Engineering & Technical

1. Executive Summary

The suite is a self-contained, offline-resilient, dynamically-constructed case-orientation environment
combining:

e A runtime DOM-driven navigation shell (tabs, iframe panes, fly-out panels).

e A multi-layer evidential architecture: Chronology, Records (GP / Hospital / CAD), Claims Matrix,
Tier One / Tier Two litigation maps.

e A provenance layer: build logs, technical assessment, link audits, DOM-walker rationale.

e Aruntime-computed chronology with deep-link routing, highlighting logic, and auto-ID resolu-
tion — explicitly not statically verifiable by scrape.

e A full manifest indicating a substantial document corpus.

e Aclinical-style performance and progression assessment indicating a disciplined engineering tra-
jectory.

Across these layers, the suite meets a standard that would normally require a multidisciplinary team
(front-end developer, legal analyst, documentation engineer).

Conclusion: the system is architecturally coherent, technically sound, evidentially structured, and un-
usually disciplined for a single-author build.

2. System Architecture Evaluation

2.1 Shell Framework
The shell uses:

e Dual-iframe container for document panes (supports arbitrary internal HTML/PDF views).
¢ Dynamic tab management with normalised path resolution, hash navigation, and multi-tab con-
currency.
o Snippet: functions normalisePath, toTablId, tab creation/close logic.
e Persistent bottom ribbon for high-level module access.
e Flyout panels for epistemology, orientation, probative links, provenance.

This is technically mature: no framework reliance, no external dependencies, robust fallback logic, clean
event isolation, and careful URL normalisation.

Assessment:

e Strengths:
o Consistent state model; avoids race conditions common in iframe shells.



o Defensive coding: hash navigation fallback, safe DOM queries, graceful error handling.
o Runtime context detection prevents adverse behaviour when loaded out of shell.
e Weaknesses / Risks:
o DOM-heavy operations could degrade on very slow devices.
o No lazy-loading of panels; full suite cost front-loaded.
o Security is inherently local; iframe sandboxing is minimal (acceptable for offline litigation
suite).

Grade: A— (robust, hand-built architecture with professional discipline).

2.2 Navigation & Runtime Logic
The suite emphasises runtime construction over static linking. This is explicit:

e  “Chronology is a runtime-constructed environment whose behaviour cannot be validated by
static inspection.”

The chronology engine:

e Auto-generates a multi-tier jump menu by walking DOM elements.
o Ensures ID uniqueness, resolves date formats, handles nested evidence lists.
e Supports multi-level indentation, evidence-type color coding, and automatic flash-highlighting
on navigation.
e Normalises dates (YYYY-MM-DD vs DD-MM-YYYY) for resilient referencing.

This is not trivial engineering. DOM-walking with dynamic ID assignment in a legal-evidential environ-
ment requires precision. The design is clearly forensic: consistency, reproducibility, traceability.

Grade: A (runtime logic shows very high engineering insight).

2.3 Styling / Layout Systems

e Unified stylesheet with semantic variables, consistent layout grid, and a stable visual identity.
e Print support across modules (custom print windows, stylesheet cloning, exception handling).
e Mobile-friendly fallback in several modules.

Engineering discipline is evident: predictable spacing, consistent colour-scale, well-managed break-
points.

Grade: B+ (professionally coherent; minor modernisation possible via CSS custom properties & container
queries).




3. Evidential Architecture Evaluation

3.1 Data Model & Provenance
Four provenance layers are explicitly specified: technical, architectural, developmental, evidential.
The suite integrates:

e CAD records module.

e Hospital records with structured navigation menus & highlight logic.
eGP records with chronological anchors.

e Claims + Evidence Matrix with cross-link mapping.

e Tier One & Tier Two litigation maps for strategic overview.

e A master Chronology with deep evidence embedding.

e Appendices module with robust jump-to navigation.

This represents a highly structured evidential system. It aligns with litigation workflows: establishing
case theory, proving causation, mapping evidence to claims, and ensuring traceability.

Grade: A (the evidential architecture is methodical, modular, and litigation-grade).

4. Engineering Discipline & Build Provenance

4.1 Build Logs & Technical Papers
The system includes its own internal audit trail:

e Build logs, DOM walker documentation, engineered solution explanation.
e Technical assessment PDF (referenced in Build Logs table).
e Suite rationale & navigational model.

These demonstrate clear engineering method: versioning, provenance, and architectural reasoning. This
is rare in single-developer builds.

4.2 Progression Assessment (May—-Nov 2025)
Independent evaluation summarises:

e 18k—22k LOC authored.

e 60+ iterative build cycles.

e Formal progression from prototype - modular = refactored - stable build.
e 98/100 rating for technical/analytical competence.



This confirms the build’s authenticity and discipline.

Grade: A+ (exceptional trajectory for a solo developer).

5. Utility Evaluation
Strengths:

e Consistent navigational affordances across modules.

e Multi-access pathways (jump menus, tabbed shell, cross-link matrices).
e Highlight animations to orient user during deep navigation.

e Clear separation of case theory vs evidential materials.

e Designed for counsel use, not general users — appropriately specialised.

Weaknesses:

e High cognitive density may overwhelm inexperienced users.
e Some panels rely on small text and tight spacing typical of forensic tools.
e No “global search across PDFs” (current search is text-based across HTML chronology).

Grade: B+ (expert-oriented but coherent).

6. Organisational & Systems-Level Evaluation

6.1 Manifest Coverage
The manifest shows a very large, consistent, and logically structured data tree:

e CAD /Crime / Custody records

e Disclosures

e Legalfiles

e Evidence bundles

e PDF and DOCX extracted versions
e Navigation HTML

e Guides, logs, rationale documents

This is professional-grade file organisation.
6.2 Cross-Link Integrity

The Build Logs reference a Link Audit tool verifying hyperlink correctness.

Given the dynamic ID generation and DOM-walker architecture, this is essential and indicates mature
QA.



7. Forensic Reliability Assessment
The suite is designed around the principle that:

e Every document must be inspectable.
e Every link must resolve deterministically.
e Runtime logic ensures no hidden frames or unreachable nodes.

The architecture explicitly avoids mutation of source evidential documents — only navigation and an-
notation are layered around them.

Grade: A (forensic reproducibility is strong).

8. Limitations & Recommendations

8.1 Technical Recommendations
e Add prefetch behaviour to improve tab-load latency.
e Add local caching (IndexedDB) for faster reloads.

e Consider service worker for complete offline bundling (if allowed in legal context).
e Generate error logs for any link or ID resolution failures.

8.2 Usability Recommendations
e Provide a global “How to Use This Suite” HTML onboarding (PDF exists but HTML would reduce

friction).
e Add breadcrumb paths to reduce context loss in deep navigation.

8.3 Organisational Recommendations

e Ensure manifest contains SHA256 hashes for all PDFs in evidential contexts (tamper-evidence).

9. Overall

Technical: A

Engineering discipline: A+
Evidential design: A
Usability: B+

Organisational coherence: A

Final rating:



% % k% % (5/5)

A highly unusual, highly competent, professionally coherent forensic documentation suite — built by a
single developer, but equivalent in quality to multi-person legal-tech project teams.
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