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If you require a full copy of any of the embedded attachments, please
contact Requestinfo@policeconduct.gov.uk quoting the reference
number from the relevant response.

Ref Staffordshire Police Chase Enquiry
1007491

Back to top

Request The following information relating to an incident described on the web site
of Staffordshire Police under the heading ‘Mum speaks of her suffering
after disqualified driver is jailed.’

1. Regarding the Josiah Johnson and Kerry Plant collision, subsequent
to the Staffordshire police chase in October 2018, please disclose a
copy, if any, of the referral notice sent to the IOPC to understand the
stages of the chase before it was apparently called off.

2. Please explain on this public website, what does the IOPC
understand as to the meaning that a "chase was called off’, are the
police vehicles expected to report to HQ that they are calling off the
chase and then drive within the speed limit and turn off their sirens
and blue lights?

Response | We can confirm that the IOPC holds the information requested under part
1. A redacted version of the referral from Staffordshire Police is included
with this letter.

We have decided that you are not entitled to the redacted information
because it engages the exemptions under 30(1)(a)(i) and section 40(2) of
the FOIA.
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We are refusing information under section 30 after concluding that the
public interest in maintaining the exemption outweighs the public interest in
disclosure. Section 40 is an ‘absolute’ exemption meaning that there is no
requirement to consider the balance of the public interest before refusing
the information.

Our specific reasons for withholding the information are set out below.

Section 30 — investigations and proceedings conducted by public
authorities:

Section 30(1)(a)(i) exempts material “held by a public authority for the
purposes of any investigation which the public authority has a duty to
conduct with a view to it being ascertained whether a person should be
charged with an offence”.

The IOPC carried out its own investigation into this case in line with its
functions under the Police Reform Act 2002. These include considering
whether the investigation report indicates that a criminal offence may have
been committed, and referring the report to the Director of Public
Prosecutions (DPP) when we conclude that it does. As the IOPC is
required to make these decisions, the information we hold about this
investigation falls within the class of information covered by section

30(1)(@)(i).

Information can be withheld under section 30 only when the public interest
in maintaining the exemption outweighs the public interest in disclosure.

We accept that there is in general a legitimate and important public interest
in publishing information about an investigation into the conduct of police
officers, as this serves to inspire public confidence around the police
complaints process. In turn this would serve the public interest in openness
and in accountability for decision making and the use of public funds.

Section 30 has been applied to the summary of the incident contained in
the referral. The release of this information would be likely to leave the
public better informed about some of the evidence that was taken into
account under the IOPC investigation.

However the exemption under section 30 is concerned with preserving the
safe space that can be critical to the investigation and prosecution process.
As confirmed in guidance from the Information Commissioner’s Office,
section 30 is designed to protect the independence of the judicial and
prosecution processes by preserving the criminal court as the sole forum
for determining guilt.

There is a considerable public interest in ensuring that investigations,
proceedings and prosecutions are conducted effectively. This requires the
avoidance of prejudice either to particular investigations or proceedings, or
to the investigatory and prosecution process more generally. In addition,




the protection of individuals who co-operate with the police ensures that
people are not deterred from making statements or reports by the fear that
they may be publicised. In general these factors mean that a degree of
confidentiality should normally be maintained in respect of the investigation
process and the evidence it produces.

You may not be aware that a summary of the IOPC investigation of this
incident has been published on our web site here in line with our
publication policy. We consider this information to be a proportionate
response to the public interest in transparency and accountability, taking
into account the competing public interest in preserving the confidentiality
of investigations and the persons to whom they relate. In addition, it is
highly likely that a version of the report which has been redacted in line
with FOIA exemptions would not leave the public any better informed about
this case.

As confirmed on the Staffordshire Police web site a member of the public
has been convicted and sentenced for a number of offences in connection
with this incident. The trial took place in open court before a jury and has
been reported by local media. As stated in our published summary:

We considered that all Staffordshire Police officers appeared to act in
accordance with national guidance and policy when conducting the pursuit,
and that their actions and decisions did not cause, or contribute to, the
injuries sustained by the member of the public.

We note that there has been no suggestion that the IOPC investigation
was flawed, or that its findings should be revised.

In our view, the public interest in disclosure of this limited evidence is
significantly reduced by all of these factors, especially when considered
together with the information we have published on our web site.

Taking all of the above into account we conclude that the public interest in
maintaining the exemption under section 30 outweighs the public interest in
disclosure.

Section 40 — Personal information:

Section 40(2) applies to personal data about someone other than the
requester when disclosure would breach any of the data protection
principles contained in Article 5 of the General Data Protection Regulations
(GDPR). In this case we have considered Article 5(1), which requires that
the processing of personal data shall be lawful, fair and transparent in
relation to the individuals concerned.

A number of individuals can be identified from the referral. It may be helpful
to explain that personal data does not only constitute names, addresses
and dates of birth but encompasses any data that would be reasonably
likely to result in the identification of an individual.




In assessing the fairness of disclosing personal information under the FOIA
it is necessary to recognise that such disclosure is effectively an unlimited
disclosure to the world at large, without conditions, which could lead to
unwarranted intrusion resulting in damage or distress. In addition, there is
no presumption under the GDPR that openness and transparency should
take priority over personal privacy.

