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MANAGEMENT REVIEW OF STAFFORDSHIRE
POLICK SENSITIVE POLICING UNIT

=

ANTRODUCTION

On 1 November 2006 Supi - and Cl - were requested by ACC

Davenpaort to conduct a Management Review of the Staffordshire Police Sensitive

Policing Unit.

The request emanated from an inforimal meeting D.Insp - had with Supt
Sawyers, Head of Professional Standards, Whers-sough*t advice in relation o

how 1o manage spegcific incidents involving officers in the Sensiiive Policing Unit,

for which [Jf}is the Unit Head.

As a consequence of thelr meeting Supt Sawyers liaised with the Force

Executive who commissioned a management review of the Sensitive Policing

Unit. _

From the outset, it was made clear from the information available at that time no
discipline offences had been disclosed and therefore the review was not a

discipline investigation. However, the review team were informed that if they

identified any discipline offences, they should refer the matter back to the Head of

Frofessional Standards and ACC Davenpori.
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The following terms of reference were agreed for the conduct of the review.

Terms of Reference

= Confirm the precise detail of the issues that were of concern 1o Dl -
which resulted in -seeking advice from Supt Sawyers, Head of‘ fhe
Professional Standards Depariment.

*  Where appropriate investigate and establish the facts in relation to the issues
raised by Di - in order that they can be addressed and satisfactorily
resolved.

» Roview the siruciure, function and perforfnance of the Sensitive Policing Unit
and where appropriate make recommendations.

° Determine whether the ethics and integrity of the Unit are intact.
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METHODOLOGY

in the course of the review every current member of the Sensitive Policing Unit,
the majority without invitation, requested to meet with the review team. At the
coﬁ‘tmencement of each interview it was made clear to the officers that the
interviews would be conducted on a purely voluntary basis and that they were not

subject at that stage of any form of misconduct investigation.

It was explained to the officers that notes would be taken during interviews and
where appropriate; some of their comments and views would be included and
attributed to them in the final report. Despiie this caveat none of the ofﬂceré were
deterred, which may be an indication of the strength of feeling and frustration

within the unit.

During these meetings all the officers expressed thelr personal and professional
views in a forthright and uninhibited manner, which necessitated the majority of
the meetings lasting several hours in order io capiure all the information the
officers wished to impart. They all stressed that they wanted. the review 1o
establish the facts, furthermore they expressed the desire to identify ali the issucs
in order that significant changes could be made to the current structure and
operating practices which they believed were inefficlent resuliing in extremely low

morale and in some cases hostile and uncomfortable working relationships.

In addition to the officers, D.Supt-has also met with the review team and

. response is included within the report.
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The review team have investigated the issues raised by D! -, however
they could not deal with each issue in isolation as many of them are inter related
and symptomatic of deficiencies within the structure, operating practices and

management regime.within the Sensitive Policing Unit.

As a consequence the review team have examined the background of the Unii
and expended a great deal of time interviewing current and previous post
holders. Through necessity, they have also concentrated in particular on the
Sensiiive Policing Unit's involvement in the NUNES investigation, which was the
main reason why DI - decided to approach Supt Sawyers, Head of

Professional Standards.

In accordance with the terms of reference the review team have made a number
of recommendations lin relation to the future' structure and function of the
Sensitive Policing Unit. However, it is recognised and acknowlsdged that many
of the recommendations had already been identified by D! - prior to the
comimencement of this managemeni raview. D.Supt- has commissioned
work 1o progresé a number of areas identiiied for development, which feature as

recomimendations,

Recommendations have also been made in relation to the individual conduct and

performance. of ceriain oificers within the unit and are detailed in later sections of

this repori.
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NUNES INVESTIGATION

The NUNES investigation is an ongoing investigation in to the murder of Kevin
NUNES, which occurred on 19 September 2002. He was the victim of a
gangland execution. It is the prosecution case that he was handed over by his
own gang fo a rival gang, taken out of Wolverhampion into a rural part of
Staﬁordshire and shot. Five defendants now stand charged with his murder. The
irial was scheduled io commence at Leicester Grown Court on 16 January 2007
but was adjourned dn 17 January 2007. A new date and venue have yet to be

fixed.

-s believed to be an eye witness to this murder and has provided a

witness statement and Enﬁma’red.wii]ingness to give evidence.

The defendants are _from the Wast Midlands, which

has necessitated an arduous and painstaking investigation dealing predominantly

with reluctant, frightened and often intimidated witnesses from the criminal

fraternity who do not want io co-operate with the police. Without the evidence of

_there is a high probability ihat the case against the defendants will

fail.




3.4

3.5

CONFIDENTIAL

Staffordshire Police has previous experience of deaﬁné with protected withesses,
in several high profile and successful irials. To date there has been no criticism
whatsoever in the way Staffordshire Police have managed protected witnesses.
As a resul, the practices that have previously been utilised have continued to be
adopted.‘ However, when Dl-took up.post as head of the Sensitive
Policing Unit in September 2005,-iden’£iﬁed areas in need of development and
introduced new practices for protected witnesses but these have not yet been

fully evaluated or embraced as force policy.
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 GUIDANCE AND LEGISLATION IN RELATION TO THE
MANAGEMENT OF PROTECTED WITNESSES

The Serious and Organised Crime and Police Act 2005 (SOCAP) now legislates
for witness protection, The legislation which became effective on 1 April 2006
requires law enforcement agencies to review all current ‘protected persons’ and
assess their suitability for adoption against the criteria under Seciion 82(4)
(SOCAP). For consistency ‘protected persons’ will be referred to as protected

witnesses throughout this report.

Assessments are required for each individual prior to them being adopied as
protected wilnesses. In relation to those already ‘adopted’, they must have been

reassessed against the new criteria by September 2006.

In June 2008, in accordance with the provisions of the SOCAP legislation, DS

-compleied assessments on the suitability of_

DS -conciuded that- met the criteria and recommended that

[l ouid bo adopted as a protected witness. This was subsequently endorsed

by DS Supt-and agreed by the Force Execuiive.

Having undertaken an assessmeni of _, DS - concluded that

-faiied i0 meet the criteria detailed in Section 82(4) of the Act because of.
inability to adjust io the change in circumstances required io ensure-corrtinued

safety. This conclusion was based on the experience the Sensitive Policing Unit
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had in managing - There are a number of well documented
incidents where -demonstra’fed .inabiiity 1o adjust to life on the

existing Witness Protection Scheme.

The decision was made based on the evidence that -should not be
formally adopted as a protected witness. However, as a result 0':“. providing a
statement of evidence there was a real threat 'to- safety. The provision of
discretionary protected measures in cases such as this are specifically catered

for within the SOCAP Act.

In accordance with Section 82(7) of the Act and in recognition of duty of care
issues the police may continue to provide protection outside the Act. The level of

support should be commensurate with the threat and at the discretion of the Chief

Constable.

A comprehensive threat and risk assessment was conducted and a package of

support, which included [ corduct and supervision of _by

dedicated officers from the Sensitive Policing Unit, was prepared for

consideration by the Chief Constable, On 28 August 2006 the Chief Conslable
approved the provision of prolective support for _*to ensure-
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Prior to this legislation there was no legal framework which covered protected
witnesses or as they are now referred to as ‘protected persons.” There were
ACPO guidelines, which are siill relevant and a Witness Protection Good Praclice

Database, which is a practitioner’s guide that compliments the AGPO Guidance.

The Serious and Organised Crime and Police Act 2005 (SOCAP) contains
provisions which place on & staluiory footing existing arrangements for the

protection of wilnesses where the risk to their safely is so serious and life

ireatening that [ or ever a_iS necessary.

The SOCAP legislation clarifies issues such as the criteria for adoption,
disclosure and provision of inforimation. However, there is no tradecraft

contained within the legistation, ACFO Guidelines or the Best Practice Database.

The ACPO Guidelines and Best Practice Database are very helpful but th ey have
not been developed to a stage where National Centre for Policing Excellence
(NCPE) guidelines has even been considered. It is acknowledged nationally that
there are many ways of dealing with protected winesses and gach police force or

agency adopts their own policies, procedures and ultimately tradecratt.

Siaffordshire Police does not currently have a force policy or any Standard
Operating Procedures In respect of the managemennt of protected witnesses. The

absence of such can resuli in the individual interpretation of guidance and

legislation.
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Whilst Staffordshire Police has to date experienced ‘success’ in relation 1o the
management of protecied withesses, this has in the main been atitibuted to
individual officers gaining operational exposure and utilising their experience and

where available best practice.

The Sensitive Policing Unit has been subject to critical examination by the Office
of Surveillance Commissioners (OSC) since 2003 and where recommendations
have been made they have been actioned to the complete satisfaction of the

OSC.

Recommendation

Staffordshire Police develop and produce force policy and operational

guidance in relation of the managemant of protected witnesses.

