Professional Standards Department Quarterly Report


[image: image1.emf]Gloucestershire Constabulary: Complaint Cases raised

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

Apr-07

May-07

Jun-07 Jul-07 Aug-07 Sep-07 Oct-07

Nov-07

Dec-07 Jan-08 Feb-08

Mar-08

Apr-08

May-08

Jun-08 Jul-08 Aug-08 Sep-08 Oct-08

Nov-08

Dec-08 Jan-09 Feb-09

Mar-09

Apr-09

May-09

Jun-09 Jul-09 Aug-09 Sep-09 Oct-09

Nov-09

Dec-09 Jan-10 Feb-10

Mar-10

Apr-10

May-10

Jun-10 Jul-10 Aug-10 Sep-10 Oct-10

Nov-10

Dec-10 Jan-11 Feb-11

Mar-11

Cases Mean UCL LCL

Professional Standards Department.

Summary of Police Complaints
Quarter 4 2010/11
This report presents figures on complaints made against Gloucestershire Constabulary during the January to March 2011 (Q4 2010/11FY) period and the corresponding financial year. These complaints have been made by members of the public about the conduct of those serving with the police and are dealt with in accordance with the provisions of the Police Reform Act 2002.
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Section A: Statistical Summary of Complaint Cases and Allegations

Complaint Cases

· A total of 77 complaint cases were recorded during the fourth quarter of 2010/11. This is a rise on the Q3 period (additional 14 cases) but represents a decrease on the equivalent quarter of last year (4 less cases, -5%). Across the financial year as a whole the force received 29 fewer cases than in 2009/10 – a reduction of 8.5%.
· Chart 1 below illustrates the monthly trend in complaint cases received by the force since April 2007. The control range shown has been based on previous performance and in simple terms represents the zone where monthly performance is most likely to lie. Any value lying outside this range can be considered as significant. 
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Control lines are based on a 24-month performance period and represent two standard deviations from the mean. Control Range is re-evaluated at the beginning of each financial year.

· The chart illustrates that throughout the whole quarter, monthly recorded levels of complaint cases were consistently below average but within the control range.
Allegations

· A complaint case may have one or more allegations attached to it. For example, someone who is arrested and placed in custody may allege that: 1) they were assaulted during the arrest and 2) then insulted on the way to the station. This would be recorded as two separate complaint allegations forming one case.

· During the quarter, a total of 131 complaint allegations were recorded. Again this is an increase on quarter three (33 additional allegations) but a comparative reduction on quarter four of 2009/10 (-14%, 22 allegations).  For the financial year a total of 480 allegations have been reported to the Constabulary, one hundred less than in the previous year (-17%).
· In the current year to date, the number of allegations attached to individual cases range from one to nine, whilst on average each case generates 1.5 recorded allegations. Seventy-three percent of cases had one allegation attached, 17% had two allegations, and 10% had more than two allegations. 
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Control lines are based on the previous two financial years performance and represent two standard deviations from the mean.

· The chart above shows the monthly trend in the number of complaint allegations to date. Examination of the latest quarter shows that during the period monthly allegation numbers lie distributed close to average and within expected levels.
· During this recent quarter there is evidence of different mechanisms at work. In January there was a high allegation to case ratio. This suggests that there were less people approaching the force with call for complaint but the nature of their allegations were more complex and multi-faceted leading to more individual allegations arising from their grievance. During the other months the number of cases and therefore, individuals making complaint was lower than average suggesting that less people were approaching the force than had been seen historically, however, there was also slightly below average allegations numbers, suggesting that the nature of their allegations were less complex.
Locations

· At a divisional level, reductions in case and allegation levels compared to last year have been seen across all the areas. Previous reports have highlighted rises in A division, however, comparative reductions during the final quarter has meant that the division’s annual performance has ended in a reduction, albeit less notable than those in other areas.
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· Additional information with regards to the origin of cases by INA is included in appendix A.

Allegation Categories

· Allegations are categorised at the time they are officially recorded. The charts below presents the allegations recorded during the final quarter of this financial year against the equivalent breakdown for Q4 2009/10, and the corresponding financial year picture. 

· The most common types of allegations recorded in the current quarter were:

· Neglect or Failure in Duty (39%)

· Oppressive Conduct (17%)
· PACE (11%) 
· Incivility (10%)
· The presence of oppressive conduct in the top 4 is somewhat unusual and appears to have been driven by a number of allegations specifically in relation to unlawful and unnecessary arrests.

· The annual pattern in terms of allegation type were:

· Neglect or Failure in Duty (35%)

· Incivility (14%)

· Assault (14%)
· Neglect of Duty allegations continue to be the most common reason for complaint.  The rise in prominence of Neglect of Duty has been a nationally and locally recognised phenomenon over the last few years. This changing picture of ‘what people complain about’, has also seen some of the more traditional key categories such as incivility, diminish in prevalence.  
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· Neglect of Duty complaints are most likely to be raised by individuals who are direct service users (victims of crime, callers, enquirers) or who are representing a service user. This highlights that Neglect of Duty complaints can be regarded as a source of insight into public perception and opinion on service delivery issues and customer intelligence. It also follows that the shift towards such complaints indicates a long-term change in the way the public views its role in identifying and demanding accountability on perceived failures in the level and delivery of service.
· Analysis of the Neglect of Duty complaints recorded during the year to date continue to focus on particular overarching themes, concerning the police not meeting the expectations of the customer in terms of what service and how the service is delivered, including: 
· Failures in communication (not being kept informed on the progress of an investigation; failing to call back/respond to calls for information; insufficient or ineffective communication; inefficient channels of internal communication)

· Perception that investigation not pursued satisfactorily or that insufficient action taken. Dissatisfaction with outcome of crime and sanction applied to offenders. Failings in timeliness and efficiency of Investigations.