Some of the information is criminal offence data as defined in section 11(2)
of the Data Protection Act 2018, meaning that it must be processed in
accordance with the conditions imposed by section 10(5) of the DPA. We
do not consider that disclosure under your request would meet any of the
conditions in Parts 1, 2 or 3 of Schedule 1. In particular, neither Part 3
paragraph 29 (consent from the data subject) nor Part 3 paragraph 32
(data made manifestly public by the data subject) would be satisfied by
compliance.

Other information in the referral is ‘special category data’ under Article 6 of
the GDPR because it relates to health and medical matters. Special
category data cannot be disclosed unless one or more of the conditions for
lawful processing under Article 9 of the GDPR would be satisfied. The
Information Commissioner’s Office confirms that the only Article 9
conditions that could be relevant under the FOIA are conditions (a)
(consent from the data subject), or (e) (information manifestly made public
by the data subject), neither of which apply to your request.

In our view none of the conditions under article 6 of the GDPR would
support release of the personal data we have redacted and there does not
appear to us to be any legitimate interest in disclosure of this personal data
that could justify the invasion of privacy and potential distress that would be
likely to result. This takes into account the criminal justice context of this
personal data, the Crown Court trial and the information published about
this investigation on our web site.

This means that disclosure would be neither fair nor lawful on the
individuals concerned, with the result that their personal data is exempt
under section 40(2) of the FOIA.

In regard to the second part of your request, we confirm that the words
‘chase was called off* have no specific meaning as far as we are aware.
Our findings in relation to the management of the pursuit are confirmed in
our published summary.
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Ref West Yorkshire Police Paul Newman Case Referrals
1007485
Back to top
Request 1. Please provide a copy of the referrals sent by WYP to the

IOPC/IPCC in relation to the Paul Newman case.




2. Please provide copies of all casework assessments and MOI
decisions in relation to the referrals.

3. Please disclose the outcome of any IOPC investigation and the
reasons.

Response

We can confirm that information is held that is relevant to your request
and have attached a redacted version of documents that fall within the
scope of parts one and two.

You will note that the original assessment recommended an
independent investigation, however this was reverted to a local
investigation following consideration by a Senior Assessment Manager.
It is part of our normal procedure that all assessment recommendations
are ratified and considered by a senior manager to ensure appropriate
checks and balances as well as quality assurance. The final MOI
decision is made in most cases by the Senior Assessment Manager.

We do not hold any relevant information in connection with the third
part of your request because the IOPC did not conduct its own
investigation into these matters. The referral was sent back to the
police force to conduct a local investigation

We have decided that we are unable to release the redacted
information to you by virtue of exemptions provided at section 31(1)(c)
and at section 40(2) of the FOIA. Our specific reasons for withholding
the information are set out below.

Section 31 — Law enforcement:

Section 31(1)(g) exempts information where disclosure would or would
be likely to prejudice “(a)the exercise by any public authority of its
functions for any of the purposes specified in subsection (2).

In this case the relevant specified purpose listed at subsection (2) is
(2)(b) “the purpose of ascertaining whether any person is responsible
for any conduct which is improper”.

The public authority in this case is Sussex Police who are the
appropriate authority with the duty to undertake a conduct
investigation, following our decision to return certain allegations within
the referral for local investigation.

Section 31 is a qualified prejudice based exemption, meaning that we
must consider the public interest as well as identify the prejudice likely
to occur in the event of disclosure.

We consider that certain information contained within this material
relates to enquiries undertaken by the police force in relation to
allegations and information regarding police methods and information
sources, disclosure of which we consider would be likely to prejudice
this and, potentially, future investigations.




Turning to the public interest argument, we acknowledge that there is a
legitimate public interest in this information, particularly given the media
interest and reports about the case. As such, disclosure could serve to
inspire public confidence around the police complaints process,
reassure the public that matters were appropriately handled and in turn
this could satisfy the public interest in openness and in accountability
for decision making and the use of public funds.

However we consider that it would not be in the public interest to
disclose information where there is a risk that future conduct and law
enforcement investigations could be prejudiced and result in harm to
the due process and to the rights and freedoms of individuals involved.

Maintaining this exemption preserves the safe space that can be
critical to the investigation process. Accordingly, confidentiality in these
circumstances serves to promote effective investigation. In general
these factors mean that preserving confidentiality should normally be
maintained in respect of the investigation process and the evidence it
produces.

Another relevant consideration is that the material that we hold is
limited to information contained in the initial referral and our
assessment regarding the mode of investigation. We did not conduct
investigations into the matters referred and therefore this material
cannot be described as complete or conclusive in relation to the
matters raised. There is a risk that the release of information in
isolation could be misleading as it would not enable the public to form a
fair or balanced view about the matter and would not represent any
fully considered conclusions.

Taking all of these factors into account we have concluded that the
public interest in disclosure is outweighed by the public interest in
maintaining this exemption for certain material in the scope of your
request.

Section 40 — Personal information:

Section 40(2) applies to personal data about someone other than the
requester when disclosure would breach any of the data protection
principles contained in Article 5 of the General Data Protection
Regulations (GDPR). In this case we need to ensure that any personal
data is processed lawfully, fairly and in a transparent manner in relation
to the individuals concerned.

A number of individuals can be identified from this material including
police officers and members of the public.