10
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BACKGROUND OF THE SENSITIVE POLICING UNIT

In 1999 the dedicated Lovel 2 Source Handiing Unit was formed and comprised

of one Deteciive Inspecior, one Detective Sergeant and four Detective

Constables.

The Detective Inspector in post at the time was D -, who has since been

promoted to Detective Chief Inspector and posted 1o the Professionai Standards
Unit, DS- who has also since iransferred to the Professional Standards

Unit was the Detective Sergeant. The Detective Constables were DC -

DG -, DG- and DC - Three of the officers are still currently
posted ic the unit, these being DC's - - and - However,

hetween 1989 and 2002 DC - and DC -were seconded to the

-murder enquiry.

in 2003, ihe unit , under the direction of DCC provided a [JJijinte!ligence

gathering facility for national football policing. in 2004 Staffordshire Police was

chosen as the lead force for the [JJj poticing operation for Euro 2004 in

Since the European Cup Operation EPCOT has continued to support the
National Criminal Intelligence Service Football Unit and was fully involved in the

World Cup in 2006. In addition to the involvement of senior management from
stafiorastire Poice, which inciuded D.supt [} °¢ [ e o< R
DG -was also heavily involved as a _working in

Germany during the World Gup 2006. Independert reporis suggest DC

11
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- worked well and made a very valuable coniribution, which greatly

assisted in the overall policing operation.

At the conclusion of the World Cup, Operation EPCOT was transferred to Grealer
Manchester Police and Staffordshire Police involvement was significantly

reduced,.

fn July 2005 DCI -and DS - transferred 1o the Professional

Standards Unit, although they mainiained their involvement in Operation EPCOT

until the conclusion of the World Cup in 20086.

In July 2005 D.S -replaced DS - in the Sensitive Policing Unit and
in September 2005 DI -’fook up the vacant Detective Inspectors post in

the Unit,

DS- will say that on arrival in post-was apprehensive "Lhat- had made

the right move as Dl -and DS-were experienced officers in this

area of policing and . had limited operational knowledge of the Regulation of
Investigatory Powers Act (RIPA) and the use of the Police Informant
Management Systefn (PIMS). -also had limited kno@]edge or experience of
working with protected wiinesses. However,.seon researched the necessary
legislation and guidance and.is now conﬂdent.has a good knowledge of the

relevant legislation and procedures.

12




b.8

59

510

5.11

CONFIDENTTAL

Initially, DS -had responsibility for Detective Constables: - -,

-aﬂd - who were responsible for dealing with protected witnesses

and Level 2 sources. DS -highligh’ced that even at that fime morale was not

good as there was iriction between members of staff due to “different work
ethics.” DS - had meetings with members of siaff and believed-reso[ved

the issues.

At that particular time the Sensitive Policing Unit were busy dealing with
protected wiinesses involved in the NUNES investigation hut DS [ siates

the unit were also productive in handling Level 2 Covert Human Intelligence

Sources (CHIS).

DS -recalis that shortly after the arrival of Dl -. quickly formed
the opinion that there was an agenda between Di -and DC -

and that DI -did not think DC -could be irusted. Soon after the

arrival of Dl- DS -weﬂ’f on a course for two weeks and during that

time .staies- had numerous calls from mernbers of staff complaining about

B} - intrusive management style.
In December 2005 Dl -instructed that DC - and DC-

should be released from their witness protection responsibilities for -

- I be oviaced by oG oc I o
had just transferred fo the Unit. DG - and DG -Were given CHIS

handling responsibility. This was not regarded as a popular decision particularly

13
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by the protected witnesses and DO -and DC-, who had apparently

formed a good working relationship with the witnesses.

The management of- and -was and is an extremely

difficult task that requires the skills and knowledge of experienced officers who
understand the boundaries associated to their role. There was no staged
transition and therefore this period was not frouble free. The relationship and trust

between _and _with the police was damaged and

uliimately resulted in a complaint against the police directed at D!_

bt -says that shortly aﬂer- posting to the Sensitive Policing Unit.
fogether with DS - raised concerns with D.Supt- in respect of DG
-beha\/iour and disruptive influence within the Sensitive Policing Linit.
This culminated in DC - being removed from the Sensitive Policing Unit

in March 2006 and .Was seconded to the Sensitive Intelligence Development

Unit, managed by DS - at Headquarters. During .secondmen‘c-work
was of a high standard and DS-considered DG -to be a valuable

asset.

n June 2006 DC -Was seconded to Operation EPCOT, undertaking

_duﬁes during the World Cup 20086.

During this period DS -experienced significani problems managing -
- and in light of this and the decision made by the Force Executive 1o

provide specific arrangements for- . requested that on. return

14
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#om Operation EPCOT DG [ together with DG I csume protected

resilience DG -was seconded from the Major Investigation Department 10

the Sensitive Policing Unit to assist in witness protection duties.

It is well documented that Di -was not in favour of the arrangements

made to support - albei‘a. says - fully accepted the Chief

Constables decision on the matter. -was also not in favour of DC-

returriing to the Unit to perform witness protection duties, particularly as.fought

hard o have-remOVed from the role, a position tha’z. did not thiﬂk-was

best suited 1o.

Within the report submitted by DS -in relation to the management of

_ii was recommended ‘tha’[-repar‘ted direct 1o D.Supt -

which was agreed. This decision compounded the already fractured working

relationship between D -and psil
DS -believed that Di - management style and behaviour had &

‘grinding effect’ and that none of the staff thought they were treated as if they

could be trusted, having previously been given autonomy. -stated that DI

- “Trusts no ohe and challenges everything.” DS -sta‘tes, “Di

I s = round peg in a square hole and does not have the detective skills

required for the job.”

15
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Having interviewed all the officers within the Sensiiive Policing Unit it is clear that
they have certain allegiances. Howsever what has become abundantly clear is
that despite in some cases having long friendships and genuine loyalty towards
their colleagues they are all agreed on thelr views in relation tc DI -and
DC - albeit they express them in different ways. Significantly, no officer
within the unit supports DC -, due io.condu’ct or DI | R due to

. management style.

The following observations are those of members of the Sensitive Policing tUnit in
relation 1o DC-:

‘..is out of control in relation to expenses, overtime and uniconventional working
practices. -has lost the support of the rest of the office and as a result flits
from job 1o job as it suits-in relaiion fo being able to claim overiime and
expenses.”

“DC-has been a tremendous officer but is now de-motivated and needs

io move on.”

‘. has become disruptive and negaiive but this maybe because- is being
dealt with differently by DI -

- is on a pedestal and [J}is taking oo -did the gob and -did

the graft.”

.avertime is uniacceptable; some overnight stays are not warranted.”

-is not an asset.”
-is disruptive.”
-is egotistical.”

16
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T 521 There is no Detective Constable who thinks DG - should remain on the

Sensitive Policing Unit.

522 The below are views expressed by officers on the unit in respect of Di -:
“We were used o being ‘more or less’ supervised and then D!- arrived
and the new culiure is of ‘total supervision.’ There was no consultation and some
of the practices -Emroduced were very reétrictive, -Es not suited by. naiure
for the roles of witness protection or sOUrce handling”.

- is suitable for the role but it is .style and manner. It is a grey world
hecause we are dealing with humans.”

- management style is obnoxious.”

.ignored me for three months.”

-management style was immaiturs.”

.Was at war with -and everyone got swept up in the war.”

. is very autocratic, ignores your experience and knowledge.”

-is black and white, & walking text book.”

-does not trust anyone and is a slave to PIMS.”

. smothers you.”
-is too rigid.”

523  in January 2006 DS-saId.had a conversation with D.Supt- and

ga\fe. opinion that it was & mistake to appoint DI - o the Sensitive

Policing Unit as- “Was not a people person.”

17
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524  Following ihis meeting DS -Says-did not consult with DI - over

any issues and [Jfstarted to make notes of any conversations they had to ‘cover

oo
525  The relationship between DI -and DS - has coniinued 1o

deteriorate and on the 20 December 2006 they had a very heated exchange in

front of other officers, which is subject of a report by D.Sup’i- (DOC 4).

18
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GENFRAL CONCERNS RAISED BY 5@_

On Monday 6 November 2008 and 2again on Thursday, 9 November 2006 Supt

- and Ci -met with D} -'to confirm and elaborate on the

concermns - had initially expressed to Supt Sawyers in relation to ihe

managernent, working practices and struciure of the Sensitive Policing Unit.

In addition, the review team wished to determine whether the ethics and integrity
of the Sensttive Policing Unit were intact and identify how D!-beiieved

the matters of concern to.shoulc% he addressed.

A syniopsis of the interview with DI -Was prepared and Dl- has

signed the original, confirming the accuracy of its content (DOG B).

