detail that was provided by the witness in the crime scene against the burglary, it can be said that as a human being, he would have the right to defend himself from accusations which have been levied upon. Firstly, the police would have to comply with the “Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984” and conduct all the activities which are required at the time of turning a suspect in. “The Police and Criminal Evidence Act of 1984” was enacted in response to the “Royal Commission on Criminal Procedure's” suggestions (Legislation.gov.uk. 2021). The objective of the “Police and Criminal Evidence (PACE) Act of 1984” was to consolidate enforcement powers under one code of practise and to meticulously control rights of the individual against police powers. The “1989 Order” is the corresponding provision in this authority.
	PACE required audio recording of all accused interviews, the right to legal assistance for accused persons, and time limits for detention before charging. PACE arose in response to increasing judicial and public condemnation of police conduct when interacting with suspects, most particularly in the mid-1970s cases of the Birmingham Six and Guildford Four, whose testimonies provided the backbone of cases against them and were eventually discovered to have been extorted by physical and psychological abuse. The verdicts were ultimately overturned. The reforms arose as a result of the system's refusal to accept that the police behaved badly in such cases. This is because, first and foremost, individuals would not be able to trust the police, and furthermore, the real perpetrators would still be around.
	Harvey might also consider taking into account the Human Rights Act 1998 since his basic rights are getting violated by taking him into custody without strong evidence to the situation. This Act is intended to give stronger impact to the fundamental rights guaranteed by the “European Convention on Human Rights”, to make provisions for beneficiaries of certain judicial departments who become judges of the “European Court of Human Rights”, and for other related matters (Legislation.gov.uk. 2021).
	Apart from this, the “Criminal Justice and Public Order Act 1994” can also be implied in this case from the perspective of Harvey. This Act makes additional provisions for criminal justice (such as full time work in the probation service); amends or extends criminal law and powers for avoiding and upholding crime; amends the “Video Recordings Act 1984”; and for purposes related to those provisions. In this case, there is only one eye-witness who has stepped forward to provide any available details regarding the crime scene (Legislation.gov.uk. 2021). On the other hand, there was no such physical evidence presented against Harvey which would solidify the allegations under which he has been taken into custody. On the basis of this fact, legally, he would have the right to claim for getting released from the police station so that he can return back to his home.
	Another law that can be taken into consideration in such a case is the Bail Act 1976. The Bail Act was signed into law by the Queen in November 1976. Its most important provision is the establishment of a statutory "presumption" in favour of bail. Unless the courts are satisfied that one of the exceptions listed in Schedule 1 to the Act applies to the case, the courts are obligated to grant bail to accused persons. There are five exclusions, two of which are clearly significant (Legislation.gov.uk. 2021). One of these allows bail to be rejected if the court determines that there are substantial grounds to believe that if the defendant is released on bail, he or she will fail to surrender, dedicate an offence, or interrupt the witnesses.
	The Act's only significant change is the presumption in favour of bail; the rest of its provisions are minor in nature. The surety system is still in place. There are no restrictions on courts' ability to require defendants to discover indemnification as a condition of bail, despite the fact that this liberty is an efficient method of denying bail. The Act establishes a right for a surety who has been rejected by the police to pertain to a court for affirmation, but it also makes clear, which previous case law did not, that consideration may be given not only to a surety's monetary backing, but also to his personality, criminal history, and relationship with the accused (Legislation.gov.uk. 2021).
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	According to the discussions carried out previously, it can be said that there has been consistent proof and evidence that Harvey is the ultimate burglar which happened in 10 Chesterfield Lane. However, he cannot be arrested on the basis of one single eye-witness. Still he would eventually get arrested for further investigations. However, as portrayed in the second part, he would have a variety of rights and freedom so that he can be able to prove himself not guilty and get freed from the accusations charged against him.
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