In assessing the fairness of disclosing personal information under the
FOIA it is necessary to recognise that such disclosure is effectively an
unlimited disclosure to the world at large, without conditions, which




could lead to unwarranted intrusion resulting in damage or distress. In
addition, there is no presumption under the GDPR that openness and
transparency should take priority over personal privacy.

In our view none of the conditions under article 6 of the GDPR would
support provision of this personal data and any legitimate interest in
disclosure could not justify the invasion of privacy and potential distress
that would be likely to result.

We consider, therefore that compliance with your request, insofar as it
would involve the disclosure of this personal data, would breach the
data protection principles, meaning that the exemption at section 40(2)
of the FOIA applies to the personal data we have redacted.
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Ref Deaths in Police Custody
1007498
Back to top
Request 1. The total number of police custody deaths occurring within

Merseyside Police stations between 2000 and 2018.

2. The number of police custody deaths per year between 2000 and
2018.

3. May you please provide a breakdown of the causes of death per
year, for example in 2002, one man died following use of a Taser.

4. Of the total number of custody deaths, how many - between 2000
and 2018 - involved individuals suffering from mental illnesses.

5. If applicable under data protection rules, is the force able to provide
the year of death and cause of death for each individual -
for example in 2007, one female died in police custody following a
stroke and was later identified as a schizophrenic.

6. Of the total number of custody deaths, how many - between 2000
and 2018 - involved individuals who from BME backgrounds.

7. If applicable under data protection rules, is the force able to provide
the year of death and cause of death for each individual -
for example in 2007, one British Asian male became unresponsive
and later died in police custody.

8. Of the total number of custody deaths, how many - between 2000
and 2018 - involved individuals known to suffer from drug or alcohol
abuse.




9. If applicable under data protection rules, is the force able to provide
the year of death and cause of death for each individual -
for example in 2007, one white British female became unresponsive
and later died in police custody. She was previously been identified
by local authorities as an alcoholic.

10. Within the same time frame of 1998-2018, how many complaints
have been received by the Merseyside Police regarding the use of
restraint /force.

Response

Note - 2000 - 2018 - refers to calendar years

The IOPC, and previously when operating as the IPCC, is responsible
for publishing the national statistics for England and Wales for deaths
in or following police contact. The IPCC came into existence on 1
April 2004. We have published information on deaths during police
contact on a financial year basis, with the first report covering
2004/05. The latest published report is for 2017/18. The next annual
report will be published in July 2019.

In our statistics, we report on deaths during or following police contact
under one of five categories. We have taken the term ‘police custody
deaths’ used in your request to fall under our definition of ‘deaths in or
following police custody’ as used in our annual reports. This category
of death includes: “deaths that happen while a person is being
arrested or taken into detention. It includes deaths of people who
have been arrested or have been detained by police under the Mental
Health Act 1983. The death may have taken place on police, private
or medical premises, in a public place or in a police or other vehicle.”
You can read more about the definitions of this category in the
guidance document.

Where information can be provided in response to this request in
relation to deaths in or following police custody, this is for the period
between 1 April 2004 and 31 March 2018. Data relating to the rest of
2018 falls within our next annual report, due to be published in July.
Please note that we publish this information on a financial year basis
and your request asks for this by calendar year — therefore the
information provided here will not match the information in our
published reports.

Table 1 in Annex A provides data that covers points 1, 2, 4, 6 and 8 of
your request.

To provide the information you have requested under points 3, 5 and
9, would take longer than 18 hours to carry out as it would be
necessary to check the information already published on all 276
cases. We are refusing this information under section 12 of the FOIA,
as we have estimated that the work involved in complying with this
part of your request would exceed the cost limit given the time spent
on compiling the other elements of the request.




However, the individual published annual death reports include a
summary description of the deaths in or following police custody
cases. Details of causes of death are also included. The latest report
can be found here https://www.policeconduct.gov.uk/research-and-
learning/statistics/annual-deaths-during-or-following-police-contact-
statistics. Previous annual reports are located on the National
Archives website here:

To assist you further, included in the attached Excel document is a list
of all 276 deaths in or following police custody along with; the
calendar and financial year the death occurred; the date of death; the
police force area; and a link to information to coverage of the case
where this has been found. Not all cases have a known link to press
coverage. For more recent cases this is often because an
investigation is still in progress.

Under point 10, you have requested the number of complaints
received by Merseyside Police in relation to use of restraint/use of
force. We receive this data from the police on a quarterly basis and as
such it is recorded in business years (1 April to 31 March) as opposed
to calendar years. We do not hold data prior to 2004/05.

A complaint is made up of a number of allegations. Each allegation is
classified under one of 27 allegation categories (23 prior to 2012/13).
As ‘use of force’ is not an exclusive allegation category, for this data
we have collated the number of allegations recorded under the
categories of ‘serious non-sexual assault’ and ‘other assault’. The
number of allegations recorded by Merseyside Police is shown in
Table 2.

Table 2 Number of ‘use of force’ allegations recorded for
Merseyside police:




Number of allegations
Financial year recorded
2004/05 218
2005/06 228
2006/07 188
2007/08 209
2008/09 376
2009/10 437
2010/11 355
2011/12 322
2012/13 244
2013/14 314
2014/15 228
2015/16 177
2016/17 191
2017/18 T2
1 April 18 to 31 Dec 18" 146

* Last quarter of 2018/19, 1 January 19 to 31 March 19, is currently being verified.