‘During the two mestings Dl-ou’[ﬁned- general concerns about the

working praciices of {he Sensitive Policing Unit and highiighted.more specific
concerns regarding the management of the protected witnesses in relation to the
NUNES investigation, Covert Human Intelligence Source (CHIS) handling
generally and wha’t. considered io be the unacceptable practices employed by

some officers when claiming expenses.

Dl-was appointed Head of the Sensitive Policing Unit in September
2005 and within a few weeks of being in pos’c-was firmly of the view that there
was insufficient control over how the wilnesses were managed and how money

was spent on their general living and accomimeodation expenses.
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In December 2005 DI -decided that changes were necessary ic improve
working practices and procedures and s’fates- verbally out!iﬂed- concerns
and proposed recommendations 1o D.Sup‘i- The recommendationé which
D,Sup’t-accep’[ed included more intrusive supervision, rotation of siaif who

managed the protected wiinesses and effective audit of expenses.

On implementing some of the recommendations, which included removing DC

-and DG -frcm having responsibility for the protected withesses in

the NUNES enquiry and giving primary responsibility for their protection to DC

-and DC -, there was open resentment from some members of

staff, particularly DC- It is significant that following the change of staff
assigned to the protected wiinesses in the NUNES investigation, two of the

relation to the conduct of Di - stating -conduct was racially motivaied.

Following legal advice an executive decision was made to pend the complaint

against D!- as the case involving the protected witnesses was Sub

Judice. In view of this D.Supt [Jfjdecided that Di -should have no
further direct contact with the protected wilness _and -
- DS - was ¢iven responsibility for beiﬂg‘the ‘public face’ of
Staffordshire Police when dealing wiih .the proteéted witnesses. This |

significantly marginalised the influence of Di - in relation to dealing with

the NUNES protected withesses.

20
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The decision that DI -should have no direct contact with the protecied

witnesses in the NUNES investigation compounded the unrest within the Unit and

was the reason why DI - eveniually sought advice from Supt Sawyers.

As a conseguence, the review team have examined this particular area in far

greater detail and have proposed a number of recommendations, which are

outlined later in this report.

il - states that over the coulrse of the last twelve months- has had a

number of meetings with D.Supt-about the conduct of some officers on the

Unit, particularly DC - but the problems have never heen resolved.

In addition Dl- has provided the review team with anecdotal accounis

concerning DG -genera! conduct, for example:

DG - accompanying _to licensed premises Where-

engaged in what Di-considered to be the inappropriate consumption

of aiconol.

DC-staying at the sams holel as -

bC - picking up discarded receipts from premises in order 1o claim

expenses.

DC-making many private phone calls to a- officer DG -

during duty time.

DC -staying at hotels with DC -, which were paid for by

Staffordshire Police while -Was underiaking protected witness  duties

voning [

21
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D]-did not praduce or identify the existence of any evidence to support

the above other than the availability of poteniial telephone data.

Dl-aiso identified the following specific issues relating to the conduct of
members of the Sensitive Policing Unit and produced documentation which -

believed supporied -concems:

() Failure to accurately document circumstances where -had

received a £320.05 cash refund from a hotel.
(i) Unauthorised expenses claimed by officers whilst conducting witness

protection duties.

Gii) DI [l 2o reised 2 significant issue that DC-a![egedly had

unaulhorised coniact with a Coveit §iuman Intelligence Source.

The specific details relating to these ihree issues are dealt with in detail fater in
this report, together with several additional matters Di -brought fo the

attention of the review team.

During .initia! meeting with the review team, Di - explained that-

had an untenable working relationship with DS -and that they do not
communicate effectively and have had several heated exchanges. Di -

explained that [Jhas no direct line management responsibility for the staff
responsible for witness protection in relation io _ which presented

difficulties for -when managing the officers. Dl - belicved that the

decision that DS - reported direcily 1o D.Supt-e}{acerbated poor

22
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working relationships within the office. .also helieved that DS -was
keeping information from . and that [ authority was being consistently

undermined.

Dt -siated that DC -consis’rently bragged thaf-had a close
relationship with both, DG Supt- and D.Sup’r-and as a result.was,

“cast iron.”

D!-rela'ted conversations that DG -was said to have said in the
office 1o the effect that, must go and _wél! get rid of [

The matiers raised by DI -not only highlighied potential deficiencies in

some individuals but exposed failings in the siructure, procedures, working

practices, culiure and management of the Unit.

Effective documented working practices, combined with strong ethical
professional standards are essential when managing such an important unit as

fallings could have a significant negative impact on the reputaiion of individuals

and Staffordshire Paolice.

23
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SPECIFIC AREAS OF CONCERN RAISED BY DH-

DOCUMENTATION RELATING TO THE REFUND FROM A HOTEL
FOR ACCOMMODATION '

The allegation that members of the Sensitive Policing Unit failed to accurately

record evenis relating to the conduct of -was raised by DI

- .believed it provided evidence that the integrity of the Sensitive

Policing Unit and individuals within it may have been compromised.

On 31 August 2006 _Was booked into a hotel in - by DC’s
- and - DC-attempf‘red io pay the bill for five days -

e DC-’therefore paid the £395.00 in

cash, which included a £30.00 refundable deposit.

The hotel records show that at 1040 Hours on 1 Septernber 2008 _

booked out of the hotel and was refunded £320.05p in cash, which included the

£30 refundable deposit.

Dl - became aware of this several days later having overheard a
conversation in the office but-was not officially informed by a member of the
Sensitive Policing Unit aboui what had taken place. DI [Jjjjjjjj confirmed the

facts with the hotel and checked the JJj book’ officers used to record dealings

involving _and found no reference to this taking place.

24
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As ihe- boolk’, which is referred to as a policy file, forms part of the disclosure

bundle for the forthcoming trial, Di - states . had concerns over ihe

integrity of the disclosure material as the eniry had been deliberately omitted and

therafore the book failed to accurately reflect events that had iaken place.

Dl -sta'tes that . believed DS -was aware that -

fad booked out of the hotel and kept the money and that [Jfjold DC's -and

-not 10 inform Di -

On 5 September 2008 there is an entry in the I bocic that the £30.00 cash
deposit from the hotel had been returned. Dl -believes that the officers
repaid the money themselves to conceal the fact that _had taken

tne money. [Jetieves that the actions of ps [l oc I oc I

and DC-amounTs to unprofessional conduct.

The review team have spoken to all the officers involved in the incident. DC’s

- and DC - explain that after booking_ into the hotel
on 31 August 2006 they met -in "ihe- area on 1% 2™ 3 September

2006 and believedj was still staying at the hotel. For security reasons they did

not meet . ai the hotel where- was staying. DG - and DC -
explained that on the 5 September 2006 they _

25
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7.8 However, after waiﬁng-they Saw-approach and enter the lobby of

the hotel. They say they became suspicious, enguired ai the hotel and

established-had booked out of the hotel on 1 September 2006.
7.9 They challenged _who explained tha‘i:.had been stopping at a

-had met and had used the money on general living expenses. DC

-was due fo give -£40.00 for two days living expenses but
instead retained £30.00, which [ffexpiained to -that.was going

fo use as the refundable deposit for the hotel. There is documentation which

shows this money was returned to Staffordshire Police and is properly accounted

for,

DC- siates iha‘t. niad ot iniorinea Dl -because-had coneems

about the decision that would be made; .'therefore contacted DS - who

was off duty. DC [Jjand oG |l et witth DS [Jlhe following day
and DS |Jsavs vy appraised D.Supt -of the circumstances, which

is not disputed.

={
s
(ot}

7.1 From examining The.bbok’ it is clear that DC -has taken responsibility
for making the majority of the entries. When asked why- did not make a
relevant entry in relaﬁon to this incident.sta’zed it was a complete oversight, as

.was heavily involved in disclosure issues at the time. DC -exp]ained

that it was an honest mistake that the details were not recorded. Both officers

are adamant thai they were not instructed by DS - not to inform Di

-or omit from making an entry in the [Jfpook
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CONFIDENTIAL

It is significant that DE-did not confront any of the officers in relation tc

742
this matier bui brought this and other matters to the attention of the head of the

e,
S,
e
Py

e S

Professional Standards Departmeni, Supt Sawyers. [t is also significant that DG
/

- made a conscious decision not to inform Di -és.was

concerned as to the decision-woulcl make in relation to the matier.

This incident is an example of ths lotal breakdown of frust an‘d working

7.13
relationships between DI -and certain members of [Jffstaft.

