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FOI Disclosures September 2025

This month we have responded to questions relating to the following

topics:

e |OPC referrals for police pursuits, emergency responses and

road traffic accidents

e |OPC exceptional circumstances for notification of a

complaint to an appropriate authority

e Requlation 40 and PACE Code G quidance and compliance

o DSI referrals returned to originating force

e |IOPC use of call in power

« |OPC voluntary referrals

« |OPC case referral statistics

e Yonder Public Perceptions Tracker surveys

If you require a full copy of any of the embedded attachments, please
contact Requestinfo@policeconduct.gov.uk quoting the reference

number from the relevant response.

Ref IOPC referrals for police pursuits, emergency
5025650 responses and road traffic accidents
Back to top
Request o A force breakdown of the number of IOPC referrals received since April
2024 for serious injuries involving police pursuits and serious injuries
involving emergency responses
o A force breakdown of referrals involving deaths following police pursuits
and, also emergency response pursuits for the last 10 years.
Response | In relation to serious injuries we have provided two tables of data. The first table
shows the force breakdown of referrals where the case factors Road Traffic
Incident/ Pursuit and Injury / Serious Injury have been applied. The second table
provides a force breakdown of referrals received where the case factors Road
Traffic Incident / Emergency Response / Injury / Serious Injury have been applied.
It is important that you consider the data provided in these tables in conjunction
with the following notes and caveats, with particular emphasis on the caveats
relating to the application of case factors.



mailto:Requestinfo@policeconduct.gov.uk

Caveats & Moles

Data is for Blustrative purposes only

This data considers overt feferrals only

The following data |s based on Refarmals received by the 1DPC in the perod 01.04 .24 to 31 07 25 (inclusie)
This informatian s taken from e data and as such may differ from previously published data & statistics

The appropriate suthority, as woell as other case attributes, is dependent on accurate data recording in the IOPC
case management system by operational leame

The case factars used in this data are ‘Fosd Trafhc Incident Pumlar Road Traffie incident Emsigancy Responss
and Injury: Sencus Physical Injury’

Plegse note the! case faciorns sre manually selected by operational siaff io help identify the nature of the
cirgumsiances of a cese. Therefore, they should nol ba reled on to provide definitive dala since application of case
factors i relant on individusl dscreton

A factor selected on & case may be relevant to ihe incident to which the case relates but may not be what the case &
about. Therelore dats presented using case factors should be used for illustrative purposes only

Piease note that case faciors s manually selecied by operational staff io help identify the neture of the
circumstances of & cess. Tharefore. the data pulled will reprasent all cases in which thae Road Traffc incident
Purswil, Emergency Response and injury: Sarous Physical Injury faciors were applied BUT thers has not been a
quality assessment compieled 1o validate ila accuracy or ihat all cases thal should have hud thase facion apgied
have done S0

Data prowided should not be relied on to provide definitive data as the appication of cass factors I8 reliant on
individual descretion
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Tabks shmwng the Murmbsr of Retersls with the Road Tiattic incident Emaigeacy Aesponces and Ingary- Serioos Imjury tactor okes dosm by force

Force Mo Received

Avon & Somersed Constabulary
Bnitish Transport Police
Cambridgeshine Constabulany
Cleveland Puolce

Drertrysitire Constabulary
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In relation to your enquiry regarding the number of deaths we have provided data covering
road traffic fatalities that occurred between 1 April 2015 to 31 March 2025. Road traffic
fatalities include deaths of motorists. cyclists or pedestrians arising from police pursuits,
police vehicles responding to emergency calls, and other police traffic-related activity. This
does not include deaths following a road traffic incident (RTI) where the police attended
immediately after the event as an emergency service.

This information is attached to this letter. We would direct you to the front cover of this
document for explanations of the data provided.