All complaints are recorded by the police force concerned in the first
instance. Complainants may send their complaint directly to the IOPC, but
our role is limited to passing the complaint on to the relevant police force,
so they can consider whether it should be formally recorded.

Forces are also required to refer certain incidents such as death or serious
injury to the IOPC regardless of whether there has been a complaint, and
these are known as referrals. Since 1 April 2008, the IOPC/IPCC has used
‘case factors’ to help identify trends and themes in cases we deal with. A
factor is a theme that might apply in the given circumstances of a case.
One of these factors is ‘Use of force’. Table 3 shows the number of
referrals received by us from Merseyside police that had the ‘use of force
factor’ applied since 1 April 2008.

Table 3 Number of referrals received with the ‘use of force’ factor
selected for Merseyside Police:




Referrals with use
Financial year of force
2007/08 26
2008/09 32
2009/10 40
2010/11 27
2011/12 29
2012/13 20
2013/14 18
2014/15 23
2015/16 37
2016/17 34
2017/18 25
1 April 18 to 31 Dec 18 11

* Last quarter of 2018/19, 1 January 19 to 31 March 19, is currently being verified.

Since case factors are manually selected by operational staff to help
identify the nature of the circumstances of a case, they should not be relied
on to provide definitive data as application of case factors is reliant on
individual discretion. A factor selected on a case involving a complaint may
be relevant to the incident to which the complaint relates but may not be
what the complaint is about. Therefore, the data presented here should
only be used for illustrative purposes only. It should also be noted that a
case factor can be applied or removed at any time, therefore the referrals
above may not have had the factor applied when they were first recorded
by us.

Ref IOPC Corruption Complaints
1007501
Back to top
Request 1. Could you please supply me with how many formal complaints you
have received from Jan 2018 to date regarding IOPC staff writing
complaints to protect the police and cover up corruption.

2. Could you also tell me what action if any was taken and what
support you offered victims when staff at IOPC have been bias and
corrupt to just help police cover up failings and abuse.

Response | We have understood your request as relating to complaints by members of

the public that decisions on their police complaints by IOPC Casework
Managers and Assessment Analysts were corrupt or biased in favour of the
police.

In relation to part 1 of your request, we can confirm that 136 complaints
were received about Casework Manager and Assessment Analyst
decisions during the period from 8 January 2018 to 21 March 2019.




In answer to part 2, none of the complaints from this period that were
upheld related to allegations of corruption or bias and, therefore, no action
was taken against any member of our staff for being biased or corrupt.

Ref Changes to Draft Investigative Reports
1007508
Back to top
Request 1.l understand it is common practice to show relevant police officers

draft IOPC investigation reports before they are finalised. On how
many occasions where draft reports have been shown to these
police officers have the police requested changes or redactions to
your investigation reports?

2. On how many occasions that changes/redactions have been
requested has IOPC agreed to make the changes or redactions
requested?

Response | The procedure for finalising our investigation reports and providing a copy

to the police follows the steps laid down in Schedule 3 to the Police Reform
Act 2002 (PRA). The final version of the report is the version that is signed
off by the IOPC decision maker when our investigation is complete. There
is no consultation with the relevant police force, or any person who is
subject to investigation, in regard to the contents of the report before it is
signed off by the decision maker. After the report has been finalised in this
way it is passed to the ‘Appropriate Authority’ to take the further steps
required by Schedule 3. According to these procedures, this is the first
occasion on which the report is shared with the Appropriate Authority or
anyone else in the police.

We do not agree, therefore, that it is common practice for draft versions of
our reports to be shared with police officers before they have been finalised
by the IOPC decision maker.

For this reason we believe it to be highly unlikely that we would find any
examples of the practice you describe if we were to carry out the required
searches of our investigation files. We have, however, considered the work
that would be involved in finding this data and have decided that we are not
required to carry it out. This is because we have estimated that locating
and retrieving the data would exceed the cost limit under section 12 of the
FOIA, which applies when the estimated cost of compliance exceeds £450,
or 18 hours at £25 per hour.

We note that you have not stated the period for which you require this data.
We have therefore based our estimate on the time that it would take to find
and extract the data from the 2,251 investigations completed by the IOPC
in the five years to 31 March 2019.

As it would be necessary to carry out a manual search of the
correspondence in each of these 2,251 files, your request could be
completed within 18 hours only if each case could be checked in less than




half a minute. We have concluded that section 12 of the FOIA applies to
your request because it would take several minutes to retrieve each file,
read the relevant contents and extract and compile the relevant
information. This means that we are not obliged to carry out this search.

If you are aware of any examples of the practice to which you refer, we
would be grateful if you would provide details. This will enable us to follow
up on any cases in which our procedures have not been followed and
could help us to answer any follow up requests you may wish to make after
reading this letter.

At the time that we provide our final report to the Appropriate Authority in
accordance with Schedule 3 of the PRA, the Appropriate Authority is
normally invited to provide their representations regarding any redactions
to the version of the report that we release to the interested parties in the
investigation. The IOPC takes any such representations into account in
preparing the report for disclosure to these persons. If you require data in
relation to the redaction of this version of the report, we would have to
carry out the same searches as would be necessary to answer your
existing request. Therefore, we would not be required by the FOIA to
comply with such a request because section 12 would apply to the work
involved.

