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GLOUCESTERSHIRE POLICE AND CRIME PANEL
MINUTES of the meeting of the Gloucestershire Police and Crime Panel held on Wednesday 
3 November 2021 commencing at 10.00 am.

PRESENT
MEMBERSHIP:

Cllr Ray Brassington
Cllr Jonny Brownsteen 
(Chairman)
Cllr Philip Burford
Cllr David Gray
Cllr Joe Harris
Cllr Stephen Hirst

Cllr Dawn Melvin
Cllr Martin Pearcy
Cllr Steve Robinson (Vice-Chair)
Martin Smith
Cllr Brian Tipper

Apologies: William Alexander, Cllr Sajid Patel (Cllr Stephen Hirst substituted)

Others in attendance:Chris Nelson – Police and Crime Commissioner
Nick Evans – Deputy Police and Crime Commissioner
Richard Bradley – Chief Executive, Office of the Police and Crime
Commissioner
Ruth Greenwood – Deputy Chief Executive, Office of the Police and
Crime Commissioner
Rod Hansen – Chief Constable
ACC Rhiannon Kirk
Detective Superintendent Richard Ocone

1. MINUTES OF THE PREVIOUS MEETING 
The minutes of the meeting held on Tuesday 28 September 2021 were agreed as a correct 
record and signed by the Chairman.

2. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
No declarations of interest were received.

3. HMICFRS INSPECTION REPORT 
3.1 The Panel was pleased to welcome the Chief Constable, Assistant Chief Constable Kirk 

and Detective Superintendent Ocone to the meeting alongside the Police and Crime 
Commissioner (PCC) and Deputy PCC to inform the Panel and respond to members 
questions.

3.2 The PCC stated he had been aware that the report would be a difficult read. This situation 
needed to be addressed; he did not want the Constabulary to be in the same position at the 
time of the next inspection. This was a complex report; some aspects were difficult to 
understand.  The PCC acknowledged that resource issues were a factor. 

3.3 The Chief Constable informed the Panel that he welcomed independent scrutiny, it was 
important that the Constabulary was held to account. He did, however, think that some 
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aspects of the report were harsh and had not been placed within the wider context. He was 
clear that he was not going to blame Covid, and was determined to make improvements. 

3.4 He explained that the Constabulary had been one of four pilot areas for the new PEEL 
inspection framework. The significant difference in the inspection regime was that 
HMICFRS had moved away from 3 ‘pillars’ to 12 questions; the Constabulary had been 
judged to be inadequate in 5 of these areas. 

3.5 The Chief Constable informed the Panel that HMICFRS had contacted him to inform him 
that having reviewed the outcome of the Inspections undertaken under this new approach, 
it was clear that this new approach had resulted in unintended consequences with regard 
to some outcomes, particularly with regard to the impact of crime data integrity (CDI). CDI 
linked into 4 of the questions in the inspection framework, so materially affected the grading 
in those areas. HMICFRS had indicated that they had been surprised that CDI had had this 
impact. HMICFRS would therefore be making changes to the inspection regime.

3.6 With regard to CDI, following the inspection in 2019 work had been ongoing on an action 
plan to address the issues identified in the inspection. Prior to the Covid-19 pandemic the 
Constabulary’s (self) auditing showed that it was at 91% compliant. During the first 
lockdown this reduced to 86.7%, in part due to the pandemic and the introduction of a new 
crime recording system, and this was the data that HMICFRS used in the inspection. 
Resources have been invested into this area and the Constabulary was now at 95% 
compliance.

3.7 With regard to the cases related to vulnerable people highlighted in the report the 
Constabulary had within a day appropriately recorded these crimes and ensure that there 
was no threat to the vulnerable person, and that the victims were safe. The safeguarding 
issues and offender behaviour had been addressed. Additional supervision and training 
has been put in place. The Chief Constable explained the process involved in recording 
incidents. A significant factor was that the crime recording system was at ‘end of life’. 
Changing to a new system was a significant event; identifying the right way forward was 
key; the consequences of getting it wrong would have huge consequences. The Chief 
Constable assured the Panel that it was not the case that there were lots of victims that 
were at risk.