Road traffic fatalities
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Ref IOPC exceptional circumstances for notification of a
5025754 complaint to an appropriate authority
Back to top

Request | “The Police Reform Act 2002, Schedule 3, paragraph 2(1) and (1A) state
'2 (1) Where a complaint is made to the Director General, the Director General shal,
give notification of the complaint to the appropriate authority.
(1A) But the Director General need not give that notification if the Director General
considers that there are exceptional circumstances that justify its not being given.'
Please provide a copy of all of the information which is held by the IOPC about the
above 'exceptional circumstances' which could have been applied to a complaint
made to the IOPC from 01/01/2025 to the date of this FOI request.
If there was any variation in what were considered by the IOPC to be 'exceptional
circumstances' during this time period then please provide this information.”

Response

Our guidance to staff concerning the handling of direct complaints includes the
following guidance:




[ Direct Complaints Guidance (following the introduction of the 2020 Regulstions) |

Exceptional circumstances

In cartain exceptional circumstances, we do not have to forward 8 complaint to the A&,
Thiere ara two broad categories for exceplional circumstances;

« ‘Where notification of the complaint ie likely to lead to a real risk that the
coMmlainant of any other persan may suffer sanous phyvsical harm of Iose of life

«  Whizre the notificaton is lkely (o load to o meal risk of prejudice 1o tho intorests of
national security.

I gl cases of exceptionsl circumstancas thane ig 8 Two-stage tesl:

1. The risk must ba real. This medgns that it would not be sulficiant for the
carmplainant (o e to excaptions] clreumstancas without some description of
whiy and how the compleinant believes the exceptional ciroumstance may ba
arwdin,

2. Does the risk of fanwarding the complaint cutweigh the benefits of passing it on?™

There will not be many cases, it any, where the risks of exceptionsl circumstances
outweigh tha benetits of forsarding the complaint.

Case study

A member of the public wishes to make a compiaint that the head of the domestic
vislence wunit in her police force has falled to investigate allegations she has made
about her husband becauwse they are old friends. She is also aware that the head of
PSD is frionds with her husband personally and her husband has warned her that
any complaint would be coverad up and that e would be Infarmed that she had
Frigde ofne.

In this efircumstance thare is a real risk that forwarding the complaint to the A4
could resuit in the complainant sustaining physical harm. The Advisor should seek
advice from their lime manager,

In practice, therefore, our statf will Bssess the compleint docement against the critaris
Llstad abowvs, 1 may be that contact will nesd (o e mado with the complainant or sthars
to gather further information,

It thve parson dealing with the complaint batieves that they have such a case thay
should discuss tha complaint with thair line manager, who will escalite the matiad
further if requirad,

There have been no variations in this guidance since 1 January 2025.

Ref
5025759

Back to top

Requlation 40 and PACE Code G quidance and compliance

Request

| am seeking disclosure of the following:

1.Internal guidance, policies, or instructions used by the IOPC in assessing
whether police forces have complied with the requirements of:
e Regulation 40 of the Police (Complaints and Misconduct) Regulations 2020
(complaint suspension), and
e PACE Code G, paragraph 2.9(e) (“necessity test” for arrest, specifically
reliance on ‘prompt and effective investigation”).

2. Any training materials, briefings, or written criteria provided to IOPC staff for
evaluating whether:
o A Regulation 40 suspension notice demonstrates case-specific reasoning,
as opposed to generic or boilerplate wording.
e Police reliance on “prompt and effective investigation” under PACE Code G
is considered sufficient only when supported by case-specific facts.




3.Any records, audits, or evaluations in which the IOPC has considered whether
police forces are relying on standardised or boilerplate reasoning (rather than
individualised justification) when applying Regulation 40 or PACE Code G.

If possible, please provide documents created or in use from 1 January 2020 to the
present.”

Response

Our response is as follows.

1.Please find below containing the information we hold under this part of your
request. This is an excerpt from our operational guidance to staff. We have carried
out automated key word searches and made enquiries with members of our staff
with involvement in these matters and can confirm that we do not hold further
information.

Operational guidance re suspended complaints
When would it be appropriate for an AA Lo suspand the investigation for this reasen?