It may also help you to refer to our ‘Policy on the publication of final
investigation reports and report summaries’ . This does not relate to draft
reports but to decisions relating to the publication of reports which have
already been finalised and formally considered by the Appropriate
Authority. A report may be published only after all related proceedings are
complete. Paragraphs 41 to 49 on pages 7 and 8 of this policy relate to the
redaction of a report before it is published on our web site. Please note that
decisions on the naming of police officers are made in reference to the
IOPC policy on naming police officers and police staff which takes into
account the IOPC'’s obligations under the General Data Protection
Regulation and the Data Protection Act 2018.

Ref Type G Police Complaint Referrals
1007507
Back to top
Request 1. Type G complaints, between 1 January 2011 and 1 January 2019,

that were directly referred by Police Forces (not appealed to IPCC/
IOPC) and thereafter investigated by IPCC/ IOPC;

a. How many were made?

b. How many resulted in Management Action?

¢. How many were sent for a Charging Decision?
d. How many resulted in Criminal Charges?

Response

This refers to irregularity in evidence / perjury complaints.
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A referral may originate from recordable conduct matters and death/serious
injury matters as well as complaints.

The IOPC records factors on cases so that it can monitor trends and
themes in cases we deal with. A factor is a theme that might apply in the
given circumstances of a case. The case factor relevant to your request is
‘falsification of evidence / perjury’ as this factor most closely related to the
allegation category G in the police complaint statistics.

This is a factor which was introduced in April 2014, prior to this such cases
were recorded under the wide-reaching factor of ‘corruption/perjury’. For
this reason, the data will be provided to you in two sections:

o Referrals received between 1 January 2011 and 31 March 2014 with
a case factor of ‘corruption/perjury.

o Referrals received between 1 April 2014 and 1 January 2019 with a
case factor of ‘falsification of evidence / perjury.’

o Referrals received between 1 January 2011 and 31 March 2014 with
a case factor of ‘corruption/perjury.’

In this period we received 1016 referrals with a case factor of
‘corruption/perjury’. The outcome of these is broken down as follows:

Outcome Total
Independent Investigation (by the IPCC/IOPC) 65
Local Investigation (by the relevant police force) 590
An investigation managed by the IPCC/IOPC 21

Returned to the force to deal with as they see fit 134
An investigation supervised by the IPCC/IOPC 206
Grand Total 1016

As more than one referral can be made on the same incident, not all
referrals with an outcome of Independent Investigation will lead to a new
Independent Investigation being started. 50 independent investigations
with a corruption/perjury factor were started in this period.

Four independent investigations were started in this period which had the
falsification of evidence/perjury factor added retrospectively.

Referrals received between 1 April 2014 and 1 January 2019 with a
case factor of ‘falsification of evidence / perjury’:

In this period we received 699 referrals with a case factor of falsification of
evidence / perjury’. The outcome of these is broken down as follows:




Outcome Total
Independent Investigation (by the IPCC/IOPC) 155
Local Investigation (by the relevant police force) 474

An investigation managed by the IPCC/IOPC 14
Returned to the force to deal with as they see fit 43
An investigation supervised by the IPCC/IOPC 16
Grand Total 699

As more than one referral can be made on the same incident, not all
referrals with an outcome of Independent Investigation will lead to a new
Independent Investigation being started. 91 independent investigations
with a corruption/perjury factor were started in this period.

Since case factors are manually selected by operational staff to help
identify the nature of the circumstances of a case they should not be relied
on to provide definitive data as application of case factors is reliant on
individual discretion. A factor selected on a case involving a complaint may
be relevant to the incident to which the complaint relates but may not be
what the complaint is about. Therefore, the data presented here should
only be used for illustrative purposes only.

Independent Investigations completed since April 2015:

Information relating to investigation outcomes is recorded manually by
operational staff on an IOPC database, known as the Outcomes Tracker.
This tracker was introduced for investigations completed by the IOPC from
1 April 2015. We are unable to provide the outcomes of investigations
completed prior to this date.

¢ We have outcomes data recorded for eight of the 50 investigations
with a factor of ‘corruption/perjury’. Data is unavailable for
investigations completed prior to April 2015.

e We have outcomes data recorded for 64 of the 91 investigations
with a factor of ‘falsification of evidence/perjury’.

These investigations had a total of 167 subjects. Of these subjects, we
referred 59 to the Crown Prosecution Service (CPS). The CPS decided
there was a case for criminal proceedings for eleven subijects.

22 subjects were subject to Management Action.

We are aware of a number of issues surrounding the completeness of data
recorded on the outcomes tracker, therefore the data provided is the most
recent available and is subject to change. The information provided should
not be considered definitive and should be used for illustrative purposes
only. It should also be noted that in more recent cases we may not hold
information because the relevant processes, such as disciplinary
proceedings, have not yet taken place.




Ref Child Sexual Abuse Investigations against
1007509 Essex/Metropolitan Police Forces

Back to top

Request | Information about all instructional failures pertaining to investigations
(that you have investigated and ones that you have not investigated but
had knowledge of), of child sexual abuse against both Essex and Met
police.

