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Introduction 

 

The purpose of this report 

 
1. I was appointed by the IPCC to carry out an independent investigation into the 

police contact with Lee Guntrip and Sarah Nash before their deaths. In January 
2016 Mr Guntrip was convicted of actual bodily harm and battery in relation to Ms 
Nash, his former partner. On 3 June 2016 Ms Nash reported a further assault by 
Mr Guntrip, who was arrested and bailed with conditions to an address eight 
doors away from Ms Nash’s home. On 6 June Ms Nash reported to police that Mr 
Guntrip had breached his bail conditions. On 23 June both Mr Guntrip and Ms 
Nash were found deceased at Ms Nash’s address.  

2. This was referred to the IPCC as a death or serious injury after police contact 
(DSI). During the course of the investigation, it was identified that officers may 
have breached the standards of professional behaviour. The investigation was 
therefore referred back to Hertfordshire Constabulary, who re-referred the 
investigation as a conduct matter.  

 
3. This is my report for the Commission. It summarises and evaluates the evidence, 

and refers to relevant documents. In my conclusions I will: 

a) set out the facts that have been established, the sequence of events and 
their consequences 

b) give my opinion about whether the subjects of the investigation have a 
case to answer for misconduct or gross misconduct, or no case to answer  

c) draw attention to any evidence which may be the basis for a decision by 
the Commission delegate that performance of any subject of the 
investigation may have fallen below the standard expected of them 

d) draw attention to any lessons which may need to be learned by any 
organisation related to the investigation about which the Commission 
delegate may wish to make a recommendation 

e) provide the Commission with sufficient information, and if appropriate 
express a view  about whether it should refer any subject of the 
investigation to the CPS 

 
4. It is intended that, for the purposes of this report, the powers and obligations of 

the Commission will be exercised by the Commission delegate. 

5. I will also send this report to Hertfordshire Constabulary, which must then advise 
the Commission delegate what action it will take in response to it. If the 
Commission delegate does not agree with Hertfordshire Constabulary, it may 
make recommendations and ultimately directions about what action to take. The 
Commission delegate will also decide whether to make a referral to the Crown 
Prosecution Service (CPS). 

 
6. This investigation is also intended to assist in fulfilling the state’s investigative 

obligation arising under the European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR) by 
ensuring as far as possible that the investigation is independent, effective, open 
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and prompt, and that the full facts are brought to light and any lessons are 
learned 

7. Article 2 of the European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR) imposes an 
obligation on the state to protect human life. This involves both a prohibition on 
the state taking life and, in certain circumstances, a positive duty to protect life. 

8. It has been determined that the circumstances surrounding the deaths of Mr 
Guntrip and Ms Nash potentially engage Article 2 because Hertfordshire 
Constabulary are under an operational duty to take preventative measures to 
protect an identified individual where the authorities know, or ought to know, of a 
real and immediate risk to their life. 

 

Other investigations 

 
9. On 23 June 2016, Hertfordshire Constabulary began a criminal investigation into 

the deaths of Mr Guntrip and Ms Nash. It concluded that Mr Guntrip had killed Ms 
Nash and then taken his own life. However, this will be established by an Inquest 
into their deaths. which will take place on a date yet to be set.1 

10. In addition, a Domestic Homicide Review is underway, the publication of which is 
anticipated following the conclusion of the IPCC investigation.2   

 

The investigation 

 

Terms of reference 

 
11. The terms of reference specific to this investigation are:  

 
i. To investigate police contact with Lee Guntrip and Sarah Nash prior to the 

deaths including: 

a. police knowledge of incidents between Lee Guntrip and Sarah Nash and their 
response to these 

b. the police safeguarding response to Sarah Nash 

c. whether the decision to grant bail and the conditions of bail to Lee Guntrip on 4 
June and 22 June were appropriate  

d. whether a pre-release risk assessment was adequately completed in respect of 
Lee Guntrip prior to his release on 4 June and 22 June 

e. whether the actions described above in 1a – 1d by Hertfordshire Police were in 
accordance with national and local guidance and policies  

 
ii. To assist in fulfilling the state’s investigative obligation arising under the 