714  The reality is that in accordance with a report submitted by DS -on 18 July

2006 .direct line manager was D.Supt - and therefore there was no

necessity for-‘fo engage with Di- However, DI -sﬁli

maintained responsibility for the management of expenses and as a resu!t-

frequently challenged the expenses incurred or those proposed to be incurred in

ithe protection of _ This caused significant problems for boih

_and members of ihe Sensitive Policing Unit who were managing

715  Di -!ine manager, during this period was DCI- but as DS

-reported direct to D.Supt- DCl-was not involved with the

general supervision or management of the office. However, within a short time of

commencing the management review, the review team highlighted the friction

caused over the authorisation of expenses in respect of the NUNES investigation,
hoth for officers and witnesses. As a result DCI -was given direct
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7.16

7.7

7.18

7.19

CONFIDENTIAL

responsibility for authorising payments and expenses, which has led to slightly

more harmonious working practices and relationships.

The - books’ referred to in the report are used 1o _

Police have not provided any guidance or policy in relation to their existence or
use. The information that is recorded in the books is currently down to the
discretion of the individual officer therefore they are nat in breach of policy or

guidance by omitting to record details ¢f this particular incident involving -

There is no evidence that DS -ins’sruc’fed the officers not to record the fact
ihat -had booked oui of ine notel and had a cash refund, which-

fetained.

Having examined the content of the -books’ the review team note that other

incidents that highlighted the poor behaviour of - have been

recorded. The incident once again highlights _ poor behaviour

and for consistency the incident should have been recorded in the [Jlfbook.

The requirement for the existence of policy files and the validity of the -

books’ is explored in greater detail later in the report.
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8.2

8.3

CONFIDENTIAL

EXPENSES AND OVERTIME CLAIMED BY
OFFICERS ENGAGED ON WITNESS PROTECTION DUTIES

When DI -took up post in the Sensitive Policing Unit-idenﬁﬁed that

the practice for managing expenses to support wiiness protection were in need of

greater scrutiny and audit.

The existing practice was that officers oblained money from imprest, often
several hundreds of pounds at one time and submitted receipts for paymernts
incurred. An expense form © was submitied to account for expenditure, with all
relevant rocelpts attached. The review team could not identify any evidence of
independent scrutiny of the Sensitive Policing Unit of audit having taken place

involving line management.

Dl- has since introduced a system whereby each officer has been
issued with an individual expenditure book in which all monies received and
detsils of expenditure are recorded. These are audited against receipts by Dl

- “The staff are of the opinion that this process is bureaucratic and not

necessary.

When the review team met with DI IR oo to them a number of
receipts, which through . own audit [Jjvetieved revealed evidence of the

inappropriate claims for expenses incuirred.
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8.5

CONFIDENTIAL

Receipt No.1
William Morrison Supermarket- - Dated 18/10/2006
Customer Café - Time 0904 Hours

Big Breakfast/Meat Free Breakfast/

Scrambled Egg/Large Fizzy Drink/Large Milk - Total = £9.43

on 13 October 2006 DS [} i 2¢ oc 2" booked on duy

at 0800 hours and it is suggesied by Dj -tha’t all three met at Morrisons
Supermarket Café,-where they had breakfast. DI -inferred that

as DS -resides in ihe-.had not been ’1:0. office at Stafford but

may have met the officers direcily from-home and claimed for a meal within

one hour of being on duty.

The review team established that it was infact DC -and bC - who

claimed for the meal and that DS -Was in -oﬁ‘ice at Stafford at the time.
The circumstances were that DC -and DG -had arranged 1o meet

one of the protected witnesses, _ but whilst on route in the

-area -telephoned informing them ‘tha’r-Woufd he delaye_d for several
hours. As the officers were due to he away from home for several days on
witness protection duties and on that day they were due to travel exiensively,
they made best use of their time and took the opportunity to take refreshmenis.

The review team consider the claim for expenses to be justified and in

accordance with Police Regulations.
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8.7

8.8

CONFIDENTTATL

Beceipt No. 2

e . Dated 13/10/2006

Road Chef To- Time 1310 Hours

o I

GChilli-con-Carne

Scampi/Pot of Tea - Total= £15.28

Di - helieved the above were claimed by DC- and DC-

Receipt No. 3

old Post office | - _ Date 13/10/2006

1 Carlsberg Lager/1 Banks Beer - Time 1844 Hours

1.Sirloin Steak/1 Sirloin Steak

1 Fosters Larger/1Bamks Beer - Total= £25.50

Dl - believed that these expenses were also claimed by DG | Eue

DC- -informed the review team thai DC-booked off duty at

5000 hours on 13 Gctober 2008 and DC-at 1600 hours the same date. [

believed that the officers claimed for three meals on the same day, including the
purchase of alcohol when on duty. Overall, DI -was of the opinior that

the claims were excessive.

The review team established that it was infact DG -and DC-who

had a meal at-Services and in the evening iravelled to -

where they had a furiher meal. They met the protected wiinesses in _




8.9

8.10

8.11

8.12

CONFIENTIAL

where they stopped overnight. DC -S‘tressed to the review team that the

following day.only claimed 75p for refreshments, although still working away

from home and ouiside the force.

Receipi No. 4

Welcomne Break Group Lid - Date 3/9/2006

_Services - Time 1320 Hours

1 Chicken Sandwich
1 Mozzarella Sandwich
Mints/2 Packets of Crisps

3 Red Bull Drinks - Total= £10.62p

On Sunday 3 September 2006 DG -and oC [ oiked from 1200

hours 0 1700 hours. At 1820 hours they purchased the above refreshmeris.

Dl -is of the opinion that the officers could not justify claiming expehses

for refreshments within 1 hour 20 minutes of booking on duty.

The review team note Dl -observations but conclude that the officers

were entitied to claim for the refreshments in accordance with Police Regulations.
There is no evidence available from the limited number of claims examined by

the review team that identifies any criminal or disciplinary offences associated

with the claiming of expenses or overtime.
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8.14

8.15

8.16

CONFIDENTIAY,

Although there is no evidence to support ihe inappropriate claiming of expenses
and overtime, due to the very nature of the work a greater degree of irust and
responsibiliy is placed upon the officers posted to the Sensitive Policing Unit.
The general viéw expressed by the vast majority of staff on the Sensitive Policing
Unit is that DG -abused ihis trust. In this area of work there is always

the opporiunity to manipulate opportunities for personal financial gain.

Attached to the file is a breakdown of the overtime and allowances claimed by
members of the Sensitive Policing Unit in the financial year 2005/2006 (DOGC C).
Also attached is a breakdown of the overiime and allowancos claimed by

members of the Sensitive Policing Unit between April 2006 and November 2006

(DOC D).

During all 200572006 DG [Jcaimed £17.751.65 and pC [ claimed

£15,099.72. The other officers in the Unit claimed between £7,000 and £1 1,000.
During the period April 2006 to November 2006, DG B e 215,210
and DC -claimed £3.231. The remainder of the staff claimed bétween
£4 000 and £6,000. The fact that DC -was working on Operation Epcot

during 2006 may account for the majority of-overtime and allowances.

Do -and DC -always volunteered and engaged in challenging

duties that incurred the working of overtime and the payment of additional

expenses, which could be an explanation for the high sums recorded.
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8.19

CONFIDENTIAL

The very nature of the work underiaken by officers on the Sensttive Policing Unit
requires o%ficers to exhibit flexibility, commitment and the willingness to work
long hours at short notice, often to the detriment of their domestic life. This
should be acknowledged and accepted that the officers are entitled io be
compensated in accordance with Police Regulations. Staffordshire Police as an
employer also have a duty of care to the officers to ensure they do not

consistently work excessive hours,

In certain circumstances such as the NUNES investigation Staffordshire Police
requires officers to display a greater degree of flexibility, resilience and
professional judgement in how they manage problematic protected witnesses. In
these circumstances palice regulations may be a little restrictive and therefore

-

guidance needs to be provided for officers to follow.

An example of this is the consumption of alcohol by officers who are undertaking
protected witness duties where they have to spend a considerable amount of
fime with them, as is the case with _ In the course of their duties
officers have visited licensed premises and consumed alcchol and also visited
restaurants where they have consumed alcohol with a meal. Police Regulations
allow the consumption of alcohol whilst on duiy with appropriate authority and if it
is necessary for the proper discharge of their duty. There does not appear to be

a strong case that the consumption of alcohol is necessary in these

circumstarnces.
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CONFIDENTIAL

A defence lawyer may also think it inappropriate and it could lead to undue
inference being made as to the integrity and closeness of the relationship of the

witness with the police.

This is just one example where the lack of formal documented procedures could
have a negative impact on an investigation and could also result in an officer

being in breach of police regulations.

8.22 _have recently introduced working guidance on officer and

witnesses expenses, together with a formal written staff agreement. Dl-

has obtained a copy of the report and supporis the implementation of such a

formal procedure.

Reecommendation

To inelude within force pelicy and operational procedures on the
managemeani of protecied wiinesses ihat no alechol purchassd can ke
claimed as part of subsisience or a refreshmeni claim, unfess it is
necessary for the proper discharge of duties and has been authorised by a

-

supervisory officer.
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8.2

8.3

CONFIDENTIAL

FINANGIAL MATTERS

The accurate accountability of all public funds expended on witness protection is
essential. The costs incurred can be substantial and the force must demonstrate
that the expenditure incurred is proportionate and justified. This will negate
accusations that witnesses have been afforded special freaiment, incentives or
inducements to give evidence. All the records are potentially subject 1o

disclosure and close scrutiny.