3.8 The PCC assured the Panel that he was fully engaged with the work to address the issues 
raised in the inspection report. He had seen an early draft and had engaged with the Chair 
of the Panel to inform him of the findings. The significant issue was available resources; it 
would take a lot of Police resource to resolve these issues. 

3.9 The PCC explained that the Constabulary was recruiting for civilian staff; it was important 
to reduce the response times to calls. It was also noted that the Constabulary required a 
new CRM (Customer Relation Management system); this would enable better identification 
of what calls were related to and therefore a more informed/better response. It was 
anticipated that this would be a two year improvement journey.

3.10 Whilst understanding the challenges one member of the Panel commented that they did 
not see how the recording of crimes should be difficult. With regard to the lack of resources 
the member stated that previously the Panel had been informed of the (significant) cost of 
the development of the stables, so questioned how resources could be an issue. (The 
Chief Constable clarified later in the meeting that the costs of the stables were drawn from 
capital funds, not revenue.)
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3.11 To place the inspection in the wider context of the pressures upon the Constabulary the 
Chief Constable listed the demands on the Constabulary on top of the ‘day job’, these 
included 10 mutual aid requests (from other Police areas) which must be complied with. 
There were at present 600 members of staff self isolating (many were working from home. 
It was important to note that the Police were not given any priority with regard to 
vaccinations. Police leave had been cancelled for over two years; staff needed time off but 
the staffing levels could not drop below baseline requirements. The reality of the situation 
was that if the Police did not respond who would? The Chief Constable was clear that the 
Police were there to keep people safe from harm. In the middle of what was, and still was, 
a challenging situation with pressures from all sides HMICFRS undertook their inspection. 

3.12 In response to a question the PCC explained that he did not feel that there was a systemic 
issue in the Constabulary. The Chief Constable had his total and absolute confidence. 

3.13 The PCC, in responding to questions, also explained that he saw HMICFRS inspections as 
an opportunity, although acknowledged that whilst they were good at pointing out what 
forces were not doing well they were not good at highlighting areas of improvement. He 
was clear that a lot of the problems identified in the report were related to a lack of 
resources. 

3.14 A member of the Panel stated that whilst the inspection report was not an easy read they 
were of the view that it was unnecessarily harsh. There was a common theme across 
public services of services facing significant challenges within the context of finite 
resources. They stated that it was important to look at everything that had happened over 
the last two years, and understand that the nature of crime and Policing was fundamentally 
changing; we could not have a Police Force that looked the same as it did forty years ago. 
They were of the view that people were quick to attack public service but it was important 
to remember that these services were doing a good job with limited resources; the blame 
for this situation lay with the government.

3.15 In response to questions Detective Superintendent Ocone explained the process for 
recording crimes. This was a complex process; Police Officers had been moved away from 
operational duties to this area. Recruitment was underway to bolster this area and enable 
Officers to return to operational duties where they were needed. The Constabulary was 
treating this as a critical incident; anything less than full compliance was a risk. 

3.16 The Chief Constable stated that it was important to be aware of the stark reality of the 
challenges faced by the Police; the changing nature of crime and with much of the 
resources diverted to missing people, high intensity users and mental health issues mean 
difficult decisions. Demand versus supply issues were faced and juggled everyday; there 
was a limit as to what could be physically achieved. 

3.17 The Panel was informed that there was also a shortage, nationally, of detectives. However, 
new rules allowed Forces to directly recruit; some of these would be directed into the Public 
Protection Bureau which would bolster the support to vulnerable people. 

3.18 The PCC was clear that it was his responsibility to address the issues raised in the 
inspection report. He reiterated his confidence in the Chief Constable. 

3.19 The Panel acknowledged the content of the report, and was concerned by the issues 
raised. Members did, however, express their support of the Constabulary and endorsed its 
work. 
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3.20 The Panel requested regular written updates on the improvement plan to address the 
issues raised in the inspection report. The first report to be received at the Panel meeting 
on 4 February 2022.

4. AMENDMENT TO THE HANDLING OF COMPLAINTS PROCEDURE 
The Panel agreed to accept the changes marked in bold in the handling of complaints 
procedure to reflect the role of the Deputy Police and Crime Commissioner.

CHAIRPERSON

Meeting concluded at 12.13 pm