European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR) by ensuring as far as possible 

                                                 
1 The inquest touching upon the deaths of Lee Guntrip and Sarah Nash took place at The Old 
Courthouse in St Albans from 5 – 7 March 2019. A jury concluded that Mr Guntrip died by suicide, 
while Ms Nash was unlawfully killed which was “contributed to by the lack of communication between 
all parties, and the lack of visibility within and between authorities regarding [her] ex-partner’s breach 
of bail conditions”.  
2 The Domestic Homicide Review had concluded but had not been published at the time of publication 
of this report.  



Lee Guntrip and Sarah Nash – Final redacted report for publication 6 

that the investigation is independent, effective, open and prompt, and that the 
full facts are brought to light and any lessons are learned.  

iii. Further to paragraph 21A of Schedule 3 of the Police Reform Act 2002, to 
assess during the investigation whether any person serving with the police may 
have committed a criminal offence or behaved in a manner justifying the 
bringing of disciplinary proceedings (i.e. whether there are any indications of 
‘conduct matters’) and if so, follow the paragraph 21A procedure and make 
appropriate amendments to the terms of reference of the investigation.  

iv. To consider and report on whether there is organisational learning, including: 

 
 whether any change in policy or practice would help to prevent a 

recurrence of the event, incident or conduct investigated; 

 whether the incident highlights any good practice that should be shared. 

 
12. These terms of reference were approved on 11 May 2017 by Commission 

delegate Adam Stacey to reflect the above. They are a revision of the original 
terms of reference, approved by Commissioner Mary Cuneen on 5 July 2016. 
The revision was made as the original terms of reference had not included 4 June 
in c) and d).  

 

Subjects of the investigation 

 
13. The appropriate authority referred this investigation to the IPCC because in their 

opinion there was an indication that the police officers listed below may have: 

(a) committed a criminal offence, or 

(b) behaved in a manner which would justify the bringing of disciplinary 
  proceedings 

 
14. Any police officer/police staff/relevant contractor whose conduct is under 

investigation is categorised as a subject of the investigation. A notice of 
investigation must be served on all subjects, informing them of the allegations 
against them.  

15. They must also be informed of the severity of the allegations. In other words 
whether, if proven, they would amount to misconduct or gross misconduct. 

16. The following person/people have been categorised as subjects of this 
investigation: 

 Name Role Severity Date notified Interviewed 

PC A Police 

constable  

Gross 

misconduct  

16.12.16 10.02.17 

PS B Police 

sergeant  

Gross 

misconduct  

16.12.16 06.02.17 

PC C Police 

constable  

Gross 

misconduct  

21.12.16 08.02.17 
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DS D Detective 

sergeant  

Gross 

misconduct  

16.12.16 16.02.17 

PC E Police 

constable  

Misconduct  23.03.17 Written 

response to 

notice  

PS F Police 

sergeant  

Misconduct  18.04.17 Written 

response to 

notice  

Ms H  Referrals 

manager  

Misconduct  12.05.17 Written 

response to 

notice 

 

 

Policies, procedures and legislation considered 

 
17. A number of national and local policies were examined in relation to this incident, 

in order to ascertain whether the policies were complied with, and whether the 
existing policies were sufficient in these circumstances. 

 
Pre-charge detention and investigation  

 
The Police And Criminal Evidence Act 1984 

 
18. The Police And Criminal Evidence Act (PACE) 1984 governs pre-charge 

detention and bail. According to s.37 PACE, when an arrested person is taken to 
custody, the custody officer must decide if he or she has “sufficient evidence to 
charge that person with the offence for which he [or she] was arrested.” 

 
19. PACE states, if there is insufficient evidence to charge the arrested person, the 

custody officer may authorise their detention if he or she has reasonable grounds 
for believing the detention:  

 “is necessary to secure or preserve evidence  

 … or to obtain such evidence by questioning the person.”  

