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> Investigation information 

Investigation name: Ian Lucas MP 

IOPC reference: 2019/118137 

Investigation type Complaint not subject to special requirements  

IOPC office: Wakefield 

Lead investigator: Emma Duckett 

Case supervisor: Daniel Marley 

Director General delegate 
(decision maker): 

Miranda Biddle 

Status of report: Final 

Date finalised: 29 July 2019 

 

The primary purpose of this report is to provide information to the appropriate authority 
(AA) and decision maker to allow them to perform their obligations under the PRA. 
Although this report may be disclosed to other parties, its primary audience is 
stakeholders who have knowledge of the complaints system. Therefore, IOPC/police 
responsibilities or the detail of the misconduct system will not be explained in this 
document. For cases using this template, complainants and interested parties will be 
updated separately in a plain English outcome letter supported by a document explaining 
the IOPC and the complaints system processes. 

In complaint investigation reports, the role of the lead investigator is to provide an 
accurate summary of the evidence and attach, or refer to, any relevant documents for the 
decision maker. 

On receipt of the report, the decision maker will make their CPS referral decision. Where 
the complaint is subject to special requirements, the decision maker will also reach an 
opinion about whether there is a case to answer for misconduct, gross misconduct in 
respect of any person serving with the police or whether the performance of such 
persons was unsatisfactory. The report and opinion will then be sent to the AA; upon 
receipt of the AA’s proposals, the decision maker will make their other determinations in 
accordance with the legislation. Where it will not intrude upon decisions to be made in 
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> The investigation 
 

 Background 

 
1. On 27 March 2017, Mr Nicholas Churton was found dead at his home in Wrexham. 

North Wales Police (NWP) treated the death as suspicious from the outset. As Mr 
Churton had reported an incident to NWP in the days before his death, NWP 
referred the matter to the IOPC (formerly IPCC)1 as a Death or Serious Injury (DSI) 
referral and the IOPC commenced an independent investigation on 5 April 2017. 

 
2. On 29 March 2017, NWP arrested Jordan Davidson and he was convicted of Mr 

Churton’s murder on 30 November 2017. 

 
3. On 10 April 2019, Mr Ian Lucas, the MP for Wrexham, submitted a complaint to the 

North Wales Police and Crime Commissioner (PCC). Mr Lucas alleged that Chief 
Constable (CC) Mark Polin had provided false statements to him in relation to the 
scope of the initial IOPC investigation. 

 
4. The North Wales PCC referred Mr Lucas’ complaint to the IOPC on 11 April 2019; 

our independent investigation commenced on 16 April 2019. 

 

 Related IOPC investigations 

 
5. On 5 April 2017, the IOPC commenced an independent investigation which focused 

on the nature and extent of police contact with Mr Churton prior to his death.  

 
6. On 13 April 2018, the IOPC commenced a second independent investigation which 

focused on the nature and extent of police contact with Jordan Davidson between 9 
December 2016 and 29 March 2017. 

 Terms of reference 

                                                 

1 On 8 January 2018, the Independent Police Complaints Commission (IPCC) became the 
Independent Office for Police Conduct (IOPC). We have referred to ourselves as the IOPC within this 
report. 

any proceedings, the decision maker will also decide whether a complaint allegation is 
upheld. 
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7. The terms of reference for this investigation set out the following point that the 

investigation has addressed:  

To investigate:  

a) Whether there is any evidence that CC Polin provided false statements to Mr 
Lucas in relation to the IOPC’s initial investigation following the death of Mr 
Churton.  

 
8. The evidence relating to this matter will be presented in this report. 

 

> Summary and analysis of evidence 
 

9. IOPC investigators obtained a statement from Mr Lucas dated 14 May 2019. Mr 
Lucas recalled that he became aware of Mr Churton’s murder in March 2017 
through media coverage. He said, 

“I was not aware that the IOPC (formerly Independent Police Complaints 
Commission (IPCC)) was undertaking an independent investigation nor had I been 
provided with any form of briefing or update concerning the case by North Wales 
Police (NWP).” 

 
10. Mr Lucas emphasised that the IOPC did not inform him of our independent 

investigation in April 2017 and confirmed that he had since received an apology 
from the IOPC for this omission.  

 
11. Mr Lucas stated that he was approached by some of his constituents who had 

witnessed other incidents involving Mr Davidson. Following Mr Davidson’s 
sentencing in December 2017, Mr Lucas recalled a journalist provided him with 
details of the prosecution’s case. 