The powar to suspand only arises whera continuing the investigation or other procedure would
prejudice a criminal investigation or criminal proceedings. There should be specific,
identified prejudice (and this prejudice should also be significant),

To determine whether such prejudice arises, consider the following:

« The axtant ta which the matter raises |ssues which are the same as, or closely
connected with, the issues in the ongoing criminal investigation or proceedings; and

«  What particular prejudice (if any) would be caused o the ongoing criminal imvastigation
or proceedings by the investigation.

It is best practice to ask the AA to explain how, if the investigation or other procedure continued,
that would prejudice the criminal investigation or proceedings. The A& should justify how the
significance is not outwealghed by the public interest in ensuring the prompt Investigation of the
complaint and, where justified, the prompt bringing of cnminal or disciplinary proceedings
against the police staff concerned. This is the public interest consideration.

It is 8 balancing exercise, Consideration should be given to factors such as:

" The relative seriousnass of tha allegations (against the police officer's and the criminal
allegation against the suspect/defendant in the criminal proceedings)

« The relative strength of the evidence in support of each allegation, further information
should be sought where this is not clear.

. Likely length of the delay — and whether this would hamper any potential proceadings
{criminal or disciplinary) against the pelice officer/s. In particular, consider whether
suspending the complaint investigation would risk the expiration of the six-month
statutory time limit for prosecuting summary only offences

« ‘Whether the delay would otherwise lead to injustice to the complainant or to the subject
of the complaint.

It is not ancugh for an AA to merely say that it is delaying dealing with the complaint
because the issues are the same or closely linked to those in the eriminal proceedings -
the AA should provide its rationale to demonstrate it has considered the public interest -
in other words, that the balancing exercise has been properly carried out.




It may be appropriate to continue investigating the complaint even though the issues raised by
the criminal investigation and the complant are closely linked. For example, where it is alleged
that the police officer has committed a more serious offence than that with which the
defendant in the related criminal proceedings is charged. Particularly if there is evidence to
support the truth of that allegation. It might then be in the public interest to prioritise the
investigation and prosecution of the more serious offence despite the risk of prejudice to the
angoing prosecution of the lesser offence.

Internal process

The Casework Admin Hub will ensure we have the AA's rationale for the decision to suspend
dealing with the complaint before the application is marked as being ready on the allocation
spreadsheet. In most cases, this should be in addition to the AA's decision letter to the
complainant,

As outlined above, the rationale neads to be sufficiently detailed to show why the matters are
the same or 50 closely linked that prejudice is likely to arise and that the balancing exercise has
bean properly conducted.

Things to look out for:

«  Afautomatically suspends dealing with a complaint becausea it concerns similar issues
as the criminal prosecution (usually of the complainant) without considering the public
interest aspect ! undertaking the balancing exercise, Or

o without properly considering the specifics of the complaint, |t might ba possible
to deal with the complaint without potentially prejudicing the ongoing criminal
procaedings if the issues are not the samefclosely linked,

» Has the AA done what it can to ensure that evidence is secured even though the
investigation is suspended? For example, securing CCTV footage that might otharwise
be tost, obtaining witness statements from those not involved in the ongoing criminal
proceedings, service of Reg notices eto.

+ Hasthe AA sought the view of the CPS or their own legal department before exercising
their suspeansion power? This is not always necessary because in many instances, the
matters raised in the complaint are matters that must be detarmined by tha court
(because they go directly to admissibility of evidance or to the defence to the criminal
allegation). However, wa would expect the AA to seek the view of the CPS or their own
legal department whera things are not so clear.

« Has the AA considered any other measuras to minimisa the risk of prejudics to the
criminal proceadings whila still allowing the investigation to proceed? This would
require the prior agreeament of the CPS.

+ 'When asked to provide a more detailed rationale, the A& might review the
appropriateness of its decision and decide to investigate the complaint {or some parts
of it} without the need for us to do anything formally. We might not agree (because we
feel that there would be prejudice etc) but we have no remit to direct them not to deal
with a complaint.