The review team have been informed of many instances where there has been

disagreement between Di -and officers on the unit, particularly DG’s

-and - in relation to the amount of expenses that should be

- incurred in protecting_

Although DS - had line management responsibility, authorisation of
payment was referred o Di - who often challenged the officers
recommendations and rationale.  Unfortunately, this caused conflict and a

breakdown in relationships, not only between the officers on the Sensitive

Poticing Unit but also | Gz

The areas thai caused regular disagresment focused on issues relating to the

amount that should be incurred in relation 1o the witnesses daily living allowance,

- the purchase of [ ¢ othing and furniture and the amount that should

be incurred on hotel accomrmaodation.
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CONFIDENTIAL

Recommendation

To include within force policy and operational guidance in respect of ihe

management of proiective wiinesses the factors that jusiify expenditure

and the awards that should be considered in relation to living expenses for
protecied wiinesses. The guidance should include the authority fevel for

the approval of such expenses.

-Finance

Having reviewed the financial arrangement in place on appointment to the
Sensitive Policing Unit DI -made alterations whiéh-be[ieves are more
trénsparent in terms of accountability. The officers within the unit consider the
new procedures to be unnecessary and bureaucratic. The review ieam
acknowledge the efforts of DI -in introducing a new system but are not
convinced the system introduced is the correct one, as it requires DI -to
spend a great deal of time personally auditing ali the records. There has been no
formal independent audit taken place by Operational Support Finance or Senior
Management, which the review team believe is necessary 10 provide

independence and rigour to the process.

Recognised best practice is to implement a -S‘tructure, which could include

witness protection staff having individua! || | | G s would reduce the

bureaucracy incurred with the current systems but would not tofally eliminate the
necd for some cash transactions. The issue of [Jilij financing has been

previously raised but not progressed to a saiisfaciory conclusion.
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Becommendation

Develop and implement -finance and auditing arrangemenis for the

R

management of protected wiinesses.
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UNAUTHORISED CONTACT WITH COVERT
HUMAN INTELLIGENCE SOURCE (CHIS)

11,1 Soon after Dl-took up-post in the Sensitive Policing_Unit-formed

the opinion, based on -own research and observations, that DG -Was

exploiting the relationship -had with _ CHIS to gain financial

advantage in terms of rest day working and overtime.

11.3  The procedure adopted to recruit_ for the World Cup was that the

handlers were all subject to an assessment as 0 their suftability to paﬁorm-

duties in Germany. Di-was responsible for conducting the

assessment on DG - and concluded that due 1o - -

was not suitable. DI - hased this on the fact that DG

& ]

However, DI -dld not discuss the assessment with




- CONFIDENTIAL

114 When DC-discevered DI -recommendat_]on I dispuied the

content of the report. D.Supt - requesied that an independent assessment

be conducted by DCI- which included an interview with DC -

115  The independent assessment concluded in favour of DC -and-

performed -d'uties in Germany o a high standard.

116 Immediately prior to tho World Cup and during the World Cup, DC! [l
porformed the role of controller for football intefligence; although DI -
was DG - line manager and was the controller for all the other CHIS’s.

This was a necessary operational arrangement but it did not assist in the

relationship between Dl-and DC-

11.7 At the conclusion of the World Cup Dl - became DG -
controller, including the_

in direct contact with the Greater Manchester Police Senior Investigating Cfficer,

without seeking authorily from- controller DI - This was a direct

breach of policy.
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Dl -confronted DC-wiih the Tacts and as a resull DC-

was relieved of-dui“ies as handler far- CHIS and relevant Personal

Development Review and PIMS entries were made by DI - DC

-appealed io D.oupt -but he supported Dl-decision.

11.10 Di - informed the roview team ihat despite being relieved of CHIS
handler duties-believed DC-was still making unauthorised contact

with- CHIS utilising a telephone of which the identity was not known.

1111  On 22 November 2006 the review team raised this issue with DC -who
firsily stated ‘iha’t.thought.was being treated very unfairly by Dl-

-s’[a’ied 'that. was aware that it was the intention of Di-to give the
responsibity of handing [ c's o oS B o o e

unauthorised contact taking place.

.42

11.13 DC-admi’fs that on the Saturday following DC -assuming CHIS

handier responsm;hty,-d:d cmtacf- CHiS

wiiout atrty o D -_
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11.14 DC- states that.conduct was nheither corrupt nor malicious aﬂd.jid

it for what. belisved were the right reasons.

11.15 At this stage there is no documentary evidence that DC - made contact

With. CHIS and . adrmission is acknowledged.

Hecommendaiion

DG - receives formal advice from a senior officer in respect of the

unanthorised confact with lCHIS and the matier be recorded in the

Divisional Discipline Book.

Becommendation

Be -shcuid be excluded from underiaking CHIS handling duties.
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12.1

13.

13.1

CONFIDENTTAL

oo I

The review team have enquired into all the anecdotal accounis Dl -

raised with them in respect of DC -

The issues raised by DI - and the outcome of the review leam

investigation are summatrised below:

%- ACCOMPANYING -TO LICENSED

PREMISES WHEE’E. ENGAGED IN THE INAPPROPRIATE CONSUMPTION

OF ALCOHOL.

Both DC - and DC -have accompanied -to licensed

premises where they have consumed alcohol, sometimes at ihielr own expense.

If it was ancillary to a meal the payment for the alcoholic drink would be subject of

a refreshment or subsistence claim.

There is currently no policy or specific guidance relating te the consumption of
alcohol with individuals who are being provided witness protection by
Staffordshire Police. The review team have recommended that no refreshment
subsistence claims should be made for the purchase of alcohol but it does not
cater for individual circurnstances where officers may purchase alcohol for
witnesses at their own expense. Force policy relates predominately to the
consumption of a!cohoi on duty however, due to the nature of the work
particularly with the NUNES investigation, officers may have been booked off

duty but still in the company of the protected witness. This is an area where the
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15.

CONFIDENTIAL

integrity and professionalism of officers could be questioned if defence council

challenged why officers were ‘socialising’ with witnesses.

Recommendation

Includad with the policy relating té the management of proiected witnesses
it should be made clear that officers should not consume alcohol with any
person who has been adopied as a protected witness or is being supporied
by a Staifordshire Police Witness Proteciion Scheme without express
permission from a supervising officer. The supervising officer must be
safisfied that the consumption of alcoho! is jusiified and necessary for the

discharge of the officers duty.

o[ FICKING UP DISCARRED RECEIPTS FROM PREMISES IN

ORDER TO CLAIM FURTHER EXPENSES.

The review team were made aware of the above allegations by several members
of the Sensitive Policing Unit but no one has witnessed -doing this and there

is no evidence whatsoever to suppori the allegation.

MTA YING IN THE SAME HOTEL AS _

DG -informed the review team that when .'ﬁrst undertook wiiness

protection duties Wiih-there were 0ccasions when.s‘cayed atthe

same hotel as - There was no specific reason for this other than

convenience. However, it was later realised that this was not good practice and

44




I3

#
* 1

A
-~ .

« [
I

16.1

16.2

CONFIBENTIAL

could lead 1o the identity and whereabouis of the protected wiinesses becoming

known. The review team were informed that this practice ne longer occurs.

MAKING PRIVATE PHONE CALLS TO DC-DURING

DUTY THIE

had made private phone calls to DG using [l ‘works’ mobile phone but
p

claimed ihat.paid for the privaie calls and that there were not many occasions

when.made the calis whiist.was at work.

FExamination of . mobile phone records and enquiries' with Crime and
Operations Finance Depariment confirms that DC- did make a financial

contribution io -mObHe phone bill for private calls made. DG -Was

aware DI - monitored all officers mobile phone bills and as a

consequence-generaily made contact with DG- using-private mobile

phone.

The review team do not consider any further action needs to bo taken in relaiion

1o this particular matier.
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DC- is the- on the NUNES investigation and had there
17,3 been an admission or evidence that-haq met -- hosition as

- would have boern ‘un’zenable.- actions could have also

serlously undermined the Integrity of éhe'pmsecuﬁm case,




17.4

17.56

17.6

CONFIDENTIAL

Having taken infe consideration the imporiance and sensttivity of the prosecuition
case and the position these iwo officers held within the enquiry, their conduct can

only be considered as totally unprofessional.

On 16 November 2006 following consultation with Supt Sawyers, DG -Was

dealt by receiving management advice from Supt -regarding- general

conduct, as- hehaviour on this occasion had the potential to bring discredit

upon the police service.

