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About ETAP 
 
The Ethics, Transparency and Audit Panel (ETAP) is made up of members of 
the public, who test the accuracy of crime recording, examine the response of 
police to incidents and analyse the way they handle complaints about 
policing. 
 

ETAP was set up by the Police and Crime Commissioner for Staffordshire to 
make policing in Staffordshire the most open and transparent in the country. 
 

It rigorously challenges aspects of policing that are critical to us all. 

 

To find out more about ETAP, and to read ETAP reports, go to 
www.staffordshire-pcc.gov.uk/eta/  

 

This report has been commissioned by the Police and Crime Commissioner 
for Staffordshire. 
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Report authors 
 
David Davies,  
Ethics, Transparency and Audit Panel (ETAP) 
 
David joined the Ethics and Transparency Panel in January 2015. He is a former 
Manager for Technical Training for a leading car manufacturer, responsible for the training 
of more than 2,000 employees in the dealer network. During this time he was also a 
member of a working party, linked to the Institute of the Motor Industry, to update 
qualification standards for the Industry. 
 
David also held management positions in various companies earlier in his career 
including two major motor industry companies. 
 

David said: “My training background has provided me with a keen eye for detail, and an 
ability to challenge working methods, which I believe will help in my role on the ETAP.   
The PCC’s ambition for greater transparency in local policing is to be admired and I’m 
pleased to offer my full support in achieving this.” 

 
Larraine Wilde,  
Ethics, Transparency and Audit Panel (ETAP) 
 
Larraine Wilde joined the panel in September 2015. She is an environmental scientist from 
Stretton, in Burton, who has worked on international projects in the mining and energy 
sectors and in post-war rehabilitation. This included due diligence auditing of large-scale 
infrastructure assets to meet the requirement of international financing institutions 
including commercial banks and organisations such as the World Bank, The International 
Finance Corporation and the European Bank for Reconstruction & Development. For a 
number of years she was Chair of the BSI Technical Committee for Environmental Auditing 
and represented the UK at the ISO Technical Committee for the Environmental 
Management series of standards.  
  
From 2001 to 2004 Larraine led a team of more than 70 scientists, engineers and other 
specialists assessing claims of US $83 billion made against Iraq for environmental 
damage caused during Iraq's invasion and occupation of Kuwait. The damage had 
occurred principally as a result of burning oil wells and a major oil release into the Arabian 
Gulf but also from ordnance disposal and refugee movements. Larraine appeared as an 
expert witness before a UN Panel of international lawyers adjudicating the claims. 
 
She said: “ETAP plays an important role in shining the spotlight on policing in 
Staffordshire. I am pleased to be able to bring my experience to the panel as we carry out 
this vital work to make policing more transparent.” 
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Executive Summary 
 
Objective 
 
In early 2016, a police constable, Pc X, was dismissed from Staffordshire police on the 
grounds of Gross Misconduct. The basis of the misconduct was that confidential 
information was disclosed to the constable’s partner, Ms Y. 
  
The Ethics, Transparency & Audit Panel (ETAP or “the Panel”) was asked to review the 
circumstances surrounding this case and seek reassurance that the investigation 
procedure was fair to the individual police constable, complied with the statutory 
regulations and that the decision made was proportionate and fair.  
 
During this review, ETAP will also seek reassurance that Staffordshire Police take steps 
to detect, support and prevent misconduct by police and staff to avoid similar situations. 
 

Process 
 
In reviewing the circumstances surrounding this case, the Panel was given access to the 
Misconduct Investigation Report which detailed all the case activities and evidence. For 
confidentiality reasons, details of the witness and officer concerned are withheld, and 
instead are referenced as witness (Ms Y) and (Pc X). Reference was made to a number 
of other published documents including: 
 

 College of Policing publication – The Professional Body for Policing Code of 
Ethics. 