 
12. Mr Lucas stated, 

“I was extremely concerned to learn from the information provided by the journalist 
that Davidson was out of prison on license [sic] at the time he murdered Mr 
Churton; that three days prior to Mr Churton’s murder Davidson had been bailed 
from police custody after his arrest for possession of a knife, without being recalled 
to prison, and that North Wales Police did not appear to have made notification to 
the Probation Service or Community Rehabilitation Company of Davidson’s arrest 
until the day after Mr Churton’s murder.” 

 
13. On 8 December 2017, Mr Lucas wrote to CC Polin in relation to Jordan Davidson. In 

his letter, Mr Lucas asked CC Polin, 

“Can you please set out the facts of this matter, which is of great concern to me and 
my constituents in Wrexham. [sic]” 

 
14. In his statement, Mr Lucas clarified the reasons for his request; 
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“I expected CC Polin to provide me with at least a briefing of the circumstances of 
the case relating to Davidson in the lead up to Mr Churton’s murder. I felt that it was 
important for me, as the MP for Wrexham, to be in possession of proper information 
in case any of my constituents approached me about it.” 

 
15. IOPC investigators obtained a statement from Mr Mark Polin dated 19 June 2019. 

Mr Polin was the Chief Constable of NWP from November 2009 until his retirement 
in August 2018. Mr Polin explained the usual practice of dealing with 
correspondence to him during this time, 

“This practice consisted of the staff office team recording the receipt of 
correspondence and then tasking the relevant department of the Force to provide a 
briefing to aid the preparation of a response or to prepare a draft response.” 

 
16. IOPC investigators obtained email correspondence from NWP dated between 8 and 

12 December 2017, which was pertinent to Mr Lucas’ request. In summary, the 
email correspondence included; 

 Emails between CC Polin and his Personal Assistant (PA) Ms A. 

 An email from PA Ms A to Staff Officer B. 

 Emails between Staff Officer B and Officer C. 

 An email from Staff Officer D to CC Polin. 

 Emails between Staff Officer B and CC Polin. 

 Emails between the Head of Professional Standards Department (PSD) 
Officer E and Staff Officer B. 

 An email from CC Polin to Staff Officer B. 

 
17. On 8 December 2017, Ms A emailed Staff Officer B, 

“I have acknowledged receipt of this letter but Mark [CC Polin] has asked if you get 
it sent out to the best placed officers that were/are involved, asking if they can draft 
a response to be sent from CC as soon as possible.” 

 
18. On 8 December 2017, Staff Officer B emailed Officer C and asked him to prepare a 

draft response to Mr Lucas’s letter. 

 
19. On 8 December 2017, Officer C emailed Staff Officer B, 

“I have taken advice from the SIO and our response will be as follows: 

Dear Mr Lucas 

In relation to your enquiry about Jordan Davidson you will be aware that, following 
his conviction, the IPCC released a statement to say that they were investigating all 
contact the police had with Davidson prior to him committing the murder. In these 
circumstances it would be inappropriate for me to comment further until we receive 
a report from them.” 
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20. On 11 December 2017, CC Polin emailed Staff Officer D to ask for an update on the 

draft letter to Mr Lucas. Staff Officer D replied to CC Polin stating that Staff Officer B 
was liaising with Officer C to prepare a response.  

 
21. On 11 December 2017, Staff Officer B emailed CC Polin with a draft letter to Mr 

Lucas. In his email, Staff Officer B stated, 

“I have drafted the attached after sourcing a response from [Officer C] on Friday. My 
understanding is that the wording of the response mirrors that given to the Daily 
Post on Friday by our media office.” 

 
22. On 11 December 2017, CC Polin emailed Staff Officer B and confirmed that the 

letter could be sent to Mr Lucas. CC Polin asked Staff Officer B to ask PSD for their 
view on the case. CC Polin also copied into the email Ms A and Officer F. Mr Polin 
explained in his statement that Officer F had responsibility for the force’s PSD and 
was the Appropriate Authority. 

 
23. In his statement, Mr Polin said, 

“Having regard to the content of the email, I would have taken comfort from the fact 
that [Officer C], an experienced officer responsible for operational policing in the 
area where the murder occurred, had been instrumental in preparing the response 
and also by the indication given that the wording of the response mirrored that given 
by the regional Daily Post newspaper by our press office. The thrust of the letter 
sent under my name exactly replicated the text prepared by [Officer C] in tandem 
with the SIO.” 

 
24. Mr Polin added, 

“It would appear from news reports covering the conviction of Mr Davidson that the 
SIO was [Officer G], who was my most experienced and fastidious criminal 
investigator.” 

