
 
 
 
 
 
Freedom of Information Request Reference No:  FOI 002783-20 
        
I write in connection with your request for information received by Suffolk and Norfolk 
Constabularies on 14 August 2020 which you sought access to the following information: 
 

“A law enforcement official commits an unlawful act or deliberately fails to fulfil their role arising out 

of an abuse of their position, for personal or perceived organisational advantage having the 

potential to affect a member of the public” 

 

1. Please state the number of cases of alleged police corruption that your force has investigated 

internally or referred to the IOPC between Jan 1st 2016 and August 14th 2020. 

 

Please provide the information in calendar years and broken down month by month in each of 

those calendar years 

 

2. For each case, please provide the number of police officers involved and list the rank of each 

officer.  

 

3. Please provide the outcome of each investigation, including the effect on the officer's 

employment and what disciplinary or prosecutorial action took place. NB: Ongoing cases can 

be marked as "unresolved" or "ongoing".   

 
4. Please provide details of the alleged misconduct or criminal behaviour involving corruption. 

 
5. I would like like a summary of the allegation for the first case in each month in each calendar 

year ( if any)” 

 

Response to your Request 
 
The response provided below is correct as of xxx 2020 
 
Suffolk and Norfolk Constabularies have considered your request for information and the response 
is below.    
 
Using the definition of corruption in line with the National Police Counter Corruption Advisory 
Group (NPCCAG) Definition ( see in bold) 



 
“A law enforcement official commits an unlawful act or deliberately fails to fulfil their role 
arising out of an abuse of their position, for personal or perceived organisational advantage 
having the potential to affect a member of the public” 
 
A review of the referrals made to the IOPC between 1 January 2016 and 14 August 2020 has been 
conducted under the referral categories of: 
 
• Serious corruption 
• Gravity or exceptional circumstances 
• Relevant offence 
• Criminal offence or discriminatory behaviour likely to lead to discipline 
• Voluntary 
 
Cases of alleged theft together with cases of abuse of position for sexual/emotional gain have not 
been included. 
 
*Month of referral  
 

Norfolk Constabulary 

Year Month* Rank Outcome Category of allegation 

2018 August 1x Inspector or above No case to answer Abuse of authority 

2019 February 
2 x Sergeant 

1x Inspector or above 
Not upheld Allegation of Theft 

2019 March 
3 x Constable 
1 x Sergeant 

Not upheld Abuse of authority 

 

Suffolk Constabulary 

Year Month* Rank Outcome Category of allegation 

2016 May 1x Constable Dismissed Pervert the course of justice 

2018 February 1x Constable Management action Abuse of position 

2020 March 1x Section 31 Ongoing Section 31 

 
With regards to the on-going Suffolk Constabulary case, the rank and category of allegation has 
been removed as a result of exemptions within the Act. 
 
Section 1 of the Freedom of Information Act 2000 (FOIA) places two duties on public authorities. 
Unless exemptions apply, the first duty at s1(1)(a) is to confirm or deny whether the information 
specified in a request is held. The second duty at s1 (1)(b) is to disclose information that has been 
confirmed as being held.  
 
Section 17 of the Freedom of Information Act 2000 requires that Norfolk and Suffolk 
Constabularies, when refusing to provide such information (because the information is exempt) is 
to provide you the applicant with a notice ban which: 
 



(a) States that fact 
(b) Specifies the exemption(s) in question and  
(c) States (if that would not otherwise be apparent) why the exemption(s) applies. 
 
The information is exempt from disclosure by virtue of the following exemptions; 
 
Section 31(g)  – Law Enforcement, by virtue of Section 31(2)(b) 
 
Section 31 is a qualified and prejudice based exemption and I am therefore obliged to consider the 
harm in disclosing information concerning this live investigation and conduct a public interest test.  
 
Harm and Public Interest test concerning the application of Section 31 
 
Harm 
 
Where a disclosure is made that will provide information and evidence as to the way in which the 
Constabulary conducts its investigation, there is a clear risk that harm may be caused by disclosing 
the capabilities and strengths/weaknesses of the Constabulary with regards Law Enforcement. 
 