 Home Office Guidance on Police Officer Misconduct - Unsatisfactory Performance 
and Attendance Management Procedures.  (Version 4 – Revised May 2015) 

 The Independent Police Complaints Commission Statutory Guidance. 
 Police (Conduct) Regulations 2012. 
 Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary (HMIC). Integrity Matters. January 

2015. 
 HMIC. Police Integrity & Corruption; Staffordshire Police. November 2014.  
 Prosecution Notice bundle served on Pc X. 
 Independent Police Complaints Commissioner (IPCC) statistics and bulletins for 

complaints against the police. 
 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

ETAP has drawn the following conclusion in respect of Staffordshire Police’s handling of 
complaints and in particular for the misconduct dismissal.  
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 The investigation into the misconduct of Pc X was procedurally correct, 
proportionate and fair. 

 There was no evidence that information released to Ms Y was passed on to 
others. 

 Monitoring systems could not have picked up the actions of Pc X earlier as the 
information was released either verbally or from his private mobile phone. 

 Pc X was subject to a series of audits and reviews because of concerns raised 
regarding his associations. However, the audits showed no cause for alarm.  

 ETAP considers that the full and effective implementation of the 2016 performance 
Standards Anti-Corruption Control Strategy will tighten up systems. 

 Staffordshire Police’s performance in handling of complaints generally, appears to 
compare favourably with that of other forces. 

 
Although Staffordshire Police have a clear procedure for dealing with complaints and the 
new Control Strategy is expected to enhance existing performance standards, the issue 
of trust in the police is of critical public concern and therefore the Panel makes the 
following recommendations: 
 

1. ETAP should work closely with the PSU to review the status and effectiveness of 
the Control Strategy and the first review of this should take place at the end of 
2016. 

2. ETAP should prepare a programme of six-monthly reviews of conduct selecting 
specific cases from each of the eight risk areas identified in the Control Strategy. 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Objectives and Scope of the Review 

The overall aim of the review is to reassure residents of Staffordshire that complaints 
made against Staffordshire Police are dealt with appropriately and in a timely manner, 
according to established processes. One specific and very serious complaint resulted in 
the dismissal of a police constable due to gross misconduct. The case was dealt with 
both in the criminal court and through an internal Special Case Hearing. 
 
In order to achieve this assurance, the panel has the following review objectives: 

 To understand the type and volume of complaints made against Staffordshire 
Police. 

 To provide some context as to the performance of Staffordshire Police in 
comparison with national performance. 

 To establish the processes involved when complaints are made. 
 To assess whether these processes are accurately followed. 
 To identify possible areas of improvement. 

 
The scope of the review is as follows: 

 The processes in place when a complaint is made to Staffordshire Police. 
 The procedures for recording, processing, investigating and resolving complaints. 
 How Staffordshire Police dealt with this specific case of gross misconduct. 
 Steps taken to develop, support and maintain an ethical culture within 

Staffordshire Police.   

 

1.2 Structure of the report 

The report is structured so as to: 
 

 Present Staffordshire Police and IPCC requirements.  
 Provide a context to police complaints in general, nationally and more specifically 

in Staffordshire. 
 Review this specific misconduct case. 
 Present our review methodology and the information sources used. 
 Present our factual findings. 
 Prepare conclusions and recommendations based on the factual findings.    

1.3 Overview and Background to the Review 

On the 8th February 2016, the Performance & Standards Unit (PSU) of Staffordshire 
Police requested that the Ethics Transparency & Audit Panel (ETAP) undertake a review 
of a case where an officer was dismissed for gross misconduct. In addition to reviewing 
this specific case, ETAP wished to examine the national context for complaints of 
misconduct and internal Staffordshire Police procedures for preventing, identifying, 
managing and monitoring of similar cases. 
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1.3.1 Context of complaints against the Police 

In order to understand the context of police complaints, ETAP briefly considered 
information regarding complaints nationally then looked at the picture for Staffordshire. 
This overview allowed benchmarking of Staffordshire Police performance. 
  