20. If the individual is detained, the custody officer must make a written record of the 
grounds for the detention.  

21. S.4 of PACE notes a person can initially be detained in police custody for up to 
24 hours. This period can be extended to 36 hours by a senior police officer, 
under s.42, and up to 96 hours by a magistrate, under s.44. Officers commonly 
refer to this time period as the ‘PACE clock.’ 

 
The Full Code Test  

 
Authorised Professional Practice on Charging and Case Preparation  
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22. An Authorised Professional Practice (APP) is national guidance created by the 

College of Policing. It is therefore applicable to all police forces.  

23. The APP guidance on charging and case preparation states that, when the police 
or prosecutor is deciding whether to prosecute an arrested person, they must 
apply the full code test – a two-stage test consisting of the evidential stage and 
the public interest stage.  

 
Evidential stage 

24. To pass the evidential stage, the APP states, “prosecutors and police decision 
makers must be satisfied that, there is enough evidence to provide a realistic 
prospect of conviction against each suspect on each charge.” This involves 
considering all of the evidence, including the impact of any likely defence or 
information put forward by the suspect. 

25. The guidance explains, “if the decision-maker’s assessment is that the court 
would be more likely than not to convict the person of the charge, the evidential 
test has been met and they can move on to consider the public interest stage.” 
However, if the decision maker believes the court is more likely than not to acquit 
the person, the charge cannot proceed. 

26. If the evidential stage is fulfilled, the prosecutor must continue to consider the 
public interest test. 

 
Public interest stage  

27. The Crown Prosecution Service’s (CPS) Code of Practice sets out the general 
principles Crown Prosecutors should follow when they make decisions on cases. 

28. The Code of Practice states that during the public interest stage the prosecutor 
“must balance factors for and against prosecution carefully and fairly, decide how 
important each factor is in the circumstances of the case and make an overall 
assessment. Each case is unique and must be considered on its own facts and 
merits.”  

29. Factors that can impact the decision to prosecute include: 

• “seriousness of the offence 

•  suspect’s level of culpability 

•  circumstances of and harm caused to the victim 

•  impact on the community 

•  whether prosecution is a proportionate response, eg, is a nominal penalty     
likely?” 

30. The code states, “a prosecution should usually take place, unless there are public 
interest factors tending against prosecution which outweigh those tending in 
favour.”  

31. The guidance also recognises that sometimes “an out-of-court-disposal may 
serve the public interest better than prosecution,” and “in other cases, although 
public interest factors against prosecution may exist, it may still be appropriate to 
prosecute and put those factors before the court as relevant mitigation on 
sentence.” 
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32. To pass the evidential stage, the APP states, “prosecutors and police decision 

makers must be satisfied that, there is enough evidence to provide a realistic 
prospect of conviction against each suspect on each charge.”  

33. If the evidential stage is not fulfilled, the charge cannot proceed. 

 
The Threshold Test 

 
The Crown Prosecution Service’s Code of Practice 

 
34. The Crown Prosecution Service’s (CPS) Code of Practice sets out the general 

principles Crown Prosecutors should follow when they make a charging decision. 

35. The threshold test can be used to charge an arrested person without applying the 
full code test. The Code of Practice explains the threshold test can be applied 
when “the suspect presents a substantial bail risk and not all the evidence is 
available at the time when he or she must be released from custody unless 
charged.”   

36. In order to apply the threshold test, all of the following conditions must be met: 

 “insufficient evidence is currently available to apply the evidential stage of 
the full code test 

 there are reasonable grounds to believe that further evidence will become 
available within a reasonable period 

 the seriousness or circumstances of the case justify making an immediate 
charging decision and 

 there are substantial grounds under the Bail Act 1976 to detain the suspect 
in custody after charge and an application to withhold bail can properly be 
made at court by a prosecutor” 

37. If any of these conditions are not met, the threshold test fails and the arrested 
person cannot be charged. The custody officer must then “determine whether the 
person may continue to be detained or be released on bail, with or without 
conditions.” 