Provision of information at this stage in the investigations will allow individuals, to decipher an 
individual’s involvement with the investigation.  
 
Factors Favouring Disclosure – Section 31 
 
The provision of the information will ensure the Constabularies are maintaining openness and 
transparency, with respect to any PSD investigation.  
 
Provision of information concerning PSD investigations reassures the public that independent, full 
and robust investigations are carried out when complaints are made concerning police officers and 
staff.   
 
Investigations are expensive and provision of the data will ensure the public can identify where and 
how public funds are being allocated.  
 
Factors favouring non-disclosure – Section 31 
 
A large amount of information is published regarding PSD investigations, however there must still 
be allowances made for the protection of those that are incomplete and complex, which require 
more unimpeded investigative work, prior to any formal disclosure under FOI.  
 
Any information disclosed that could have repercussion on the live investigation could have wider 
implications for future policing operations, potentially resulting in a lack of confidence in people 
approaching the Constabulary in the future, for any professional concerns. This would impact 
negatively on the role of PSD and their ability to effectively complete thorough investigations.  
 



Professional Standard Investigations are reported in detail to the Police and Crime Commissioner 
and ensure that they are scrutinised at the highest level to ensure investigations are appropriately 
and thoroughly carried out.  Therefore, the public interest has been met by the acknowledgment 
that the investigation exists, and the assurance that the investigation is being effectively managed.  
 
Balancing Test 
 
Information exempt under Section 31(1)(g) is done so to ensure public authorities can effectively 
conduct internal investigations without prejudice or compromise. It can undoubtedly be argued the 
public has a right to know whether the Constabulary appropriately managed allegations and 
whether as a result there are any concerns of misconduct. However, there is still a requirement to 
balance this argument with the effects of disclosure and whether investigations could resultantly be 
undermined by the disclosure.  
 
There is no question of the public interest surrounding the provision of this information ensuring the 
public is reassured that investigations are actively being completed where applicable.  However, 
the public interest will be answered by confirming that the investigation exists and will be provided 
on its completion. It would not be beneficial to that aim, if disclosure was made before the 
investigation has considered all circumstances of the case.  
 
I therefore conclude that the balance of the public interest lays in non-disclosure of information 
concerning this live investigation, at this time. 
 
In addition, and irrespective of any other information that may or may not be held, Suffolk and 
Norfolk Constabularies can Neither Confirm Nor Deny that any other information is held, by virtue 
of the following exemptions: 
 
Section 30(3) Investigations 
Section 31(3) Law Enforcement 
Section 40(5) Personal information 
 
Evidence of Harm in complying with Section 1(1)(a) – to confirm or not whether information 
is or isn’t held 
 
Any disclosure under FOI is a release to the public at large.  Whilst not questioning the motives of 
the applicant, confirming or denying that any other information relating to ongoing investigations, 
some of which may be covert, would reveal investigative activity surrounding police corruption 
which.  This would highlight to any corrupt officers that their Professional Standards Department 
are aware of their offending and are trying to prevent and detect crime as well as apprehend  
officers at the correct time.  This awareness would also allow offenders to take steps to avoid 
apprehension which could include destroying evidence. 
 
Public Interest Considerations 
 
Section 30(3) Investigations 
 



Factors favouring complying with s1(1)(a) confirmation that other information is held 
 
The information requested relates to investigations into police corruption allegations and there is a 
strong argument for increased transparency in the way misconduct and criminal investigations into 
police officers are handled.    
 
To confirm or deny whether any other information is or isn’t held relating to ongoing covert 
investigations would improve public debate into this subject area and highlight that allegations of 
police corruption against police officers are investigated appropriately and robustly. 
 
Factors against complying with Section 1(1)(a) 
 
While it is clear that the overwhelming majority of police officers and staff are committed and 
professional, and that corruption is in no way endemic in the Police Service, there is a small 
element whose corrupt actions have a negative effect on public confidence.  Although it could be 
argued that the general public need to know that the Constabularies are actively investigating 
these officers, to do so would undermine the whole investigative process. 
 