Data provided in an HMIC report (Integrity Matters, January 2015) shows that in the 12-
month period prior to March 2014, there were more than 32,000 (rising to  more than 
37,000 in year 2014/15) recorded complaints made by the public against the police and 
police staff nationally. The nature of complaints ranged from incivility to criminality and 
corruption. Of that number, 1,360 related to improper access and/or disclosure of 
information, the primary focus of this review. Although this represents a small amount of 
the total complaints, they represent a high risk to trust and confidence in the police. 
However, further analysis of the outcome of this type of complaint showed the following: 
 

No 

further 

action 

taken 

Management 

Action 

Written 

warning 

Final 

written 

warning 

Dismissal Retirement/ 

resignation 

Total 

798 263 57 45 28 74 1360 

 
The large number of “no action taken” needs possible explanation and the reasons 
include: 
 

 Exoneration of the officer or staff member. 
 The complaint was malicious or mistaken. 
 The complainant did not support the current investigation so that the matter could 

not be investigated. 
 Conflict of evidence or no independent evidence. 
 Investigation not properly conducted. 

 
Whilst there are no figures in respect of the breakdown by reason for ‘no action’, it is 
probably reasonable to conclude that the total number of cases warranting complaint is 
much smaller than first appears. Nevertheless, prevention of such abuse of trust should 
be a major priority for the force as well as investigation after the event. 
   
In Staffordshire, HMIC reported (Police Integrity & Corruption; Staffordshire Police. 
November 2014), a total of 304 complaints in the preceding 12 months. This 
corresponded to 9.9 complaints per 100 workforce, compared with the national average 
of 15.7 per 100 of workforce.  
 
However, benchmarking Staffordshire Police’s complaints performance is not a simple 
case of comparison with the national average, due to force differences. A more 
appropriate comparison is with MSF (Most Similar Force) data which is collated by the 
Independent Police Complaints Commission (IPCC). The IPCC collates quarterly 
statistics of police complaints across all forces and provides separate bulletins of 
individual force data.  A review of the most recent bulletin shows that complaints 
performance in respect of key indicators, timeliness of complaint recording and resolution 
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and number of appeals, shows that Staffordshire Police’s performance compares 
favourably with that of other forces. ETAP includes some commentary from the IPCC 
data in Appendix 1. This information, although of limited relevance to the misconduct 
review, provides useful information for future reviews of complaints. ETAP recommends 
(Section 5) additional reviews, which it considers to be of paramount importance in 
enhancing public trust and increased transparency 
 
In addition to external reviews, in 2014, Staffordshire Police conducted an exercise 
(Operation Shrove) which examined police data accessed by staff and found over 100 
cases considered initially to be of questionable activity. Some of these incidents were 
then found to be valid searches. Of those where information had been inappropriately 
accessed, a number warranted management actions, and one staff member resigned 
before possible dismissal as shown below: 
 

 Management Action/words of Advice 64 
 Justified Access 43 
 Final Written Warning 1 
 Dismissal (for an unrelated matter) 1 
 Resignation 1 
 Medical retirement 1 

 
Both the last two cases would have gone to hearing had the individuals remained in post. 
This breakdown shows that of the overall numbers of “suspect” cases only a small 
number were serious. 

1.3.2 The role of the IPCC 

The Independent Police Complaints Commission (IPCC) was established in 2004 
following the Police Reform Act of 2002. The IPCC publishes statutory guidance (latest 
update 2013) to be used for handling of complaints. Some types of complaint must be 
referred to the IPCC who will then determine if the investigation should be handled 
locally; under IPCC supervision; or by the IPCC directly. The case of Pc X was referred 
to the IPCC who determined that it should be handled directly by Staffordshire Police 
without further involvement of the IPCC.  

1.3.3 Gross Misconduct Dismissal 

The report and dismissal process focused on gross misconduct under the Police 
(Conduct) Regulations 2012. The definition of gross misconduct is ‘a breach of the 
Standards of Professional Behaviour so serious that dismissal would be justified.’ 
(Paragraph 2.125 of the Home Office Guidance). 
   
When a complaint is upheld, the outcome can result in “disciplinary action”, which means 
that, in order of severity starting with the least serious action, one  of the following 
decisions will be taken; 
 

a) management advice 
b) a written warning 
c) a final written warning 
d) an extension to a final written warning 
e) dismissal with notice 
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f) dismissal without notice. 
 