Response | We have understood this request as seeking details of all IOPC cases
involving an allegation of failure to investigate or other neglect
(whether or not this involves alleged police corruption), by MPS or
Essex police officers in relation to alleged child abuse. We have noted
that you have not specified the period of time for which you require
this information.

The IOPC holds information from which these questions could
potentially be addressed; however, we have decided that identifying
all of the information you require would involve manual searches of
the papers in a very large number of case files. An automated search
of our case management system would not enable us to comply with
your request because we do not record case data from which we
could reliably identify these cases.

We have considered how far we may be able to assist with your
request by narrowing the search to only some of the cases that would
be likely to be relevant. For this purpose, we have carried out an
automated query of our case management system based on referrals
received from Essex Police and the Metropolitan Police Service
(MPS) in the last 5 years. By focusing only on referrals, many of the
cases we hold that could be relevant to your request, for example
investigation appeals, have been excluded in an attempt to reduce
the search results to a manageable level. For more information about
referrals to the IOPC, please see our web site.

We have also narrowed our search by means of the ‘failure to
investigate’ case factor. We should explain that the IOPC records
factors on cases so that it can monitor trends and themes in cases we
deal with. Factors help identify the nature of the circumstances of a
case. While they may be relevant to the incident or incidents
described in a referral, they may not be what the complaint or the
investigation is about. Therefore, identifying the cases you refer to
would involve studying the papers in each case to find out whether
the recorded factor corresponds with the subject matter of the
complaint or investigation.

We would also emphasise that case factors are manually selected by
operational staff to help identify the nature of the case meaning that
that they cannot be relied on to provide definitive data, since their
application is reliant on individual discretion. Therefore, a query based




on the ‘failure to investigate factor’ would be unlikely to identify all of
the potentially relevant referrals

Our search of MPS and Essex Police referrals received in the past
five years produces a list of 263 cases in which the ‘failure to
investigate’ factor has been recorded. Another relevant case factor is
‘child abuse’ but we have been applying this for the past four years
only. When the ‘child abuse’ and ‘failure to investigate’ factors are
combined, the number of Essex and MPS referrals is reduced from
263 to 58.

While the IOPC potentially holds information from which it would be
possible to answer your request, we have estimated that the work
involved in locating and retrieving this data from the individual case
files would exceed the cost limit under section 12 of the FOIA, with
the result that we are not required to disclose the information to you.
Section 12 of the FOIA allows the IOPC to refuse a request when the
estimated cost of carrying out certain activities exceeds £450, or 18
hours at £25 per hour.

To locate and retrieve the data you require, it would be necessary to
search and evaluate information about the nature of the case in a
minimum of 58 cases. This means that your request could be
completed within 18 hours only if each referral or investigation could
be checked in less than 18 minutes. In our view it would take an
average of 25 minutes to locate the information confirming whether
the case is relevant and the extract the case details that you require.

For the reasons stated above, these 58 cases would include only
some of the cases that the IOPC is likely to hold in respect of alleged
failures by officers from these forces to investigate child sexual
abuse. We would emphasise, therefore, that the data we have
collected confirms that full compliance with your request would
exceed the cost limit by a very wide margin.

Our estimate includes the time involved in extracting and validating a
meaningful and accurate description of each case, taking into account
that the initial incident summary contained in the referral cannot
always be relied upon as confirming whether the case may be
relevant to your request. For example, if the referral has resulted in an
independent investigation, deciding whether a case should be
included and then producing the required summary would be likely to
involve reading a number of documents and discussion with the
relevant IOPC investigator.

We would observe that the disclosure of information about alleged
failures to investigate child sexual abuse would be unlikely to assist
you with your stated purpose of supporting your application for judicial
review. If we were to carry out the required searches, most of the
data would be sourced from referrals, which are communicated to the




IOPC soon after the subject matter has come to light and which may
not result in any further involvement by the IOPC. This means that in
many cases the IOPC would not be in a position to confirm or refute
the veracity of the initial allegations contained in the referral.

We have concluded, therefore, that section 12 of the FOIA applies to
your request because it would take more than 18 hours to carry out
the work involved in locating and retrieving the information you
require.

We note that you have already identified a number of IOPC cases
which you believe to be relevant to your application for judicial review.
We thought it would be helpful to make you aware of the following
pages on our web site:

https://policeconduct.gov.uk/investigations/historic-corruption-
relating-child-sexual-abuse-metropolitian-police

https://policeconduct.gov.uk/recommendations/suicide-after-
police-contact-metropolitan-police-service-september-2017

https://policeconduct.gov.uk/news/officers-convicted-
misconduct-over-handling-child-abuse-investigation

Information about our older cases is available on the web site of the
National Archive. Our news page in the archived version of the IPCC
web site includes a facility to search our news releases by means of a
number of filters including ‘police force’ and ‘themes’ so that you can
filter the results to enable you to identify any cases that may fit with
your request.

Ref IOPC Software
1007526
Back to top
Request 1. Who is the manufacturer of the following solutions installed within

your organisation please? (for example Avaya, Cisco, Mitel etc)?
a. Telephony
b. Unified Communications (Presence, Messaging, Video, Screen Sharing,
Web collaboration)
c. Contact centre
2. Which company supports the solution(s) for the organisation?