Section 31(3) Law Enforcement 
 
Factors favouring complying with Section 1(1)(a) confirming that any other information is held 
 
There is information within the public domain relating to the College of Policing Codes of Ethics 
and Corruption, see below links: 
https://whatworks.college.police.uk/Research/Documents/REA_codes_of_ethics.pdf  
https://www.college.police.uk/What-we-do/Ethics/integrity-and-transparency/Barred-
List/Pages/Barred-List.aspx  
This in itself favours confirming other information is held. 
 
Factors against complying with Section 1(1)(a) neither confirming nor denying that information is 
held 
 
To confirm or not whether any other information is or isn’t held would hinder the prevention and 
detection of crime as well as undermine the partnership approach to investigations and law 
enforcement.  An example of such as partnership would be with the Independent Office for Police 
Conduct. 
 
By confirming or denying whether any other information is or isn’t held in respect to this request 
could compromise law enforcement tactics which would hinder the Constabularies ability to prevent 
and detect crimes which would not be in the public interest.  A fear of crime will be realised as 
offenders identify vulnerable areas to target and exploit.  
 
Balancing Test 
 
As much as there is a public interest in knowing that Norfolk and Suffolk Constabularies are 
appropriate and balanced when delivering law enforcement, there is, in this case, an overriding 



factor that to reveal whether or not any other information is or isn’t held in relation to ongoing 
investigations, some of which may be covert, would not be in the public interest.   
 
It is our opinion that for the issues highlighted above the balancing test for confirming or denying 
that any other information is held, is not made out.  
  
No inference can be taken from this refusal that information does or does not exist. 
 
Should you have any further queries concerning this request, please contact Clair Pack, FOI 
Decision Maker, quoting the reference number shown above. 
 
A full copy of the Freedom of Information Act (2000) can be viewed on the ‘Office of Public Sector 

Information’ web-site; 
http://www.opsi.gov.uk/ 

 
Norfolk and Suffolk Constabularies are not responsible for the content, or the reliability, of the 

website referenced. The Constabulary cannot guarantee that this link will work all of the time, and 
we have no control over the availability of the linked pages. 



Your Right to Request a Review of Decisions Made Under the Terms of the  
Freedom of Information Act (2000). 

 
If you are unhappy with how your request has been handled, or if you think the decision is 
incorrect, you have the right to ask the Norfolk and Suffolk Constabulary to review their decision. 
 

Ask Norfolk and Suffolk Constabularies to look at the decision again. 
 
If you are dissatisfied with the decision made by Norfolk and Suffolk Constabularies under the 
Freedom of Information Act (2000), regarding access to information, you must notify the Norfolk 
and Suffolk Constabulary that you are requesting a review within 20 days of the date of its 
response to your Freedom of Information request.  Requests for a review should be made in 
writing and addressed to: 
 

Freedom of Information Decision Maker 
Information Management Department 
Suffolk Constabulary 
Police Headquarters 
Martlesham Heath 
Ipswich 
Suffolk 
IP5 3QS 
OR 

    Email: information@suffolk.pnn.police.uk   
 
In all possible circumstances Norfolk and Suffolk Constabulary will aim to respond to your request 
for us to look at our decision again within 40 working days of receipt of your request for an internal 
review. 
 

The Information Commissioner. 
 
After lodging a request for a review with Norfolk and Suffolk Constabulary, if you are still 
dissatisfied with the decision, you can apply to the Information Commissioner for a decision on 
whether the request for information has been dealt with in accordance with the requirements of the 
Act. 
 
For information on how to make application to the Information Commissioner please visit their 
website at www.ico.org.uk or contact them at the address shown below: 
 

The Information Commissioner’s Office 
Wycliffe House 
Water Lane 
Wilmslow 
Cheshire 
SK9 5AF 
Telephone: 01625 545 700 

 
 
 