In this case, due to the seriousness of the officer actions, the outcome resulted in (f), 
dismissal without notice. 
 
This case under review was reported to Staffordshire Police in June 2015 by the partner 
of the accused Police Constable Pc X.  Ms Y contacted the Police to report that she had 
been shown pictures of crime scenes by the accused and provided a number of images 
to a Detective Inspector from Staffordshire Police Anti-Corruption Unit (ACU) via email 
which included images of the inside of police premises, cannabis cultivations and of an 
internal police notice board containing names and addresses written upon it.  Her phone 
and iPad, and the phone of the officer, were forensically examined. The two phones 
contained a large amount of data that went as far back as 2012. However, there is no 
evidence that the actions of Pc X were for financial gain. 
 
The officer was suspended and following investigation subject to criminal proceeding at 
which he pleaded guilty to five allegations of breaches of the Data Protection Act 1998. 
Following conviction, an investigation was initiated under direction of the Head of the 
Performance & Standards Unit, in accordance with the Police (Conduct) Regulations 
2012. Following the investigation a Special Case Hearing was initiated. The Special 
Case Hearing was Chaired by the Chief Constable and sat in early 2016. Pc X was 
dismissed with immediate effect for two breaches of the standards of professional 
behaviour which amounted to gross misconduct. 
   
ETAP has been asked to look at the case in order to determine if the procedure was 
applied proportionately and fairly. In addition, ETAP will also seek reassurance that 
Staffordshire Police have taken steps to detect, support and prevent misconduct by 
police and staff to avoid similar situations. 
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2 Requirements & Good Practice 
 
2.1 Staffordshire Police & Misconduct Investigation Procedure 
 

Staffordshire Police has a Performance & Standards Unit (PSU) and an Anti-Corruption 
Unit (ACU) both under the management of the Head of the Performance & Standards 
Unit. Both investigate complaints and allegations of misconduct but have slightly different 
functions. PSU is responsible for: 
 

 Complaints made by the public. 
 Internal reports of misconduct, unethical behaviour and criminality.  
 Activities to develop, support and maintain an ethical culture. 

   
The Head of PSU is a Superintendent level and reports to the Deputy Chief Constable. 
The ACU is responsible for identifying and investigating officers and staff suspected of 
corruption and dealing with investigations into serious criminality. The ACU has access 
to data, use of surveillance equipment and can actively monitor use of police computer 
systems. 
 
The procedure for investigating misconduct is defined by Home Office Guidance of 
Police Officer Misconduct – Unsatisfactory Performance and Attendant Management 
Procedures (version 4 Revised May 2015). The review findings in section 4.1 present 
ETAP opinion of procedural compliance. 
 
Also of direct relevance to this review is the Staffordshire Police Performance Standards, 
Anti-Corruption Control Strategy (2016) that is in the process of implementation. The 
Strategy will address corruption and performance standards aspects including the 
unauthorised disclosure and misuse of systems. This is discussed in section 4.1.2. 
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3 Review methodology 
 

ETAP reviewed the case documentation for the misconduct investigation and examined 
internal and external documentation in respect of misconduct and in particular that which 
related to inappropriate access to and/or unauthorised disclosure of information. This 
documentation included: 
 

 Misconduct investigation case summary (Form No 65) 2016. 
 Performance Standards & Anti-Corruption Control Strategy 2016. 
 Performance Standard Updates 2015 and 2016 (these are newsletters issued to 

all members of the force and form part of Staffordshire Police communication and 
awareness raising programme for issues in respect of police standards of 
behaviour). 

 IPCC Complaints statistics and bulletins. 
 HMIC reports. 
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4 Review findings 
 
4.1 Misconduct Dismissal Investigation Summary 
 

This matter was first reported to Staffordshire Police in June 2015 by the partner of the 
accused Police Constable (Pc X) after he left the home they shared together, returning to 
his parents’ address.  
 