· Crime complaints not being taken seriously; failure to record or follow up crime.

· Actions not being completed in a timely fashion (waiting for appointments, perceived delays from report to arrest,)

· Approximately 65% of the allegations made to the Constabulary during the year to date have been lodged by individuals who, at the time of the event, were the subject of a police action (i.e. they were being arrested, questioned as a potential suspect, searched), or linked to a police action (e.g. making complaint about the treatment of a third party being arrested or have been caught up in a police operation). Analysis has indicated that these individuals dominate the allegation categories of Assault, PACE, Oppressive Conduct and Malpractice.  
Characteristics Of Complainants

· During Quarter 4, 77 individual complainants
 were linked to the allegations raised during the period. 
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· The table below examines the ethnicity of the complainants involved in allegations lodged during the financial year
, with a comparison to the proportion of the county’s population (based on 2001 census information).

· Of the 317 complainants approaching the force in the year to date, 88% have self-classified their ethnicity as White. Proportionally the number of complainants who are White (White British, White Irish and White Other) is lower than you would expect given the proportion of the overall resident population of Gloucestershire that this group represents. 
· Contrary to this, individuals from ethnic minority categorisations, particularly those of black origin, are over represented when compared to the resident population.
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Ethnicity of Complainants: Year to Date 2010/11 Financial year, compared with County Population.
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Nb – Not Stated/Not Known includes individuals who have chosen not to give their ethnicity.
· The table below examines the ages of complainants approaching the force during the year to date, with cross-reference to their ethnicity.
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· Overall, the most frequent age group for complainants is ages 26-40 which is reflected by the white ethnicity group. Complainants from Minority Ethnic backgrounds are more likely to come from the older 41-55 age group.
Characteristics Of Subjects

· Of the allegations received this year so far, 95% of the subjects identified
 involved police officers, 2% Police Staff, 2% PCSO and <1% Specials. 

· 87% of these subjects have self-classified their ethnicity as White. 10% are currently unknown
. 14 subjects in the year to date were from ethnic minorities (3%). 
Outcome of Complaints

· During the year to date a total of 414 allegations have been finalised. Of these 38 complaints have been substantiated/upheld
 (7%). The substantiated allegations were in relation to Incivility (x6), Malpractice (x4), Neglect of Duty (x17), Oppressive Conduct (x3), PACE (x7) and Other (x1).

· 26% of all finalisations were met through the local resolution process however, for Incivility (49%), Lack of Fairness and Impartiality (31%), Neglect of Duty (31%) and Other (29%) allegations, local resolutions are met more frequently.
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SECTION B: Organisational Learning Outcomes

Complaint Cases Finalised between January to March 2011
	Brief Summary of Allegation
	Learning Outcome

	The complainant states that an officer failed to consult with him before a 
COPS resolution went ahead.
	The process of deciding on COPS resolutions for offenders in custody has been revised across divisions.  A Bulletin entry will be created informing all OICs requiring a COPS disposal for an offender in custody to have file and statements reviewed by a supervisory officer.  


	The complainants state the officer who investigated the death of their daughter carried out an inappropriate and incomplete investigation.

	The head of CID to consider what action if any needs addressing to raise the use of decision making logs by SIOs when investigating serious incidents.  The Investigating Officer has written to the head of CID.

	The complainant states an officer gave her inappropriate advice relating to accepting a caution.
	The complainant accepted a caution even though the offence was not made out in interview and the complainant had raised a defence to the offence.  The Investigator found that the offence should have gone to the CPS for a charging decision and the complainant should not have been cautioned.  This matter has been passed to the Custody Users’ Group for the attention of all custody officers.  


	The complainant states that an officer failed to carryout a thorough investigation into the road traffic collision he was involved in.
	With contact between CJD and OICs frequently being via e-mail without a supervisor being informed, it is hard to monitor an officer’s investigation.  A way forward is for officers’ supervisors to be copied into e-mails between CJD and OICs.  Any files returned to OICs should go via their supervisors for the same reason.  Forwarded to head of CJD for consideration.
 

	The complainant raised issues about the investigation into his son’s death.
	The senior investigating officer (SIO) should ensure clarity at the commencement of a coroner’s investigation with terms of reference as to whose role it is to communicate information with the family and clear parameters with the coroner on the investigation.   This information to be passed to all SIOs at the next Senior Detective Conference. 



Appendix A

Breakdown of Complaints by INA

This represents a breakdown of complaint allegations according to the location of the event leading to complaint. It is not possible to breakdown by case, as individual allegations within that case may have occurred in different places (e.g. an incivility at the place of arrest, and breach of PACE at the custody unit).

Limitations of this data should be noted, particularly in relation to possible pseudo-hotspots caused by custody suite locations and other centralised functions based at divisional HQ buildings. A second breakdown is provided that excludes all the custody/police premises related cases.
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� Complainants are counted as individuals, and are counted once per quarter and against the quarter when the complaint CASE was initially recorded regardless of the volume of cases/allegations they have generated. During the year, 11 individuals has been responsible for more than one recorded case.


� Analysis of ethnicity from here forward, regard individuals – counting each complainant once during the year regardless of their level of activity and number of linked cases/allegations during the period.


� Individuals counted once for each Case they are connected to.


� This will include subjects whose identities have yet to be established.


� Changes to the finalisation categories were implemented in April 2010, whereby the terms substantiated and not substantiated have been replaced with upheld and not upheld. Complaints recorded and under investigation prior to April 2010 will continue to be finalised under the old categories.
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