 
38. There are two parts to the threshold test:  

 Is there reasonable suspicion? 

 Can further evidence be gathered to provide a realistic prospect of 
conviction? 

 
Is there reasonable suspicion?  

39. To determine this, prosecutors must consider the available evidence. In order to 
fulfil this criterion, the code states, “prosecutors must be satisfied that there is at 
least a reasonable suspicion that the person to be charged has committed the 
offence.” If the prosecutor is satisfied there is reasonable suspicion, the 
prosecutor should consider part two of the threshold test. 

 
Can further evidence be gathered to provide a realistic prospect of conviction? 

40. This requires the prosecutor to consider the following: 
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“a. the nature, extent and admissibility of any likely further evidence and the 
impact it will have on the case 

b. the charges that all the evidence will support 

c. the reasons why the evidence is not already available 

d. the time required to obtain the further evidence and whether any 
consequential delay is reasonable in all the circumstances” 

41. To pass this part of the threshold test “prosecutors must be satisfied that there 
are reasonable grounds for believing that the continuing investigation will provide 
further evidence, within a reasonable period of time, so that all the evidence 
together is capable of establishing a realistic prospect of conviction in accordance 
with the full code test.”   

 
42. If both of the above-mentioned parts of the threshold test are satisfied, 

prosecutors can apply the public interest stage of the full code test, based on the 
information available at that time.   

 
Granting pre-charge bail 

 
APP on Domestic Abuse 

 
43. APP guidance on domestic abuse provides specific guidance on bail for domestic 

abuse cases. The guidance states that “[when] granting pre-charge bail to 
domestic abuse suspects, custody officers should be mindful that delays can 
compromise the safety of the victim… and victims may withdraw support where 
decision-making is prolonged.”  

 
PACE 

 
44. Pre-charge bail is regulated by s. 34 PACE. The legislation states the custody 

officer must immediately release a detainee from custody if they become aware 
that “the grounds for the detention of a person in police custody have ceased to 
apply and is not aware of any other grounds on which the continued detention 
could be justified.” If further investigation is required, PACE states the custody 
officer should release the detainee on bail. 

 
Hertfordshire Constabulary Standard Operating Procedure on Bail  

 
45. Hertfordshire Constabulary Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) on bail 

provides instruction on the force’s approach to bail management. The policy 
explains that, when setting bail, officers must be able to demonstrate that the use 
of bail in each case is necessary and proportionate, and a minimum period of bail 
should be set, proportionate to the nature and extent of the enquiries outstanding. 

 
46. Additionally, “OICs, sergeants and case directors maintain an ongoing personal 

responsibility to ensure that enquiries are completed swiftly and that bail is 
managed, reduced to minimum periods.” 

 
APP on Detention and Custody  
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47. Moreover, the APP guidance on detention and custody states the bail period 

should be “realistic” and all bail decisions should be “justified and recorded 
explicitly” on the custody record.  

 
Bail conditions 

 
APP on Detention and Custody 

 
48. The national guidance states, “the custody officer should also ensure that any risk 

posed by the detainee to other persons has been considered as part of the pre-
release process, and, when appropriate, bail conditions are put in place to 
address any risk identified.”  

 
Hertfordshire SOP on Domestic Abuse 

 
49. Hertfordshire Constabulary’s SOP on domestic abuse also provides specific 

guidance on the pre-release bail process for domestic abuse cases. It states, 
“where bail is granted pre or post charge, appropriate conditions to ensure the 
victim’s safety should always be put in place… [the] primary consideration for an 
officer determining bail conditions should be the safety and protection of the 
victim, children and suspect.” 

 
The Bail Act 1976 

 
50. The Bail Act 1976 states conditions should not be imposed on a person’s bail, 

“unless it appears to the constable that it is necessary to do so for the purpose of 
preventing that person from: 

i. failing to surrender to custody, or 

ii. committing an offence while on bail, or 

iii. interfering with witnesses or otherwise obstructing the course of justice, 
whether in relation to himself or any other person.” 