During- meeting with the review team, DC - revealed tha‘t.was

under a great deal of slress as a resuli of the review and-situation.

-!ater met with DG. S_upt- when.reques’ted to come off the Sensitive

Policing Unit.  Following consuitation with ACC Davenport, DG, Supt-
arranged for DC-to be seconded to the Major nvestigation Department,

pending the outcome of this review.

Becommendation

DG - receive formal advice from a senior officer in relation t@-

general conduct insofar that ‘the_ whilst

engagad on proiected wiiness duties had the poiential 1o bring discredit on

ilie police service.

Becommendation

DG-Sh@uid not be permiited to be employed In any capaeity In the

management of protecied wilnesses.
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CONFIDENTIAL

POLICY FILE

In the case of the proiected withesses associated with the NUNES investigaiion
ahd in all previous cases undertaken by the Sensitive Policing Unit a policy file
has not been completed. There are a number of detailed reporis and threal and
risk assessments that relate io some strategic and tactical decisions but they are

ad hoc in nature and address specific issues.

There is no legal requirement or best practice guidance that highlights the need
for the completion of any form of policy file. However, it is the view of the review
tean that the completion of a policy file is. essential when managing protecied

witnesses, due to the complexity of the issues involved.

- The policy file should 'accuraiely reflact the important strategic and iaciical

decisions made by the senior officer responsible for managing the protected

withesses.

The imporiance of the document is likely to make it the subject of very close
scruiiny by Goutis or any other persén given responsibility to review the case. I
policy files are skilfully prepared they should seive as a critical record of the
ratfonale associated with each decision made and the overall management of the

proiected witness.
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18.7
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CONFIDENTIAL

The policy file should be a bound book with a unique serfal number and
nurnbered pages. Each decision should he on a separate page and timed, dated
and signed by the person making the decision or someone authorised on behalf

of the decision maker.

As an aliernalive or to supplement a paper hased pcolicy file a sscure
computerised policy file could also be utilised. Dl-is currently ufilising
ihe policy file section from the PIMS Compuier system o record policy decisions
for the more recent withesses who have been adopted onio the scheme for which
.deserves credit. .did submit a repott 10 D.Supt-sugges’[ing' that all
existing cases should also he transferred to PIMS bui due fo the close proximity
of the NUNES trial, D.Supt - made ihe decision that the existing
arrangemenis for the NUNES investigation shouid not be changsd. The review

ieam are of the view that this was a pragmatic decision in the circumstances.

Marny Witness Protection Units use some form of software package o manage

witness protection but there is no recognised market leader.

The adopiion of the policy file section on the PIMS software is a move in the right
direction but, PIMS was noi developed for witness protection and as a

consequence in its current format, it is not the long term solution.

The content of the policy file is ultimately a matter for the senior officer
responsiblo for managing the witness but they must reflect national guidelines

and best praciice.
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CONFIDENTIAL

Policy files should record sirategic and imporiant tactical decisions and ihe

witness proteciion officers should be regularly briefed as to their conient.

The officers engaged in the protection of ihe protected witnesses in the NUNES
investigation generally refer to the-books’, which they maintain in respect of
each witness as the ‘Policy File, This is clearly not the case and having
examined their content they are predominately used as a diary or record of

contact and witness expenditures.

There are a number of incidents where the officers engaged in the protection of

_and - have disagreed with decisions made by DI

and have used ’ihe-boek' to make it clear that they did not agree

with the decisions recorded and that they were ‘management decisions.’

DC -free!y admits adopting this praciice as-henesﬂy believed thai
some decisions were wrong and-did not want to be criticised at a later daie if

the decisions made resulted in serious repercussions.

Unfortunately, the decisions made by D1 -or rationale were not recorded
and in many cases we only have DO -version or interpretation of the

decisions made which, are recorded in the -book.’
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CONFIDENTIAT,

18.14 An example of the above occurred on 27 October 2005 when D!-

decided "[hai-hould stay overnight a’c_ the

witness protection officers had already arranged for them to meet ai a hotel, as

ihey believed - safely could be compromised -
I o/ boioved D

-made the decision to save on the expense of the hotel accommodation

([DOC E).

18.15 In order to assist in the management of'_ professional advice was

sought from a- which is rocognised as best practice.

18.16 DC- and DG - informed the review team that following each visit
the -recommended specific actions 1o be taken in respedt of-

18.17 The above ex’amb[es were provided by DC -

accuracy of their accounts is challenged by DI - Unforiunately, no

documentation was prepared by the -and similarly no record was
made by DI -as to why .made certain decisions relating o the welfare

of the witnesses. The only documeniation available is the account in the-

book completed by DG [}
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18.18 On 23 December 2005 there is an eniry in the -book” (DGC F) in which

-is reporied as saying thai .feeis the -suggesﬁons
relating to -Weif'are are not being actioned. _
I A o o roferonce to

making a formal complaini about the maiter. -did infact make a

formal complaint regarding these and other issues, which are siill pending

investigation.

Becommendation

A policy file should be commenced for every withess proteciion case. The
policy file should accurately reflect ihe imporiant strategic and iaclical
decisions made by ihe senior officer in relaiion %o all the prolecied

witnesses involved in the case.

Becommendaiion

A wriiten record must be obisined from medical sexperis or .other
professional witnesses who are requesied by police io underiale an

assessment or provide expert advics In relation to a protecied wiiness.

Becommendaiion

On recelpt of advice from any medical expert or professional witness In
relation to a protecied wiiness the senior officer should racord In the policy
file details of advice given and the action thai is io be iaken, if any, in

respect of ihis advice.
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Becommendation

Besearch should be underfaken io identify the mosi appropriate cmf@uier
software package io faciliiaie the overall management of wilness

proteetion, which should include the ability o record policy file decisions.
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18.1

19.2

19.3

19.4

CONFIDENTIAL

PERFORMANCE OF THE SENSITIVE POLICING UNIT

tn accordance with thelr ferms of reference the review team have examined the

performance of the Sensitive Policing Unit.

During the review, officers within the Sensitive Policing Unit and many others who
have previous connections with the unit or who work alongside the unit were very
keen to express their views on the perforiance of the unit in relation fo CHIS

handling.

The general perception presented to the review team is that the Level 2 CHIS
capability has significantly diminished since the arrival of Dl- and it is
due solely io.bureaucraﬁc working practices and management style that

performance is being stifled.

Whilst te review team recognise this is a belief held by the majority of staff within
the Sensiiive Policing Unit, the revisw feam have not discovered independent

evidence that would support their view. DI -focuses on detail and may
at fimes be confrontational but an ability of a supervisor is fo challenge practices

and behaviour, parficularly in this sensitive area of policing.

tatistics have been obtained, which details Level 2 CHIS handling performance

in 2004, 2005 and 2006 (BOGC Q).
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CONFIDENTIAL

These statistics refer solely to the number of contacts with a CHIS, the number of
tasks given to the CHIS and the number of intelligence reporis generated from

the tasking of the CHIS.

The statistics show that since D!-has been in post the performance

average across the three areas has reduced by approximately 50%.

Significantly, DI -has provided a repert in respect of CHIS handling
performarnice during Noﬁember and December 2006, which identifies that the

amount of fime .s’[aff were engaged on CHIS handling was 12.3%, due to

abstractions and secondments (DOC H).

In fairmess to Dl- it was recognised and included in the report submiited
by DS -in June 2006 thai was sent to the Force Executive that Level 2
CHiS handling would be reduced due io the commiiment fo the NUNES

investigation.

Whilst the performance indicators for 2004 and 2005 may look impressive, fhere
is no data as to how productive all the CH!S-and intelligence logs were.
There is no daia in respeci of the quality of the intelligence logs or ihe number of

arrests or detections resuliing from the CHIS coniacis.
The review team do noi believe DI -should be unduly criticised for the

low produciivity of the CHIS handling elerment of the unit, as.canno? curronily

dedicate sufficient resources io the iask.
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19.11 There Is strong criticism by officers within the Sensitive Policing Unit in relation io

what they consider to be DI - bureaucraiic management approach 1o

CHIS handling. When interviewed by the review team members of the Sensitive

Policing Unit stated that Di- insists that if a

19.12 Dl

19.13 Some siaff may not appreciate Dl- regime and feel i is ioo

bureaucratic. However, ACPO guidelines state thal supervision should adopt an

“imtrusive management style”.

‘iQ.M In the case of the management of Level 2 CHIS, DI -has also
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STRUCTURE AND FUNCTION OF
THE SENSITIVE POLICING UNIT

In 1999 when the Level 2 Source Handling Unit was formed the objective was 10
manage Level 2 sources and develop a capability fo manage protecied

wiinesses.

At that time the force had limited experience in managing protected wilnesses
and ad hoc arrangements were in place with no central control, focus or force

ownership.