Onee you have reviewead all the relevant information, you need to make a provisional

decision as to whether the AfAs decision to suspend dealing with the complaint is appropriate.
If you don't agrea with the decision of the AA, remember the reguirament that we consult with
the AA before making a direction. You must get their views before proceeding even if they have
fully explained their decision.

The regulations do not require gither us or the AA to obtain CPS views, but it may be necessary
to seek these in order to decide whether prejudice would result or if other measures to mitigate
the risk of prejudice are acceptable to the CPS.

Your provisional decision needs to go to an Ops Manager for spproval.




You can either complete the suspended investigation minute {found in the related documents
section of this page) or, If your decision letter to the complainant is detailed enough, you can
send a copy of this with a covering email to an Ops Manager.

You nead to provide the Ops Manager with enough information and rationala to allow them to
review your provisional decision without them needing to go through all the BGPs and
complainant representations.

The decision letter should be sent on behalf of the Ops Manager. Please ensure that all relevant
documents are added to CMS with the correct title,

Examples:

= A person is arrested for theft and complains about the treatment received in the custody
suite. The complaint will not impinge on the theft trial. Continuing the investigation of
the complaint would not prejudice the trial, so there is no power to suspend the
investigation.

= A person is arrested for possession of indecent photographs of children and a large
amount of property ([computers, phones, madia etc) is seized for foransic
axamination. The complainant runs a business and some of the seized equipment is
naeded for this purpose. He complains about the length of time that it is being retained
and asks for some of his equipment to be returned to him. Continuing the investigation
of the complaint to establish whether or not the continued retention of all the property is
legitimate would not prejudice the trial (because it does not relate 1o the admissibility of
the evidence), so there is no power to suspend the investigation.

« A person is charged with assaulting a police officer who was arresting her, The
complaint includes an allegation that the arrest was unlawful. The legitimacy of the
arrest goes directly to the criminal proceedings (because the offence requires that the
police officer was acting in the execution of their duty). The same issues arise in both
the complaint and criminal proceedings and there is likely to be prejudicea 1o the
criminal trial. The power to suspend would arise.

= A person is arrested and charged following the execution of a search warrant at her
home. Property is found during the search that was not the object of the warrant and did
not relate to the original suspect. She complains about the legitimacy of the search, the
s=cope of it and seizure of property that was not listed on the original warrant. Her
complaint goes directly to the admissibility of the primary evidence against her in the
criminal proceedings and there is likely to be prejudice to the criminal trial if the
complaint investigation was to proceed. The power to suspend would arise.

2. Having carried out automated key word searches and made enquiries with
members of our staff with involvement in these matters, we can confirm that we do
not hold information within the specific terms of this part of your request.

3. We would refer you to the January 2025 newsletter article as per the following
document.

We can confirm that other than this newsletter article, having carried out all
appropriate searches we do not hold information within the specific terms of this
part of your request.




January 2025 newsletter article

The power to suspend the investigation or other handling of a complaint
Following the question last month about the power to suspend investigations or
other handling of a complaint, we thought it worthwhile to send a reminder of when
the power to suspend a complaint should be exercised. In the last few months, our
Casework teams saw several cases which were suspended but no specific,
identified prejudice was provided or rationale for why the prejudice would be
significant to back up the reason for the complaint to be suspended. This has led
us to direct the police force to continue the complaint handling.

Chapter 15 of the IOPC Statutory Guidance gives a comprehensive overview of the
considerations that should be made when suspending a complaint, including at
paragraph 15.2 where it states there needs to be a specific, identified prejudice and
that the prejudice should be significant. It states where continuing the investigation
or other handling would, if it were to continue, prejudice any criminal or other
proceedings. Our bold emphasis here on the word ‘would’ in conjunction with a
specific, identified and significant prejudice highlights that this is a high threshold to
reach. Even when this high threshold is met, the use of the power to suspend is still
discretionary.