The police officers’ partner (Ms Y) contacted the Police to report that she had been 
shown pictures of crime scenes by the accused. This is contained within the 
Staffordshire Police STORM report generated on the day of the complaint.  
 
Ms Y sent a number of images to a Detective Inspector from the Staffordshire Police 
Anti-Corruption Unit (ACU) via email which included images of the inside of police 
premises, cannabis cultivations and of an internal police notice board containing names 
and addresses written upon it. A day later, she provided her mobile phone and iPad for a 
consensual forensic examination. On the same day, the mobile phone of Pc X was 
seized under Section 19 Police and Criminal Evidence Act and all items were forensically 
examined.  The two phones contained a large amount of data that went as far back as 
2012. 
 
Following submission of the phone and iPad, a witness statement was obtained by the 
Staffordshire Police Anti-Corruption Unit from Ms Y detailing matters unlawfully disclosed 
to her by the accused Pc X. 
 
Pc X was then served with a Notice of an alleged breach of the standards of Professional 
Behaviour concerning unlawfully disclosing of confidential information to Ms Y and was 
suspended from duty on the authority of the Deputy Chief Constable. The case was 
referred to the Independent Police Complaints Commission (IPCC). The IPCC gave 
direction that this was a local matter and should be subject of investigation by the force. 
 
Due to the large volume of data, including more than 60,000 text messages being 
examined, the investigation took some months to complete.  
 
In November 2015, a full ‘’advice file’ for the allegations of breaches of the Data 
Protection Act was delivered to the Crown Prosecution Service (CPS) at Birmingham for 
consideration. 
 
In December 2015, the prosecutor from the CPS sent written confirmation of CPS 
findings for this matter and advised that the CPS was satisfied that there was a realistic 
prospect of a conviction for the offences set out. The CPS also completed an authority 
document for the consent of the Director of Public Prosecutions for Pc X to be 
prosecuted for Data Protection offences.  
 
One week later, Pc X was seen at the Police Federation Office in the presence of his 
representative, a fellow Pc.  Pc X was served with six charges and endorsed his receipt 
of a copy of the document. He was informed that he was summoned to appear before 
Birmingham Magistrate Court. 
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Pc X appeared before Birmingham Magistrates Court in early 2016 and pleaded guilty to 
five allegations of breaches of the Data Protection Act 1998, after which he was fined 
with costs and a victim surcharge. A sixth allegation, to which he pleaded not guilty, was 
withdrawn. 
 
Following conviction, an investigation initiated by the Head of the Performance & 
Standards Unit commenced in accordance with the Police (Conduct) Regulations for 
three breaches of the standards of Professional Behaviour, namely confidentiality and 
discreditable conduct. An investigation report was written and the Head of the 
Performance & Standards Unit determined that there was a case to answer for gross 
misconduct. The Deputy Chief Constable (DCC) approved the matter to go before a 
Special Case Hearing to be chaired by the Chief Constable (CC) who has responsibility 
for leading hearings of this type. Once the CC’s availability was confirmed for the hearing 
date, the information bundle was served on Pc X within the required 10 – 15 working 
days before the hearing. It should be noted that the internal hearing did not take place 
until after the conclusion of the court proceedings to ensure the integrity of the court 
case. 
 
At the hearing, Pc X was dismissed with immediate effect for three breaches of the 
standards of Professional Behaviour which amounted to grounds of gross misconduct.  
ETAP is satisfied that the correct level of authority conducted the hearing and that 
procedural requirements were complied with. 
 
In order to ascertain if the investigation was ‘proportionate and fair’ in line with procedural 
requirements, the Panel outlines below some key facts from the investigation: 
   

 In her statement, Ms Y stated that throughout their relationship the accused had 
spoken to her about his work as a Police Officer, providing details of the incidents 
and people he had become aware of as a consequence of his police duties. 

 She stated that he had sent photographs to her mobile phone which included 
“selfies” of him at work, the inside of offices at Police stations, other premises he 
has been to whilst on duty, cannabis plants and on one occasion, a picture of a 
dead body. 