The staff that formed the unit attended ihe _iraining course on

witness protection which was the only training that was available. Since that time
national training has been developed and the majerity of the staff on the unii have

attended that training.

Over the years Staffordshire Po]ioe‘ have achieved a great deal of success in
managing protecied withesses who have provided crucial evidence in a
significant number of high profile irals. There has never heen any internal or
external criiicism in relation fo the operating practices, integiity or the manner in

which Staffordshire Police has dealt with protected wilnesses.

Nationally the care of prolected witnesses has increased by 55% over the last
fhree years. As the use of protecied wilnesses hecomes more essential io
secure and deliver evidence at couri; challenges by the defence in refation to the

integrity of the evidence have ingreased. These challenges frequently focus on

57




20.5

20.6

20.7

CONFIDENTTAL

details relating to what support has been provided for the witnesses. This may
be financial, material, an improvement in lifesiyle or anyihing which would
suggest ihat the withesses’ standard of living has improved as a direct resuli of
assisiing the prosecuilon. If this was the case the inference would be that the

witnesses have been induced fo provide evidence.

It is for this very reason that the ethical considerations relating to wilhess
protection, of which there are many, should be documented and managed
sensitively. The integrity of witness protection and those that work within it are

paramount,

One of the key areas to consider is whether witness protection and Level 2
source handling should remain the responsibility of one unit. The skills required
by the officers io work in these areas are similar therefore there are advantages
in relaiion 1 resilience for keeping CHIS handling and witness protection as one

unit.

Historically, combining fwo disciplines has not presented any problemns and there
has been no inference that the existing practices are not effective, efficient and
ethical. At fimes there has noi been the operational need for officers to manage
protecied wilnesses and when this occurs the resources concenirate on level 2
CHIS handiing. The current system provides flexibility and the ability, if there is

exceplional demand in one area to concentraie solely in that area.
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This has been the position in Staffordshire for the last twelve months, where
there has been a significant commitment o wilness protection, particularly the
NUNES investigation. As a consequencs, thelr commitment to CHIS handling at

L_evel 2 has been minimal.

There is a view that Level 2 CHIS's could be handled by Territorial Source
Handling Units with a management overview provided by the Force. There i8
also a view that Level 2 CHIS handling would be more effectively delivered by a
central unit. What is clear is that the current arrangemenis are ineffective and as

a consequence, the force does not have a | evel 2 source handling capability that

is operationally effective or efficient.

The overall situation in relation fo Leve! 2 CHIS is exiremely weak and the current
envitonment structure and morale within the Sensitive Policing Unit does not give
the review team any confidence that without significant changes there will be any

improvement. Thisis considered o be a threat to performarice at Level 2.
This matier has heen fully explored ‘during the recent reviow of the Proiective
Services in force.  One of the recommendations of the review was that witriess

protection should be a separate unit.

Hecommendalion

The provision of Level 2 source handling should be provided by a siand

alone unit, separate from wilness pretection.
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Becommendaiion

Periormance measwes should be ideniified and Implemented for the

management of the CHIS Handiing Unii.

By continuing io implement the current struciure it is feasible thai members of

staif in the Sensitive Policing Unit could handle a CHIS, who provides significant
intelligence in relation to an ongoing Invesiigation, whilst at the same fime be
responsible for the proieciion of wiinesses in ific saine investigation. This

siiuation could resulf in challenges from the defence.

In the curreni structure ihe Director of intelligence has overall responsibility for
witness protection, which although operationally convenient the review ieam are

not convinced it is now appropriate.

Best practice guidelines suggest that a senior officer should be ideniified, who
has the overall responsibility for withess protection. Wheré necessary this officer
should appear in Court to outline force policy and procedure in relation to wilhiess
protection. At the current time the Direclor of intelligence D Supt-couid

T’ind-aﬁending Court as a witness responsible for covert authoriiies and
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witness protection {ssues in the same cass. ideally this responsibility should not

rest with one individual.

If a separate senior officer had responsibility for witness protection it would
remove the potential chalienges that may be raised regarding the transparency of
decision making. Consideraiion should be givenas o whether witness protection
should be the responsibility of the depariment that has responsibility for Public

Protection issues.

There is also potential to consider the creation of & regional wiiness proteciion

capaciiy but this would need ic bo ragearched further.
The review team are sirongly of ihe view ihat the management of protected
witnesses and the management of Level GHIS should be undertaken by separate

uniis with separaie line management.

Reacommendation

A senior police officer should have responsibility for the management of
prolected wiinesses and a different senior officer should have

responsibility for the management of Level 2 CHIS.

'
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ADDITIONAL MATTERS RAISED BY DI -

During.intewiew with the review team Di -macie reference io several
matters which the review team believed challenged the ethics and infegrity of

senior officers and therefore needed to be investigated iuriher,

D -stated that DS -has on several occasion made reference io

ihe fact that .(nows whai DG Sup't- and D.Supt -wan‘t io achieve In

respect of witness protection Involving _ although they do noi

actually say. DS -says [l is delivering on ihoir wishes. When interviewed
by the review team DS - made numerpus references io the fact T’na‘t-
-simu[d give evidence, “at all cosis.” No other member of the Sensitive

Policing Unit made reference to this phrase, which was unique o DS-

When asked by the review ieam wha’t. meant by ihe phase “at all cosis” i
relation o the NUNES invesﬁgaﬁcn. oxplained that.had a conversation with

AGCC Davenport, DG Supi- and D.Supt-who stressed the imporiance

of geiling -9 Court and explained. belisved the phrase meant,

‘there was a job o be done, within the confines of ihe iaw.’-conﬂrmed iha’t-
hiad not heard anvone else use ihe phase “at all costs”, when referring o the

NUNES investigation.

DS -emphasised that al'though.used the phrase.did not mean it ic be

interpreied as meaning for the rules to be ‘bent” To suppoit this.ou’ﬂined the

fact that a cessaiion notice had been prepared for_ which would
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have resulied in-no longer being afforded witness protection. Hawever,-

refused fo sign the cessation notice and subsequenily improvec.behaviour.

DS -was adamant that DG Supt -and D.Supt - only ever

emphasised that the Sensitive Policing Unit should work siricily within ihe

confiines of the law.

Dl -si'a"ces that DC -is continually bragging ihai-has a close

relationship with DG Supi -and D.Supt- and as a result .was, “cast

iron.” There is also unhealihy gossip thai DG -as “got something on

D.Supt -and DG Sup’i-’

The review feam have asked every member of ihe Senstiive Policing Unit and in
pariicular DG -reg’arding ihis comment. Whilsi most were aware it had
baen said, they could provide no further details. However, it is clear to the review
team that it is DG - who has generated and reinforced ihe rumour.
When challenged on this issue by the revisw team, DG-is adamant-
has never said anything like this about D.Supt -DC Supt -or any

other senior officer.

The review team have not discovered any evidence fo support this potentially
very serious allegation, which has gained momenium and needs o be swifily

challenged if it is raised.
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22,1

22.2

CONCLUSION |

This review was Instigated following DI - decision to seek advice from

Supt Sawyers, Head of Professional Standards on how 1o manage a number of

issues involving members of the Sensitive Policing Unit. DI - says-

decided upon this course of action with .‘eyes wide open.’

On taking up. post as Head of the Sensiiive Policing Unit DI - so0n

challenged working practices in both wiiness protection and CHIS handling. -
was clearly of the view that some officers, in particular DC- were taking
advantage of their positions and as a consequence gained unjustified
oppaoriunities o enhance their ability to gain financial remuneration by working

overlime and claiming sxpenses.

[t is quite clear, that the general view of DC -colieagues is that.was

in fact manipula‘ting. position to suit .needs, both personally and financially.
However, it must be stressed that DG - is an experienced Deiective
O‘fﬁcer and has proved that when - applies -. Is a talented individual
wiih valuable skills which -has developed over the vears. -is also an
extrovert individual, who enjoys the kudos of being invelved in high profile
investigations and being the centre of atiention. Whilst .:)ossesses essential

skills Tor this area of police Wﬂrk,.is not indispensable.

BC -did not agree with the changes Dl-iniended to make and

from ihe ouiset was vocal En.opposiﬁen and was cleatly a very disruptive

influence within the Sensitive Policing Unit.
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i - understandably -saw DG -as a direct challenge i:e-

authority. There was and remains a great deal of animosity belween the two

officers and as one colleague of DC -expiained, “DI -Was at

war with DG -and everyone got swept up in their war.”

This is probably a vety accurate assessment of the situagtion that developed
between the officers. It was exacerbated when DI -was subject of a

formal complaint from -and_ D!-belie\fed
DC-Was instrumental in the complaint.