Forces should consider getting the views of the CPS or their own legal department
about whether continuing the investigation or handling would prejudice any criminal
or other proceedings. Forces should also consider whether any steps short of
suspension can be taken to mitigate the prejudice. The complaint handler should
document the reason for the decision to suspend the complaint and inform the
complainant of this reason. If the complainant makes representations to have the
decision to suspend considered, please send the IOPC the detailed reasons for the
suspension.

Ref DSI referrals returned to originating force
5025766
Back to top

Request | “Since 2015 (or a more recent date if looking back that far falls outside the cost
constraints of the FOIA), what percentage of cases referred to the IOPC
mandatorily because they involved deaths or serious injuries were referred back to
the originating force? If possible can you please break the data down into smaller
time periods, eg quarters?”

Response

Please find attached the information you requested. There are two tables. The top
table relates to all DSI referrals and the bottom table to mandatory DSI referrals
only. Please refer to the caveats and notes before considering this data.



https://www.policeconduct.gov.uk/publications/oversight-newsletter-january-2025

Caveals & Notes

This daia considers cvert referrals only

The following data is based on D51 Referrals received by the |OPC with the MOI was retum to force

The: follcaving data is Tor the time pericd 01.04 2015 1031.08.25 (mchusive)

This infarmation s laken from e data on 150972025 and as such may differ from previously published dala & slatistics

This information & taken from bve data and as such may differ from previously published data & statistics.
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Ref IOPC use of call in power
Back to top

Request | For each month since January 2015 how many cases have been “called in" by the
IOPC using the DG's power under Schedule 3, subpara 4(1)(c)?

Please also provide data showing the outcomes of those cases, ie were they then
referred back to the force, or ended in NFA, charge, or a misconduct
hearing/meeting.

Please provide the outcomes of the “called in” referral cases determined as IOPC
investigations.

Response

Please find below an Excel workbook including a table of all referrals called in by
the IOPC from 1 January 2015 and the IOPC’s mode of investigation decisions on
those referrals.

As you may know, when the IOPC receives a referral it must first decide whether it
is necessary for the matter to be investigated and, if one is necessary, we must
apply a test of seriousness and public interest in deciding whether the investigation
should take the form of an IOPC independent investigation, an IOPC directed
investigation, or an investigation to be carried out by the police.

Please note that there is no difference between ‘called in’ and ‘called in by the
IOPC’ as both relate to the same type of referral.

Whereas you have asked for referrals made under paragraph 4(1)(c), which relates
only to complaints, the data we are providing relates to all referrals called in by the




IOPC in this period, and thus includes conduct matters called in by the IOPC
(paragraph 13(1)(c)) as well. This is in line with the referral data we publish in our
force bulletins.

We hold data on the ultimate outcomes of any investigation that may have resulted
from these referrals (for example, whether they resulted in any misconduct
outcomes) only when the matter was determined as an IOPC investigation and was
not later redetermined to an investigation carried out by the police. Therefore, we
cannot provide outcomes data for these referrals other than in respect of our mode
of investigation decisions.

We would draw your attention to the information on the 'caveats and notes' tab of
the attached data table.

Permission for use other than requested must be sought from the Performance Team,

Data iz for illustrative purposas only.
Thiz data considers overt referrals only
The following data is based on Called In Referrals received and completed by the IOPC in the perod
01.01.15t0 07.09.25 (inclusive)
This information is taken from live data and as such may differ from previously published data & statistics.
The appropriate authority, as well as other case attributes, is depandent on accurate data recording in
the IOPC case management system by operational teams,
Any identifiable information regarding cases such as case reference, case name, efc. should NOT be
shared extemally,
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We have checked the list of 115 "called in" referral cases against the outcomes
information we have and unfortunately there is no outcome information available for|
them without carrying out exhaustive searches that would exceed the cost limit

under section 12 of the Freedom of Information Act by a very significant margin.

We can only provide outcomes data for individual investigations or subsequent
criminal or disciplinary proceedings completed in the period April 2022 to March
2024. While we have reported on investigation outcomes from April 2018, the data
for the years up to March 2022 is only available as the aggregated figures in these
outcomes reports and we cannot match individual cases against their outcomes
other than in the financial years 22/23 and 23/24.