 She also stated that he had told her about planned police activity and police 
activity he had been involved in and provided names of a number of people she 
stated he had told her about and the criminality they were involved in.  

 Evidence was produced which exhibited text messages between the couples 
which contained details of persons and places Pc X had come into contact with as 
a result of his duties as a Police Officer which he had passed over. 

 Pc X admitted that information had been passed to Ms Y.  
 Pc X admitted to accessing Staffordshire Police systems and obtaining 

confidential information for non-Policing purpose and unlawfully disclosing such 
information to his partner despite having received training on Data Protection, 
according to the report, on more than one occasion. 

 From as early as November 2012 concerns were raised about PC X because of 
known associations. However, based on examination of personal devices for the 
three years prior to the investigation and police questioning of Ms Y, there was no 
evidence that this information had been passed on to known criminals. 

 Ms Y withdrew complaints against Pc X early in the investigation. However, the 
Head of the Performance & Standards Unit determined that the investigation 
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should continue as it was in the public interest to do so and the matter became an 
internal misconduct investigation, as opposed to the response to a complaint from 
the public. 

 
The PSU concluded that on the balance of probabilities there was a case to answer in 
respect of: 
 

 Standard 1 of the Standards of Professional Behaviour – Honesty and Integrity 
 Standard 7 of the Standards of Professional Behaviour – Confidentiality 
 Standard 9 of the Standards of Professional Behaviour – Discreditable 

Conduct. 
 
The investigating officer’s recommendation was that these issues are most appropriately 
dealt with by way of a Special Case Hearing as the matters may amount to Gross 
Misconduct under Honesty and Integrity; Confidentiality and Discreditable Conduct. 
 
The Panel has no doubt that the decision was ‘proportionate and fair’ and fully compliant 
with Staffordshire Police procedural requirements. 
 
It is considered by PSU that the actions of Pc X were foolish rather than malicious and 
on the basis of the information provided, ETAP concurs with this view.  
 
4.1.1 Relevant Background Information 
 

In 2012 Pc X was subject to an ethical interview by Staffordshire Police ACU as a result 
of concerns regarding some of his associations and he was given instruction regarding 
the association and not to use police systems for non-policing purposes. The association 
was recorded on the Staffordshire Police Anti-Corruption Intelligence System, Clue 2, 
and Pc X was thereafter subject to monitoring. He was audited twice in 2012 and also 
had an unannounced drugs test (negative result) and was ethically interviewed in 
November 2012. He was audited again in December 2012, in January and May 2013 
and again in January 2015. All audits revealed nothing of concern. Unfortunately, as the 
unauthorised disclosures were made either verbally or via his private mobile it would not 
have been possible to detect the disclosure without legal justification. 
  
It is not within the remit of this review to challenge in any way the decision made 
following the investigation which is considered entirely appropriate. However, the Panel 
does comment as to whether, in its view, the lessons learned from the misconduct case 
(e.g. the need for preventative measures and closer scrutiny) have been implemented or 
that current systems are in place to enable: 
 

 The identification of Officers and/or staff vulnerable to misconduct of this type. 
 Prevention of similar cases 
 Detection of misuse of systems or unauthorised disclosure. 
 Compliance with Anti-Corruption Control Strategy and HMIC recommendations. 
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4.1.2 HMIC findings re misconduct 
 
The 2014 HMIC report (Police Integrity & Corruption: Staffordshire Police) noted positive 
findings in respect of Staffordshire Police and leadership in tackling corruption, stating 
“The force has effective monitoring systems to identify unprofessional use of force 
information”. Also that the force “risk assesses individual members of staff who may be 
vulnerable to corruption” and that “the force is effective in developing intelligence and its 
response when misconduct is reported”. ETAP understands that Staffordshire Police 
(prior to the HIMC report) increased counter-corruption and investigation resources and 
the monitoring of force computer systems and intelligence have been used effectively 
during innovative operations to identify information misuse. HMIC reported that whilst 
some progress was made in identifying corruption, “some further preventative steps, 
including cross-referencing of databases are required to identify potentially corrupt links”.  
However, despite these monitoring systems it appears that the actions of Pc X could not 
be picked up as he was not using force systems. 
 