 
25. On 11 December 2017, CC Polin replied to Mr Lucas. In his letter, CC Polin stated, 

“You will be aware that, following his conviction, the IPCC released a statement to 
say that they were investigating all contact the police had with Mr. Davidson prior to 
him committing the murder. In these circumstances, it would be inappropriate for me 
to comment further until we receive a report back from them.” 

 
26. IOPC investigators obtained a copy of the Daily Post newspaper article dated 2 

December 2017 and updated on 8 December 2017. The article states, 

“The Independent Police Complaints Commission is investigating how police 
handled several complaints to police from Mr Churton about Davidson in the week 
before he was arrested over the knife incident.” 

 
27. Included within the article is a quote from Officer E; 

“We referred this matter to the IPCC in March.  
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“The IPCC is currently conducting an independent investigation and it would be 
inappropriate to comment further at this stage.” 

 
28. Also included is a quote from Ann Griffith, North Wales deputy PCC, 

“All the circumstances surrounding this terrible case are rightly being investigated 
by the Independent Police Complaints Commission. 

“Once the findings are reported I will work with the Chief Constable to ensure the 
force responds appropriately and that if any action is required it will be carried out to 
the full.” 

 
29. A spokesperson for the IOPC stated in the article, 

“We are independently investigating North Wales Police’s contact with Nicholas 
Churton prior to his death in Wrexham.” 

 
30. IOPC investigators obtained a statement from former Officer G dated 22 June 2019. 

Former officer G explained that he was the head of the force’s Major Incident Team 
and the Serious and Organised Crime Unit between 2016 and April 2019; he was 
also the Senior Investigating Officer (SIO) on the investigation into the murder of Mr 
Churton. 

 
31. Former Officer G stated that it became apparent that Mr Churton had contacted 

police in relation to threats made by Jordan Davidson. Former Officer G said, 

“It was apparent that at the time of the murder Davidson had been residing in a 
house not far from Mr Churton. He has been recently released from prison and 
following his release he had been involved in an altercation outside a nightclub in 
Wrexham and was found to be in possession of a knife. He was arrested and later 
bailed.” 

 
32. Former Officer G clarified, 

“I had no knowledge surrounding the decision to bail or indeed action taken to recall 
Davidson to prison as in the early stages of the investigation a decision was made 
to self-refer North Wales Police to the then IPCC (now IOPC) regarding the recent 
contact they had with Nicholas Churton. My role was to focus on the murder 
investigation and apprehending Davidson who was at large.” 

 
33. Former Officer G recalled a conversation with Staff Officer B in December 2017 in 

relation to Mr Lucas’s letter to CC Polin. Former Officer G said that Staff Officer B 
asked him for advice on how to respond. As SIO for the case, former Officer G said, 

“I felt the need to be impartial in relation to any response and asked that the e-mail 
be sent to the Chief Inspector for Wrexham at the time [Officer C].” 

 
34. Former Officer G recalled a telephone conversation between himself and Officer C 

in relation to the response to Mr Lucas. He confirmed that both he and Officer C 
were aware of the IOPC investigation. Former Officer G stated, 

“I was aware that the police contact between Mr Churton and the police was 
specifically in relation to Davidson and I naturally assumed that the IPCC would 
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have looked into Davidson as part of the investigation. It was also my belief at that 
time the IPCC were aware of the knife arrest when Davidson was bailed and that 
they would be looking at the police action in relation to this.” 

 
35. In his statement, former Officer G said both he and Officer C felt it would be 

“inappropriate” to provide Mr Lucas with any details of the ongoing IOPC 
investigation. Former Officer G confirmed that Officer C drafted the response to 
Staff Officer B following the conversation they had.  

 
36. Former Officer G stated, 

“I did not base the response on any IPCC press statement but instinctively felt that 
we should not be responding with any specific information about the case whilst an 
enquiry was ongoing by the IPCC, indeed doing so in my view would have been 
wholly inappropriate.” 

 
37. Former Officer G added. 

“The response to Mr Lucas was therefore made in complete good faith and it was a 
justified response in my opinion.” 

 
38. IOPC investigators obtained a copy of the IOPC press release dated 6 December 

2017. The press release included, 

“The Independent Police Complaints Commission (IPCC) can confirm, following the 
guilty plea of Jordan Davidson, it is independently investigating North Wales 
Police’s (NWP) contact with Nicholas Churton prior to his murder.” 

 
39. On 11 December 2017, Staff Officer B emailed Officer E, Head of PSD, to request, 

“a view on the case from your departments [sic] perspective so that I can provide an 
update.” 

 
40. Staff Officer B included the email chain containing the letter to Mr Lucas and 

confirmed to Officer E that CC Polin had already responded to Mr Lucas. 