As the "called in" referral type does not exist under the legislation that came into
effect from 1 February 2020, there have been very few investigations following on
from this type of referral since then, which probably explains why none are included
in the 22/23 and 23/24 outcomes data.




Ref IOPC voluntary referrals
5025768
Back to top

Request | “Since 2015 how many voluntary referrals, ie those made under PRA Schedule 3,
subpara 4(2) and 4(3) has the IOPC received, broken down per quarter? What data
do you hold on the outcomes of those referrals, ie referred back to the force,
charge, NFA, or decision to hold a misconduct meeting/hearing?
Please provide outcomes data for any of the 846 voluntary referrals determined as
IOPC ‘independent” investigations during this period of over 10 years.”

Response

Please find below a table of all voluntary referrals received by the IOPC from 1
January 2015 and the IOPC’s mode of investigation decisions on those referrals.

As you may know, when the IOPC receives a referral it must first decide whether it
is necessary for the matter to be investigated and, if one is necessary, we must
apply a test of seriousness and public interest in deciding whether the investigation
should take the form of an IOPC independent investigation, an IOPC directed
investigation, or an investigation to be carried out by the police. This is referred to
as a mode of investigation (MOI) decision.

Whereas you have asked for referrals made under paragraph 4(2) and (3), which
relate only to complaints, the data we are providing relates to all voluntary referrals
received during this period, and thus includes voluntary referrals of conduct matters
(paragraph 13(2) and (3)) as well. This is in line with the referral data we publish in
our force bulletins. If, however, you require that this data be separated according to
complaints and conduct matters, this can be provided.

We hold data on the ultimate outcomes of any investigation that may have resulted
from these referrals (for example, whether they resulted in any misconduct
outcomes) only when the matter was determined as an IOPC investigation and was
not later redetermined to an investigation carried out by the police. Our
investigations account for only a minority of the MOI decisions on these referrals.
Therefore, we cannot provide outcomes data for these referrals other than in
respect of our mode of investigations decisions.

We would draw your attention to the advice and information in the 'notes and
caveats' tab of the data table.




OFFICIAL SENSITIVE: Data For Internal Usa Only
Permission for use other than requested must be sought from the Performance Team,

Data is for illustrative purposes only.

This data considers overt referrals only

The following data is based on Voluntary Referrals received and completed by the IOPC in the period
01.01.15 to 09.09.25 {indusi‘ua]

This information is taken from live data and as such rna!.r drﬁ'er from pmnualy' publlshed data & statistics.

The appmpnate aulhnrlly as well as other case attributes, is dependent on accurate data remrdlng in
the I0FPC case management system by operational teams.
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We can only provide outcomes data for individual investigations or subsequent
criminal or disciplinary proceedings completed in the period April 2022 to March
2024. The investigations outcomes data for these years in respect of these
referrals is included below.

We would emphasise that misconduct and criminal outcomes are nearly always
linked to matters referred to the IOPC under the mandatory referral criteria (other
than Death or Serious Injury referrals) and so are much less likely to relate to a
matter referred voluntarily. A single investigation may relate to several referrals
based on different referral criteria and we would anticipate that most if not all of the
outcomes listed below relate to investigations which were based on more than one
referral. It should not be assumed, therefore, that the matter we received under the
voluntary referral was the same matter that resulted in the investigation outcome
we have reported.

Please also note the following when interpreting this data:
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Row Labals Cases Cases %
GM
Dismissed wilhout notice 9 8%
Final writlen warning 1 d%
A Ratined/Resignod 3 3%
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Relactive Practics Review Frocess 2 8%
Grand Total 24 100%

The criminal proceedings which concluded betwasn 142022 and 31732024, related to 38 nvestigabons. Of thesa 5% (2) came fram Melurtar
Referrals.
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IOPC case referral statistics

Request

Do you happen to have (or know if it exists in a published form) the breakdown of:
How many cases each of the top 10 forces has referred to the IOPC since 20197
How many did you take forward as independent/managed investigations?