4.1.3 Performance Standards, Anti-Corruption & Control Strategy 
 
In 2016 Staffordshire Police developed a Performance Standards, Anti-Corruption 
Control Strategy (the Control Strategy). The Control Strategy covers several type of 
misconduct and corruption. Note that this review considers that corruption extends 
beyond actions for financial gain to also include abuse of power or failure to act in 
accordance with defined Codes of Ethics. The Strategy includes: 
 

 Abuse of authority and sexual misconduct. 
 Unauthorised disclosure and misuse of systems. 
 Unworked hours, i.e. claiming for hours not worked. 
 Infiltration and inappropriate or notifiable associations e.g. with criminals. 
 Excessive use of force. 
 Drug and/or steroid misuse. 
 Unmanageable debt. 
 Neglect (e.g. that which can affect timeliness or quality of investigations, lack of 

victim updates etc.). 
 

The strategy covers actions for prevention intelligence gathering, enforcement, 
communication and engagement and includes a comprehensive set of actions for each 
of these components. 
 
ETAP has examined the strategy in respect of actions for unauthorised disclosure and 
misuse of systems and considers that when fully and effectively implemented, the 
measures for prevention and detection through intelligence gathering will improve 
detection of unauthorised/inappropriate use of systems. However, this opinion needs to 
be checked as to its accuracy in future reviews of strategy implementation.  The actions 
will also mean that 2014 HIMC recommendations discussed in 4.1.1 will be met. Note 
that ETAP has only examined and presented the strategy in respect of the components 
relevant to unauthorised disclosure and systems misuse for this review although the 
remainder of the strategy will be of significant relevance to other conduct reviews. ETAP 
is advised that the strategy is now implemented but ETAP has not reviewed its 
effectiveness. 
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Prevention actions include among others, training, monitoring of use of PNC and PND, 
counter-corruption systems, restrictions of inappropriate access and ICT systems. 
System access checks are conducted by the Information assurance Unit and the ACU 
has specialist software to monitor use of force systems. 
  
As regards actions for intelligence gathering, a number of actions will tighten security 
including comprehensive monitoring and cross checking systems, audits etc. In addition, 
Staffordshire Police is re-vetting all of the force from scratch.  
 
A key element of the strategy is making the force aware of the risks and consequences 
of misconduct to improve standards.  An awareness programme has been rolled out, led 
by the Chief Constable, which discusses the force’s main integrity threats and also 
lessons to be learnt from recent misconduct hearings, including this case. This is 
supplemented by “What if….” An ethical dilemma presentation that is being delivered by 
managers to all staff which addresses, through scenario applications, the main integrity 
threats to the force. Regular newsletters distributed across the force also include 
information regarding misconduct cases and their outcomes along with preventative 
messages. Police Officers and staff have access to large amounts of confidential data 
and although systems are in place to minimise mis-use of data there cannot be cast iron 
guarantees that officers will not release confidential information either maliciously, for 
gain, or through foolishness. However, raising awareness of the consequences of such 
actions and the outcomes of misconduct is useful preventative action. 
    
4.2 Summary of findings 
 

Key findings can be summarised as follows: 
 

 ETAP finds that the investigation into the misconduct of Pc X was procedurally 
correct, proportionate and fair. 

 That there was no evidence that information released to Ms Y was then passed on 
to others. 

 Monitoring systems could not have picked up the actions of Pc X earlier. However, 
in this respect, ETAP considers that the full and effective implementation of the 
Control Strategy may help prevent similar future cases. This opinion needs to be 
tested in future reviews of strategy implementation and effectiveness.  