 
41. On 11 December 2017, Officer E replied to Staff Officer B with an update on the 

initial IOPC investigation; Staff Officer B forwarded this to CC Polin the same day. 
Officer E wrote in his email, 

“You will be aware that we referred the matter to the IPCC in March and the IPCC 
are investigating our contact with the deceased and our response to the complaint 
of robbery he made shortly before he was murdered.” 

 
42. Officer E included within his email a copy of the IOPC press release dated 6 

December 2017. He also provided CC Polin with a two-paragraph update on the 
IOPC investigation and another case. 

 
43. In his statement, Mr Polin stated that he would have focused more on the update 

from Officer E rather than the detail of the IOPC press release.  
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44. In his statement, Mr Lucas said, 

“I received a letter from CC Polin dated 11 December 2017, in which he refers to a 
press statement made by the IOPC, which I had not seen at the time because I had 
not been notified of any IOPC inquiry.” 

 
45. With reference to the letter he received from CC Polin, Mr Lucas believed the IOPC 

was, 

“investigating all contact the police had with Davidson prior to him committing the 
murder”.  

 
46. Mr Lucas added that he subsequently learned this “was not true though I did not 

know this at the time because I had not seen the terms of reference of the inquiry.” 

 
47. On 11 December 2017, Mr Lucas emailed CC Polin in response to his letter of the 

same day. Mr Lucas expressed his disappointment that he had received no 
information relating to the case from NWP or the IOPC. Mr Lucas then requested 
the IOPC reference number in order that he could contact them for an update. 

 
48. On 12 December 2017, CC Polin emailed Mr Lucas, 

“I think it is important to again reassure you that the reason why I did not set out the 
facts as you requested is because I am unable to, rather than unwilling to. As 
discussed in my previous letter the IPCC have released a press statement 
identifying that all contact Mr Davidson had with police prior to him committing the 
murder was subject to an IPCC investigation.” 

 
49. In his statement, Mr Polin said, 

“I cannot determine whether the content of the email was dictated by myself to [Ms 
A] or was prepared by another and possibly agreed by me.” 

 
50. Mr Polin explained that he would not usually sign emails with “yours sincerely” and 

his full name. Mr Polin stated however that this was not an issue as the email was 
very similar to the letter in content.  

 
51. Mr Lucas emailed the IOPC on 12 December 2017 to ask for a copy of their press 

release, which CC Polin referred to in both his letter and email. The IOPC emailed a 
response to Mr Lucas the same day, 

“The IPCC can confirm, following the guilty plea of Jordan Davidson, it is 
independently investigating NWP’s contact with Nicholas Churton prior to his 
murder in Wrexham.” 

 
52. Mr Lucas stated, 

“At the time, I did not grasp immediately that there was no IOPC enquiry in relation 
to Davidson’s release. If I had realised, I might have gone back to CC Polin.” 

 
53. Mr Lucas also stated, 
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“In terms of my complaint against former CC Polin, I believe that he was either 
mistaken about the terms of reference of the first inquiry or he, deliberately tried to 
mislead me. If he made a mistake then I believe this to be grossly negligent in these 
circumstances as it meant a central failing with fatal consequences was not being 
looked at.” 

 
54. Mr Polin stated, 

“It is now clear to me that the letter from me and the email that followed to Mr Lucas 
was inaccurate in suggesting at that point that the IPCC investigation was 
concerned with police contact with Mr Davidson as opposed to police contact with 
Mr Churton.” 

 
55. Mr Polin added, 

“However, as alluded to earlier, it is apparent I was not alone in failing to distinguish 
between the two for [Officer C] and the SIO had not done so and moreover nor had 
the statements released to the media through the Force Press Office.” 

 
56. In his statement, Mr Polin said it was clear that he was not aware of the detail of the 

case at the time. He explained that it was,  

“entirely appropriate for me to rely on experienced senior officers and my press 
office to ensure the response and the statements being released to the media were 
accurate. That said, I accept responsibility as chief constable and do not seek to 
criticise anyone.” 

 
57. Mr Polin said he would not have provided any detail to Mr Lucas as he would not 

want to risk any prejudice to the IOPC’s investigation. Mr Polin said, 

“Accordingly, even if I had realised that the IPCC investigation was confined to the 
police contact with Mr Churton at the time of writing to Mr Lucas, I would have 
declined to release any information to him and certainly not without prior reference 
to the IPCC.” 

 
58. Mr Polin also stated, 

“I wish to sincerely apologise for the confusion and upset or concern that my letter 
and subsequent email may have caused given the inaccuracy both contained. 
However, I strongly refute the suggestion that I was grossly negligent in this regard 
or that I deliberately sought to mislead Mr Lucas.” 