How many of those referrals eventually led to misconduct hearings or criminal
proceedings (and if possible, convictions)?

I would be grateful if you could provide the figures broken down so that year-on-
year changes can be identified.

Specifically:
1.By Force and Year — the number of complaint cases logged by each police force
in each calendar (or financial) year within the period covered by your dataset.




2.By Allegation Category and Year — the number of complaints recorded in each of
the IOPC’s allegation categories (e.g. delivery of duties and service, police powers

and procedures, individual behaviours, discriminatory behaviour, etc.), shown year-
on-year for the same period.”

Response

Please find below a spreadsheet providing the total number of referrals received by
the top 10 forces since 1 April 2019 to 3 September 2025 and the MOI decisions
showing the number of those referrals taken forward as independent or managed /
directed investigations.

Please be aware of the following caveats and notes when considering this data:

Data is for illustrative purposes only.

This data considers overt referrals only

The following data is based on Referrals received by the IOPC in the period
01.04.19 to 03.09.25 (inclusive)

This information is taken from live data and as such may differ from previously
published data & statistics.

The appropriate authority, as well as other case attributes, is dependent on
accurate data recording in the IOPC case management system by operational
teams.

In relation to the number of referrals that led to misconduct hearings or criminal
proceedings and convictions, we are at present unable to provide this data broken
down by the top ten forces over this timespan.

We have published outcomes data relating to our independent investigations since
2018 and these can be found on our website here: Investigation outcomes reports |
Independent Office for Police Conduct (IOPC).

The reports do not provide the data as a force breakdown. The data used to
produce the statistics in this report is taken from a live system, containing a
complex data set which then undergoes a data quality review prior to being
published, this is a significant undertaking for the organisation to ensure we publish
information that is as accurate as possible.

At this time, to release information that is not already included in the report, such as
providing a force breakdown, would require the IOPC to undertake data quality
activity that would sit outside of the 18-hour cost limit threshold for responding to
FOI requests. We are currently undertaking work on how we record our outcomes
which will impact on how easily we can report on them in the future, this may allow
us to respond to these requests in the future.



https://www.policeconduct.gov.uk/about-us/our-strategy-and-performance/outcomes-reports
https://www.policeconduct.gov.uk/about-us/our-strategy-and-performance/outcomes-reports

Table showing the number of received referrals from the Top 10 Appropriate Authorities since 01.04.19

Appropriate Authority Received Count

Metropolitan Police Service 7426
Greater Manchester Police 2147
West Midlands Police 1598
Essex Police 1350
West Yorkshire Police 1328
Avon & Somerset Constabular 1232
Kent Police 1209
Northumbria Police 1147
South Wales Police 950
Thames Valley Police 935,
Table showing the numbss of Indepandent and ManagedDirsciad Investigations dacishons fom Retemals eceived from the top 10 Aas snce 01.04.19
Deciss H:::::d

Directed Investigation 106

||'||’JE|:'5&|"IIHE|"|I Inwegﬂgaﬂm 1649

Managed Investigation 13

We believe that these breakdowns of statistics are available in the Police
Complaint Statistics for England and Wales report for each financial year.

These reports are compiled from complaints data collected from police forces. The
information we publish includes the total number of complaints recorded by each
police force and a breakdown of allegation categories recorded by police and how
they are concluded.