 Staffordshire Police performance in handling of complaints generally appears to 
compare favourably with that of other forces. Given the critical importance of 
police integrity to public trust and confidence and the damage to police reputation 
by cases of misconduct of any kind, it is important that Staffordshire Police makes 
clear that such conduct will not be tolerated. However, an isolated review such as 
this is not in itself sufficient to provide public reassurance. Reviews of complaints, 
police performance standards and ethics should be undertaken on a regular basis 
and this should be a cornerstone of the ETAP work programme. Reviews of 
complaints recording will also be undertaken by the Safer Neighbourhood Panels 
(SNPs) established by the Staffordshire Police & Crime Commissioner and ETAP 
does not propose to overlap with that work. The SNP also have a role in 
determining which groups are under-represented in complaints and testing the 
effectiveness use of local resolution for complaints.  ETAP will instead focus on 
how Staffordshire Police instils ethical behaviour at a force-wide level and will 
examine specific aspects of the Control Strategy.  
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5 Conclusions and recommendations 
 
ETAP has drawn the following conclusions in respect of Staffordshire Police handling of 
complaints and makes a number of recommendations. Given the nature of the review 
findings above and the critical importance of police integrity, the recommendations made 
relate to work by ETAP rather than actions by Staffordshire Police at this stage. The case 
of Pc X is concluded and although ETAP had initial misgivings regarding the lack of prior 
detection of his behaviour it appears that monitoring could not have picked up his 
actions.  
 
ETAP anticipates that, subject to future confirmation, the implementation of the Control 
Strategy covers any recommendations that might otherwise have been made. However, 
given the importance of public trust in the police it is important that issues of police 
misconduct must be subject to regular review.  

 
1. Recommendation: ETAP should work closely with the PSU to review the status of 

implementation and effectiveness of the Control Strategy and the first review of 
this should take place at end 2016. 

2. Recommendation: ETAP should prepare a programme of six monthly reviews of 
conduct, selecting specific reviews from each of the eight risk areas identified in 
the Control Strategy. 
 

This report was distributed to relevant force officers for review and comment as to factual 
accuracy. However, the findings, conclusions and recommendations are provided by 
ETAP on the basis of our independent review and will remain unless challenged on 
grounds of accuracy. 
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Appendix 1: IPCC Complaints information 

The information presented below is taken from the most recent Police Complaints 
Information bulleting for Staffordshire for the period 1st April to 30th September 2015 and 
from Police Complaints Statistics for England and Wales 2014/15. The summary is 
provided as background information to present a picture of Staffordshire Police complaints 
performance and inform future ETAP and Safer Neighbourhood Panel (SNP) reviews. 
 
A 2014 IPCC commissioned Public Confidence Survey showed that public satisfaction 
following contact with the police was falling, but that there was increased willingness to 
complain from some groups (predominantly white males in the age range 30-49). Young 
people and those from black and ethnic backgrounds were less likely to complain. In some 
cases, demographic information was not recorded despite the importance of 
understanding who is under-represented in the system. 
 
Comparing performance data across forces is difficult however some key indicators such 
as timeliness can be indicative of efficiency of dealing with complaints as can the number 
of appeals and their outcome which can be indicative of satisfaction with complaint 
resolution. 
 
The use of local resolution is increasing. This method of handling less serious complaints 
results in lower levels of appeals and appears to indicate more effective and satisfactory 
outcomes for some complaints. 
 
In the year 2014/15, Staffordshire Police had 18 appeals in respect of force investigation of 
complaints of which only one was upheld. Staffordshire Police were in the lowest quartile 
for appeals submitted and appeals upheld thus performing well against other forces. 
 
Timeliness of Staffordshire Police meeting ten-day recording periods (as distinct from time 
to resolve) is 88% for the six month period to September 2015 (most recent bulletin) 
compared with MSF (Most Similar Force) of 93%. However, despite this, the number of 
days taken to resolve complaints was lower in Staffordshire that the MSF average. For 
finalising complaints (not including sub judice), Staffordshire took on average 84 days 
compared with the MSF average of 93 days. For complaints including sub judice, 
Staffordshire days to finalise were on average 88 days compared with an average MSF of 
99 days.  Figure 1 below is taken from the IPCC bulleting and shows the comparative data 
for complaints resolution. 
 
Note that the time to resolve complaints is increasing across forces as the number of 
complaints increases. 



 

 

     