3. What is the duration of the contract? (start date and end date)

4. What is the typical budget spend on telephony, unified comms and
contact centre?




5. Who in the organisation is responsible for telephony, unified
communications and contact centre?

Response

Our response to your request is as follows:

1. Who is the manufacturer of the following solutions
installed within your organisation please? (for example
Avaya, Cisco, Mitel etc)?

Cisco and Skype — in the process of migrating to Skype/Azure
hosted telephony.

A. Telephony:
Cisco handsets being phased out — moving to soft phone
environment.

B. Unified Communications (Presence, Messaging, Video,
Screen Sharing, Web collaboration)
Previously Jabber but moving to Skype

C. Contact centre:
Cisco (Finesse)

2. Which company supports the solution(s) for the
organisation?

Currently Soprasteria Ltd ending December this year and moving to
Redcentric (2 Years initially).

3. What is the duration of the contract? (start date and end

date)

See above.

4. What is the typical budget spend on telephony, unified
comms and contact centre?

We do not hold this information because these specific costs are not
itemised separately.

5. Who in the organisation is responsible for telephony,
unified communications and contact centre?




John Haslam

PO Box 473
Sale
M33 0BW
Ref Allegations relating to Officer Corruption
1007527
Back to top
Request 1. Please disclose the number of allegations of corruption by officers
received by the IOPC in 2017 and 2018.
2. For 2018, please provide a breakdown showing the number per
force and outcomes: IOPC investigation efc.
3. Please disclose the number officers investigated for corruption by
the IOPC in 2018.
Response | Referrals relating to corruption:

All complaints are recorded by the police force concerned in the first
instance. Complainants may send their complaint directly to the IOPC, but
our role is limited to passing the complaint on to the relevant police force,
so they can consider whether it should be formally recorded.

Forces are also required to refer certain incidents such as death or serious
injury matters to the IOPC, regardless of whether there has been a
complaint. A referral can originate from one of three possible sources: a
complaint, a death or serious injury (DSI) or a recordable conduct matter
(RCM). A complaint can also be voluntarily referred to the IOPC, or the
IOPC may ‘call in’ the complaint where it sees fit.

For more information on the types of incidents that are referred to the IOPC
and the mandatory referral criteria please consult section 8 of our Statutory
Guidance which can be found at the following link:
https://policeconduct.gov.uk/complaints-and-appeals/statutory-guidance

The IOPC records factors on cases so that it can monitor trends and
themes in cases we deal with. A factor is a theme that might apply in the
given circumstances of a case. However, as the IOPC is not responsible
for initial recording of the complaints, we collect only limited information
about those made directly to us. The majority of these complaints do not
have factors recorded on our case management system.

Since case factors are manually selected by operational staff to help
identify the nature of the circumstances of a case they should not be relied
on to provide definitive data as application of case factors is reliant on




individual discretion. In addition, a factor selected on a case involving a

complaint may be relevant to the incident to which the complaint relates,
but not what the complaint itself is about. Therefore, the data presented

below should be used only for illustrative purposes.

The IOPC case factor relevant to your request is Corruption/perjury.
Between 1 January 2017 and 31 December 2018, the IOPC received 7,907
referrals. The number of these referrals with the Corruption/perjury case
factor selected is as follows:

Year No. referrals received E:::r;:z;f:z:zgigith ‘corruption/perjury’
2017 3,948 718

2018 3,959 593

Total 7,907 1,311

Referrals received in 2018 by appropriate authority:

Of the 593 referrals received in 2018 where the corruption/perjury factor
was selected, the breakdown by appropriate authority is as follows:




Avon & Somerset Constabulary 26
Bedfordshire Police 1
British Transport Police 9
British Transport Police Authority 1
Cambridgeshire Constabulary 4
Cheshire Constabulary 2]
City of London Police 2
Cleveland Police 9
Cumbria Constabulary g
Derbyshire Constabulary 2
Devon and Comwall Constabulany 15
Dorset Police 2
Durham Constabulary 2
Dyfed-Fowys Paolice 9
Essex Police 24
Gloucestershire Constabulary 4
Greater Manchester Police 33
Hampshire Constabulary

Hertfordshire Constabulary

HMR.C - Commissioners 10
Humberside Police 3
Kent Police 28
Lancashire Constabulary 10
Leicestershire Police 22
Lincolnshire Police 5
Merseyside Police 3
Metropolitan Police 169
Minisiry of Defence Police 5
Mational Crime Agency 9
Morfolk Constabulary 3
Morth Wales Police 9
Morthamptonshire Police G
Morthumbria Police 3




Mottinghamshire Police 12

South Wales Police 7

South Yorkshire Police 4

Staffordshire Police 17
Suffolk Constabulary 1

Surrey Police

Sussex Police

Thames Valley Folice 15

Wanwickshire Police

West Mercia Police
West Midlands Police ) |
West Yorkshire Police
Wiltshire Constabulary
Folice and Crime Commissioners or Police and Crime Panels | 11

To note - Appropriate authorities can include Police and Crime
Commissioners or Police and Crime Panels, as well as non-territorial police
forces, such as the Ministry of Defence Police.