It is significant that the complainis generally refer 10 decisions made by DI
- in relation 1o ihe ievel of service tai was afforded by the Sensiitve
Policing Unit to the Wiinesses-and_ The examples
used in the complaints are the same examples used by DC-and s0mMe

members of the Sensitive Policing Unit when they refer to what they consider o

be ‘poor’ decisions made by DI -

Following the complaint a senior management decision was made that DI
-shou!d no longer be the “public face’ of the protected witnesses aspect
of the NUNES investigation and this responsibility was given o DS- The
fact that DI -sﬁi[ had overall responsibility for the winesses and for the
aithorisation of witness expenses in the NUNES investigation resufted in

frequent challenges fo the decisions made by DS - This caused friction
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between Di -and DS - which over the months resulied in heated

verbal exchanges between the officers in the presence of sther members of staff.

This totally unacceptable and unprofessional behaviour between two supervising
officers has continued. Following a heated exchange in front of other members
of staff on 20 December 2006 both officers were seen by D. Supi- As

a consequongce DS -received a negative PDR entry.

The working relationships that DS - and some of the staff within the
sensitive Policing Unit have with DI -is immature and unprofessional.
The-.conflict within ihe unft is embarrassing for the individuals and the

organisation.

It is clear that DI -has become so consumed in-personal batile with

PG -’[ha't in some Instances it may have affecied-decision making.

When Di - approached Supt Sawyers and later during. meetings with
the review team . highlighted areas of concemn regarding the wc;rking practices

of the Sensitive Policing Unii, which included, claiming of expenses, failure fo

fully and accurately document the behaviour of -and alleged

unauthorised contaci with -CHIS. In addiiion, .reIated several anecdotal

aceounis regarding the behaviour of DC -
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The review team are of the view that all these matters should have firstly been
investigated by DI -or, at the very least, discussed with- line manager

or Head of Depariment.

It is apparent that ceriainly in relation fo the claiming of expenses and the alleged

failure to accurately record details of _behaviour in the-

book’, that DI -’ihoughi‘ -had disclosed misconduct issues against

officers within the Sensitive Policing Unit and in particular DC-and BN

Dl-is an experienced officer and the review feam find it surprising thai

Il orought these matiers fo the Head of the Professional Standards Unit without

first verifying the facts. DI - says i‘hat- went o seek advice aind
considered conduciing further enguires but did not wish o compromise any

investigation that may foilow.

The issues DI -raised in relation io the perceived unwarranted claims for
expenses could have been easily resolved by simply asking ihe officers for an
explanation. However,.did not consider that .would have gained their co-
operation. This is a clear indication of the breakdown of effective communication

+

and irust within the unit.
The specific issues in relation fo uhauthorised contact wiih .CHIS would nave
been more difficult io investigate without confronting SG- which would

no doubt have proved io be a fruitless exercise.
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22.17 The additional matiers raised by DI - regarding the fact that DC
-said. had, “something on” D.Supt -and DC. SUpi-and

that as. had a close working relationship with both of these ofﬁcers. waé,

“cast iron”, were issues that .clearly thaught appropriate to raise with the head

of the Professional Standards Ui,

2218 It Is abundantly clear that DI -did noi have the confidence to approach

.senior manageimneni eam, which includes D.Supt-and DC. Supt-

This may bo due to [ betier thar pc B = such 2 closo working
relationship with the senior officers. DI -had previously discussed with

D.Supt - problems- had encountsred in managing DG -bu’r the

matiers were not resolved io -saﬁsfacﬁon. DI - did not believe DG

-shou!d relurn to the Sensitive Policing Unit, but -did not provide

evidence that would automatically justify-removaf.

2219 DI -was appointed io the Sensiiive Policing Unit by D.Sup’c- who

nad confidence in -abiEity. ‘They were also good friends and prior to this they
had an excellent working relationship. Bearing this in mind DI -mus%:

have been exiremely frustrated, disillusioned and certain thai . would not

receive the suppori from D.Supt -_or D.C. Sup’f-iherefore-took the

decision 1o seek advice from Supt Sawyers. Di- should not be
criticised Tor taking this action, which took a great deal of moral courage knowing

that ihis action would result in soms form of independent review or investigation.
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2220 D.Supt -informed the review itcam tha‘t-had many meelings with Di

22.21

-where-expressed -suppori for. new ideas and acknowledged

.strengihs_ for atiention to detail and knowledge of pelicy and procedure. -

was aware that DI - harboured thoughis that witness proteciion ofiicers,

particularly DG -may have encouraged the complaint by-

D.Supt-was surprised and disappointed DI - did not have the

coniidence En-'to address- concerns about the Sensitive Policing Unit,

paricularly ifiose relating io DC-
D.Supt - informed the review team that DC -has worked Wi‘ih-

on numerous high profile cases over ihe years bui inelr ielatlonship was purely

prafessional. -siressed that any inference that DC- has access io

- regularly contacis .or in anyway inﬂuences- are wrong.

‘There is an abundance of evidence that Di - is a stroeng character who
has the abilily to focus on detall. -Es exiremely knowledgeable and iakes a
greai deal of personal and professional pride in all areas of work. -has
demons’iraied-moral courage and is willing to sacrifice personal relationships
Tor what .beiieves is right. These are recognised strengths of DI -

whose personal integrity is a core guality for which .is respected.
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In conirast Dl - has also demonsirated ‘that-management slyle can

be a litle austere and dictatorial. -does not naiurally display empathy,
comimunicate effectively or generate teamwork and collaboration. -has not
engendered a productive, professional working environment and even officers
within the Sensitive Policing Unit, who are not against the changes.pmposed,
are not suppariive or complementary as regards io.managemen’c or personal

siyle.

fiis fo .credit that D]_correo’dy identified areas of development and
challenged working practices within the Sensitive Policing Unii, particularly as-
management decisions conilicted with the culture of some individuals who were
adverse 1o change. .research and recommendations to improve performance

are all valid and were supported by D.Supt-

It s important to stress that prior fo this management review D.Supt -had
already authorised Di-io consuli nationally and research best practice

for the siructure and management for both protecied winesses and Level 2

source handling. Many of the recommendaiions are therefore areas of work ihat

are currentily being researched.

Di -has demonistraied .has ihe ability to identify and suggest more
contemporary and efiicient working prastices that will benefit the organisation.
However, .has also dernonstrated irhat-is reluctant o exhibii a flexible

leadership style which is necessary to manage change, sensitively and skilfully.

70

e e




22.28

22.29

22.30

22 31

CONFIDENTTAL

An anecdotal example of Di -!eadership style was provided by DC
-wha informed the review feam ihat-was inn post for three months before
DI- spoke io- When this matter was raised with Di-by ihe
review ‘teém .exp]ained that the officer was seconded o the unit speciiically 1o
suppori the NUNES investigation and .did not believe- should be present
when discussions took place in respect of Level 2 CHIS, and as a consequence,

intelligence regarding sources was not discussed in the presence of the officer.

DC -Was previously a CHIS handler and is a very experienced Deteclive

Ofiicer who feli fotally isolated, demotivaied and undsyvalued by DI -
actions.

The review team are very clear in their recommendation that the Source Handling

Unit and the Protective Wiiness Unit should be fwo separate units. This work

needs io be progréssed as a matter of some urgency, as the current siruciure

and working environment is wholly unproduciive and stressful fer-‘the majority

wito work within if.

The terms of reference thai were agresd imcluded the task of establishing
whether the ethics and integrity of the Sensitive Policing Unit are intact.

Having reviewed all ihe evidence the roview team are satisfied that the ethics and
infegrity of ihe Sensitive Policing Unit are intact. However, the cﬁrrent working
praciices, managementi, culiure, siructure and relationships wiihin the unit make

it exiremely difficuli o demonstrate that this is the case.
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22,32 The general. conduct of DC lwas the main reason why DI -

22,33

sought advice from the Head of the Professional Standards Unit.  Having
investigated all the isstes DI -raised and having considered the views
of - peers and supefviscrs the review team have significant concems In relation

to DG oblectivity, jJudgement and overall professionalism | is an
officet who needs fo recelve and accepf infrusive-supendsion. .

It is important that any unit that has responsibllity for either witness protection or
CHIS handling demonstrate infegiity and prafessiorwaiis;n; at all times. Officers
vulnerability within such units s generally greater than anywhere else lin the
organisation. As a consequence, it Is considered important that staff within the
tnits, are provided with welfare support and regular updates on the latest

legislation, tradecraft and integrity issues in terms of profassional standards.

Recommendaiion

To clude withln force policy and operationsd guidance on the

management of Profected Winesses and Covert Human ntellipence
Sources handiing that afl staff receive rraular welfare support and updates

an the latest logislation, tradecraft amd infegrity issues in termis of

professional standards.
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The review team do not consider thai anything other than radical restructuring of
the Sensitive Policing Unit, in accordance with the recommendations, is a viab[e
option. This Is a maiter that, if not addressed, will have a negative impact on
morale, performance and has the potential to harm the reputation of Staffordshire

Police.
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