The latest report can be found on our website here: Police complaints statistics for
England and Wales report - 2023/24 | Independent Office for Police Conduct
(IOPC)

The report for 2022/23 can be found here: Police complaints statistics for England
and Wales report - 2022/23 | Independent Office for Police Conduct (IOPC)

The report for 2021/22 can be found here: Police complaints statistics for England
and Wales report - 2021/22 | Independent Office for Police Conduct (IOPC)

The report for 2020/21 can be found here: Police complaints statistics for England
and Wales report - 2020/21 | Independent Office for Police Conduct (IOPC)

The report for 2019/20 can be found here: Police complaints statistics for England
and Wales report - 2019/20 | Independent Office for Police Conduct (IOPC)

We also publish bulletins relaying to each individual police force which can be
found via the following page of our website: Police force data | Independent Office
for Police Conduct (IOPC)

You should read these reports in conjunction with our Guidance on capturing data
about police complaints | Independent Office for Police Conduct (IOPC)

Ref Yonder Public Perceptions Tracker surveys
5025805
Back to top
Request | Please provide the following information relating to the IOPC’s Public Perceptions

Tracker surveys conducted by Yonder:



https://www.policeconduct.gov.uk/publications/police-complaints-statistics-england-and-wales-report-202324
https://www.policeconduct.gov.uk/publications/police-complaints-statistics-england-and-wales-report-202324
https://www.policeconduct.gov.uk/publications/police-complaints-statistics-england-and-wales-report-202324
https://www.policeconduct.gov.uk/publications/police-complaints-statistics-england-and-wales-report-202223
https://www.policeconduct.gov.uk/publications/police-complaints-statistics-england-and-wales-report-202223
https://www.policeconduct.gov.uk/publications/police-complaints-statistics-england-and-wales-report-202122
https://www.policeconduct.gov.uk/publications/police-complaints-statistics-england-and-wales-report-202122
https://www.policeconduct.gov.uk/publications/police-complaints-statistics-england-and-wales-report-202021
https://www.policeconduct.gov.uk/publications/police-complaints-statistics-england-and-wales-report-202021
https://www.policeconduct.gov.uk/publications/police-complaints-statistics-england-and-wales-report-201920
https://www.policeconduct.gov.uk/publications/police-complaints-statistics-england-and-wales-report-201920
https://www.policeconduct.gov.uk/information-for-police/police-data
https://www.policeconduct.gov.uk/information-for-police/police-data
https://www.policeconduct.gov.uk/publications/guidance-capturing-data-about-police-complaints
https://www.policeconduct.gov.uk/publications/guidance-capturing-data-about-police-complaints

1.The scheduled date(s) for the next Public Perceptions Tracker survey with
Yonder

2.The total cost paid to Yonder for each of the three most recent survey waves
(8.1, 8.2, and 8.3)

3.A copy of the brief or instructions provided to Yonder for these surveys, including
details of:
e demographic targets
e any screening or profiling questions used to select participants, and
e any quotas you set for specific demographic groups (for example, Black,
Asian, 18-24, LGBTQ+ respondents)

4.The number of participants who were screened out or excluded during the
recruitment and survey process for each of these three waves.

Response

1.The next wave of fieldwork for the Public Perceptions Tracker (PPT) is
scheduled for the 24th September. The second and final wave of this year is to
take place by the end of January 2026; exact dates are yet to be confirmed.

2. We cannot share this information as it is commercially sensitive. We are
refusing this information because it engages the exemption under section 43(2)
FOIA because it would be likely to prejudice the commercial interest of the
IOPC and its contractor, and because the public interest in maintaining the
exemption outweighs the public interest in disclosure.

3. The supplier for the Public Perceptions Tracker, which at present is Yonder,
is required to survey a robust, nationally representative sample of the general
public in England and Wales. The supplier is also required to analyse the
quantitative data collected, including analysis by certain demographic features
such as age or ethnicity, and to produce an annual report of findings.

The screening of participants is handled by Yonder in line with their research
processes. More information about the methodology for the survey, including
sample sizes, can be found in the published report: Public perceptions tracker
summary report - 2024/25 | Independent Office for Police Conduct (IOPC).

4. As mentioned in the response to question three, the sample recruitment is
managed by Yonder. Therefore, we do not have any information about the number
of participants who were screened out or excluded for each of the three waves.



https://www.policeconduct.gov.uk/publications/public-perceptions-tracker-summary-report-202425
https://www.policeconduct.gov.uk/publications/public-perceptions-tracker-summary-report-202425