 

Whether there is any evidence that CC Polin provided false 
statements to Mr Lucas in relation to the IOPC’s initial investigation 
following the death of Mr Churton. 

 

> Analysis 
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59. Staff Officer B approached Officer G and Officer C in order to provide an update on 

the investigation. While both officers were well placed to provide an update on the 
police’s investigation into the murder of Nicholas Churton, they were not interested 
parties in the IOPC investigation and would not have been in receipt of investigative 
updates from the IOPC. It would appear from the evidence that Officer G assumed 
that the initial IOPC investigation was focused on police contact with Jordan 
Davidson. Given Officer G’s knowledge of the murder investigation then this would 
appear to have been a reasonable assumption, albeit an inaccurate one. 

 
60. It appears from the evidence that former CC Polin relied on the information provided 

to him by senior officers, Officer C and Officer G. He also relied on the information 
provided by Staff Officer B that the draft response mirrored the recent force press 
release. Given this evidence, it would appear that former CC Polin’s decision to 
authorise the draft letter to Mr Lucas on 11 December 2017 was reasonable in the 
circumstances. 

 
61. The email evidence shows that both Mr Lucas and former CC Polin had sight of the 

IOPC press release in December 2017. It is apparent from the evidence that neither 
Mr Lucas nor former CC Polin noted at the time that the IOPC investigation was 
focused on police contact with Mr Churton only. 

 
62. The evidence indicates that former CC Polin asked for an update from Officer E in 

relation to the IOPC investigation after he had sent the letter to Mr Lucas. Officer 
E’s email contained a brief update and the IOPC press release, which stated that 
the IOPC investigation related to police contact with Mr Churton. Mr Polin clarified in 
his statement that he would have focused on the update from Officer E rather than 
the IOPC press release. However, it appears there was nothing in Officer E’s brief 
update to former CC Polin which would have indicated that the letter to Mr Lucas 
had contained inaccurate information.  

 
63. There is evidence to suggest that there was some confusion in relation to the Daily 

Post press article released on 2 December 2017 and updated on 8 December 2017. 
The IOPC statement within the article does specifically state that the investigation 
was confined to the police contact with Mr Churton. However, the statements made 
by Officer E and Deputy PCC Griffiths are less specific. In particular, the statement 
within the Daily Post article by Deputy PCC Griffiths said, 

“All the circumstances surrounding this terrible case are rightly being investigated 

by the Independent Police Complaints Commission.” 

Arguably, it could be inferred from this statement that the IOPC investigation also 
included police contact with Jordan Davidson in December 2017. 

 
64. The second email from CC Polin to Mr Lucas on 12 December 2017 reiterated that 

the IOPC investigation was focused on the police contact with Jordan Davidson. 
There is no evidence to suggest that former CC Polin’s staff office sought additional 
information in order to draft this email. Therefore, it would appear that the email sent 
to Mr Lucas was based on the same information used to draft the letter to Mr Lucas.  
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65. There is evidence to indicate that former CC Polin, former Officer G and Officer E 

were of the view that it would be inappropriate to provide information relating to an 
ongoing IOPC investigation. The IOPC was responsible for the provision of updates 
in relation to their investigation to Mr Lucas. It appears from the evidence that the 
IOPC did not inform Mr Lucas of its initial investigation in April 2017. This is not in 
line with IOPC policy which states that the Director General Delegate has 
responsibility for informing an MP of an IOPC investigation following the death of 
one of their constituents. Mr Lucas confirmed in his statement that the IOPC has 
since apologised for this omission. 

 
66. As chief constable, former CC Polin would have to rely on the accuracy of 

information provided to him by others within NWP. Given the evidence, it does 
appear that former CC Polin inadvertently provided inaccurate statements to Mr 
Lucas. However, the investigation has found no evidence to support Mr Lucas’s 
allegation that former CC Polin deliberately sought to mislead him in their 
correspondence during December 2017.  

 

> Summary for publication 
 

67. The following summaries are of the incident and our investigation. If the decision is 
made to publish the case on the IOPC website, this text will be used for that 
purpose. 

 
 

Section of 
summary 

Text 

Summary of 
incident 

 

An MP alleged a senior police officer provided false statements to him in 
relation to an IOPC investigation following the death of one of his constituents 
in March 2017.  

Summary of 
investigation 

 

During the investigation, investigators obtained statements from the 

complainant and former senior police officers in relation to the allegation. 

Investigators also obtained emails, letters and press statements written in 

December 2017.  

 

 

 