 
Hertfordshire SOP on Bail  

 
51. When a custody sergeant is deciding if bail is appropriate, Hertfordshire’s SOP on 

bail states, “[the custody sergeant] may decide that checks are required in order 
to determine if an address given for bail is suitable or not and will also rely upon 
information provided by the OIC and/or case director.” 

52. It also notes officers should “ensure safety planning measures are provided to the 
victim and recorded in the DASH (Domestic Abuse, Stalking and Harassment, 
and Honour Based Abuse) Risk Identification booklet.” 

 
APP on Domestic Abuse  

 
53. National guidance states custody officers should consult the victim before making 

a bail decision and, “should refer to victim statements, interview records and any 
available victim personal statements before making decision relating to 
conditional bail.” 
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54. Once a person is released on bail, the APP notes, the victim should be informed 
of the detainee’s release and the notification should be recorded. 

 
Risk assessment  

 
Hertfordshire SOP on Custody  

 
55. Hertfordshire Constabulary’s SOP on custody provides guidance to officers 

working in custody units.  

56. The policy states that, when an individual is taken to custody, the custody officer 
is responsible for ensuring that: 

 All detainees are assessed using the pre-release risk assessment form 
during their detention. It describes the assessment as “an ongoing 
assessment and it may change during the period of detention and special 
attention must be made at significant points and events eg after interview 
or after charge.”  

 Any risks highlighted are actioned as part of the pre-release risk 
assessment and recorded.  

57. All detainees should be provided with the release document detailing assistance 
and further information after custody release.  

 
APP on Detention and Custody  

 
58. APP guidance on detention and custody recognises “the risk that a detainee may 

pose to themselves and others may alter when a detainee is charged, refused 
bail or released on bail.” It states the custody officer must continually review the 
risk assessment at these stages and prior to release or transfer. 

 
APP on Domestic Abuse  

 
59. This APP provides guidance on reporting and recording information relating to 

domestic abuse investigations. It states: 

 “Accurate recording of domestic abuse incidents is essential to identify 

patterns of behaviour and coercive control, as well as to correctly fulfil 

requests under the domestic violence disclosure scheme (DVDS).” 

 “When a referral is received from another agency, it should be recorded 

and investigated according to local information-sharing protocols. Risk 

identification processes should be instigated as soon as possible after 

receiving a referral.” 

 “Domestic abuse information and intelligence must be identified, assessed, 

retained and properly stored, no matter what the source. Intelligence 

should be entered on to the appropriate local and national intelligence 

systems in line with APP on information management. Failure to record 

and use such information could significantly reduce the effectiveness of the 

police response.” 
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60. The guidance also provides a checklist of possible risk reduction strategies for 

officers to consider. These include: 

“1. implementing legal interventions, for example, arrest of suspect and use of 
restraining orders; 

2. enforcing breaches of bail conditions; and 

3. investigating instances of witness intimidation promptly and thoroughly.” 

 
Investigation  

 
61. Hertfordshire’s SOPs on domestic abuse and bail encourage police officers to 

investigate proactively. 

 
Hertfordshire SOP on Domestic Abuse 

 
62. This SOP states “the term Positive Action refers to the police officer in charge of 

the investigation ensuring that a proactive investigation is completed in all cases 
where a DA incident is reported. The action taken should be positive to ensure 
the effective protection of victims.”  

 
Hertfordshire SOP on Bail  

 
63. Moreover, where an accused person is detained in custody, Hertfordshire’s SOP 

on bail promotes “continued evidence gathering whilst in custody to avoid 
unnecessary use of bail,” and states “where enquiries can be conducted whilst 
the detainee is in custody, this must be done, prior to considering bail.” 

64. If information about an unrelated offence or fresh evidence emerges in relation to 
a detainee on police bail, the SOP states that “immediate and positive action 
must be taken to arrest them at the earliest point.” 