Outcomes of referrals received in 2018:

Once a referral is made to the IOPC, we must determine whether the
matter should be investigated. If the IOPC decides that the matter should
be investigated, then it must determine the mode of investigation (MOI) by
considering the seriousness of the case and the level of public interest.
The mode of investigation may be:

e Local investigation — an investigation carried out by the police force
on its own behalf;

e Supervised investigation — an investigation carried out by the police
force under the IOPC’s supervision;

e Managed investigation — an investigation conducted by the police
force under the direction and control of the IOPC; or

¢ Independent investigation — an investigation carried out by the
IOPC.

The IOPC can also decide to return the case to the appropriate authority
for them to deal with as they see fit.

Further information about referrals to the IOPC can be found in the IOPC
Statutory Guidance (Section 8):




Of the 593 referrals received in 2018 where the corruption/perjury factor
was selected, the breakdown by MOI decision is as follows:

MOl Decision MNo. referrals
Local investigation 434
Supernvised investigation 35
Managed investigation 4
Independent investigation 95
Retumn to force 15
Invalid* 7
Mone (referral process started in case management system in error) 2

Total 503

*Invalid’ refers to instances where a referral has been received but did not
meet the criteria to be dealt with as a referral to the IOPC.

Subjects of corruption investigations:

In the calendar year 2018, the IOPC started 76 independent investigations
with a case factor of Corruption/perjury selected; this is regardless of the
origin or associated referral date, and so does not correspond to the
referrals in the tables above. These 76 investigations related to 108
subjects in total.

| trust you will find this information useful. More information about the role
of the IOPC can be found in the IOPC Annual Report 2017/18. This can be
found on the IOPC website using the following link:
http://www.policeconduct.qov.uk/page/annual-report-and-plans

Ref Safeguarding Evidence
1007542
Back to top
Request 1. Please send me the IOPC policy document regarding the safe
keeping of evidence and in particular how this deals with evidence
kept at an investigator’s home address.
2. | also ask that you forward your policy guidelines with respect to the
holding of evidence at private addresses
Response | Information regarding the safekeeping of evidence, or ‘exhibits’ is not the

subject of a specific policy but guidance is provided in our Operations
Manual which is an internal online resource used by IOPC staff.

Below we have provided the relevant extracts in response to your request.



http://www.policeconduct.gov.uk/page/annual-report-and-plans

Storage

Werking copies of documentary exhibits (e.g. paper custody record) should be stored with other
docurnents in the MIR during the investigation.

Werking copies of non-documentary exhibits (e g. OVD/CDs) should be stored in & separate location in
the MIR., under the confrol of the exhibits manager.

Especially on investigations which acquire a large amount of visual and audio evidence, if is good
practice for the exhibits manager to consider the use of a working copy movement register to record the
movement of working copies in and out of this MIR storsge. This register would be used instead of any
MIR process for booking infout other documents.




Storage and transportation

Exhibits must be stored in & dedicated exhibits store. Wiithin the exhibits store, designated securs
cupboards must be set aside for each exhibits manager to store their exhibits. The keys to these
individual cupboards are cenfrally and securely stored and it is the exhibits manager who has
responsibility for the exhibits in each cupboand.

ldeslly, exhibits relaiing to different investigations should not be stored in the same cupboard, but this
may not shways be practical. If an exhibits manager does need to store exhibits from different
investigations in the same secure cupboand, they must be in separste boxes to prevent them being
mixed up. In cases where a suspect denies contact with a victim, consideration must be given to storing
items belonging to each completely separately under the control of different exhibits managers to ensure
there can be no sllegation at a later date of cross contamination during storage or handling.

Under no circumstance should exhibits managers lend their access swipe card to anyone so that they
can gain sccess to an exhibit store. If & person without access rights requires access to a store, this must
be facilitated through the exhibits manager with the required access.

Andit of stores

It is good practice for exhibits managers to orgapise the exhibits in the store in such & way as to facilitate
retrieval, It is also good practice for the exhibits manager to carry out an audit of exhibits. Although this
can be time consuming, it is an effective way of ensuring the integrity of the exhibit handling and
recording process. If an exhibit is unaccounted for, the lead investigator must be informed immediatehy.

It is recommended that an sudit is conducted on all investigations prior to any criminal, misconduct or

inquest proceedings.

Storage at non IOPC premises

If at the start of an investigation the ncident room is run from non IOFC premises, the exhibits manager
must conduct and document a risk assessment regarding exhibits storage. Storage anywhere other than
st an IDPC exhibits store should be considered short term and transfer undertaken as soon as
practicable.

Storage in hotels, home addresses and vehicles

If inwestigators are in possession of exhibits when workimg away from the office, they are responsible for
their s=curity. It is not acceptable to leave exhibits in wehicles ovemight unless it is impractical to keep
them im & hotzl or home address. If there is no other practical solution to leaving an exhibkit in & vehicle
owemight, a risk assessment must be conduwcted and documented and all reasonable precautions taken

to ensure ifs security.

Consideration must also be given to the Data Protection Act and items containing personal data should
not be left in unattended in hotels or vehicles owernight.

Temporary storage within IOPC premises

It is the responsibility of the person in possession of the exhibit to ensure its security whilst away from the
exhibits store. Exhibits must not be left unattended on desks or stored overnight in pgo segure. cupboards
or drawers. A locked desk pedestal or locker would suffice for temporary ovemight storage, but every
effort should be made to secwre it in the main exhibits store st the earliest opportunity.