 
Hertfordshire Domestic Abuse Investigation and Safeguarding Unit (DAISU) Guidance  

 
65. Guidance for safeguarding officers working within DAISU lists what actions 

should be taken when an incident has been categorised as high risk, including:  

 Completion of an enhanced risk assessment. 

 Putting safeguarding measures in place.  

 Making a referral to MARAC.  

 Making referrals to partner agencies and non-government organisations such as 
Children’s Services, housing, mental health, and charities.  

 Ensuring the full history of the parties is known. 

 Recording all safeguard and contact with the victim. 

 Keeping in touch with the victim and updating them on developments and 
outcomes. 

 
Breach of bail 

 
APP on Domestic Abuse 
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66. When a breach of bail is reported, APP guidance on domestic abuse states, “[it] 

should be followed up promptly and as a matter of priority.” The guidance 
rationalises this by explaining, “compliance with bail conditions should be actively 
enforced so that perpetrators understand that there are consequences to their 
actions and victims can have improved confidence that the police will take action 
in the event of a breach.” 

 
Hertfordshire SOP on Bail 

 
67. The Hertfordshire SOP on bail highlights s.46A of PACE, which affords officers 

with the power to arrest a person whom they suspect has breached pre-charge 
bail conditions. The policy notes an individual “may be arrested without warrant 
by a constable if the constable had reasonable grounds for suspecting the person 
has broken any conditions of bail.” 

 
Hertfordshire SOP on Domestic Abuse   

 
68. In addition, this SOP notes that a “failure to exercise a power of arrest may leave 

the victim at risk from further offences.” 

 
APP on Domestic Abuse 

 
69. If an officer arrests the individual, this guidance states the officer “must either 

charge the person or release them again without charge, whether on bail or 
without bail.” If the officer re-bails the individual without charge, “this must be on 
the same conditions (if any) as before, as there is no power to add to or vary the 
conditions.” 

 
Hertfordshire SOP on Domestic Abuse   

 
70. If the individual is not arrested following a breach of bail, this SOP states the 

officer should record their full reasons and rationale.  

 
APP on Domestic Abuse 

 
71. Moreover, the APP on domestic abuse notes alternative measures should be 

considered to protect the victim and their children. Potential actions an officer can 
consider include:  

 issuing a domestic violence protection notice 

 applying for a domestic violence protection order  

 investigating possible additional offences arising from the breach   

 

Re-bail  

 
APP on Detention and Custody  

 
72. When an individual is re-bailed, APP guidance on detention and custody states, 

“any reason for bail (or subsequent re-bail) should be noted explicitly on the 
custody record. Every bail decision must be capable of withstanding scrutiny, 
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having due regard for any supporting evidence to support its legality, 
proportionality and necessity in the circumstances.”  

 
Hertfordshire SOP on Bail    

 
73. Meanwhile Hertfordshire’s SOP on bail states re-bail has to be authorised by a 

custody sergeant and case director, and the OIC must ensure the ‘investigation 
free text’ screen on the crime report is updated. 

 

Summary and analysis of the evidence  

 
74. During this investigation, a volume of evidence was gathered. After thorough 

analysis of all the evidence, I have selected the evidence I think is relevant and 
answers the terms of reference for my investigation. As such, not all the evidence 
gathered in the investigation is referred to in this report.   

75. However, the methodology of the investigation, including key decisions that were 
made, strategies that were set, and details of people referred to in this report are 
included in the attached appendices. 

 
76. In order to reach my findings it was necessary for me to analyse and evaluate the 

evidence. 

 
77. I am required to form an opinion about whether there is a case to answer for 

misconduct or gross misconduct for each subject. In doing so I will not reach 
findings of fact that would be conclusive of misconduct or gross misconduct  – 
these findings should be left for any subsequent misconduct hearing or meeting.  

 

Chronology  
 

Background 

 
78. Hertfordshire Constabulary’s Domestic Abuse Investigation and Safeguarding 

Unit (DAISU) was established in January 2016 “to provide a specialist function to 
deal end to end with all countrywide cases of intimate relationship domestic 
abuse; honour based violence and forced marriages.” The objective of the unit 
was to provide better support and safeguarding for victims, through closer 
working with partner agencies. 

 
79. According to the business case, which preceded DAISU, specialist officers would 

be required to deal with domestic abuse offenders and victims through the 
investigative process, court process and beyond. To facilitate this, DAISU was to 
adopt a ‘two officers per case’ approach to provide “a specialist and consistent 
approach to prisoner investigations and safeguarding action.” 

 
80. Each team was to be comprised of one detective sergeant (DS) supervising, 

detective constables, trainee investigators and police constables. The DS role 
was to provide bespoke case direction to the constables and investigators 
working on the team’s cases. Within the business case, Hertfordshire 
Constabulary stated they hoped the mix of constables and trainee investigators 
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would ensure the team had an experienced and skilled investigation/interview 
mix. They wanted to focus the team’s detective skills on high-risk cases. 

 
81. The implementation and operation of the DAISU unit was reviewed in April 2016. 

The review’s findings and recommendations have been summarised in 
paragraphs 237 – 243. 

 
First reported incident  

Initial Response  

21 August 2015 

 
82. At 3.38am on 21 August 2015, a neighbour of Ms Nash called 999 to inform 

police she could hear fighting and arguing next door. The incident report in 
relation to this call shows Ms Nash spoke with the call handler and informed them 
her partner, Mr Guntrip, had grabbed her by the throat. The neighbour confirmed 
they witnessed Mr Guntrip on top of Ms Nash, grabbing her throat. 

 
83. During the 999 call, Ms Nash also alleged Mr Guntrip had grabbed her throat the 

day before, but that she did not report this to the police at the time. 

 
84. An entry made on the crime report by the investigating officer stated Ms Nash 

was visited and a statement was taken from her and the witnesses. In a 
statement dated 21 August, Ms Nash confirmed she had been in a relationship 
with Mr Guntrip for three months. She alleged he had assaulted her on 19 August 
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX during an argument, twisted her right arm 
behind her back and pushed her head into a cupboard door. 

 
85. She stated he had sent her a text message on 20 August and asked if he could 

come to her address to apologise, to which she agreed. An argument ensued in 
which, Ms Nash alleged, Mr Guntrip refused to leave her house and “grabbed my 
throat threw me out of the front door still holding my throat squeezing it”. She said 
he hit her head on the door of her electrical cupboard and locked her out of her 
home. She said that, after letting her back inside, but refusing to leave himself, he 
threatened her with a knife he produced from his own bag, and put his hands 
around her throat and strangled her a further four or five times before her 
neighbours entered the house, having called the police. 

 
86. An entry in the crime report states that, although Ms Nash was visited by police 

that night, a DASH risk assessment was not initially carried out as it was late at 
night and she was tired. A DASH was later carried out. However, as it is undated, 
it is not clear when this was done. 

 
87. DASH risk assessments contain a number of questions asked of the victim to 

ascertain the level of risk to them by the perpetrator. A positive answer to a 
question receives a tick, and the higher the amount of ticks, the higher the risk. 
For example, 14 ticks and above indicates high risk, seven to 13 is medium risk, 
while six and below is standard. However, professional judgement can be used to 
elevate risk. 

 
88. The DASH notes Ms Nash said it was the first incident of violence in the three 

months she had been in a relationship with Mr Guntrip. She said she believed Mr 
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Guntrip would hurt her again if she continued the relationship with him. Ms Nash 
recalled that, when she told him the previous week that she did not want to be 
with him, he told her he would kill himself. After completion, the DASH had 13 
ticks, making it medium risk. This is one tick away from high risk. 

 
89. The crime report showed Mr Guntrip was arrested the same day and charged 

with common assault and assault occasioning actual bodily harm (ABH). He was 
bailed with conditions not to contact Ms Nash or the witnesses, and not to enter 
Ms Nash’s road. At the time, she lived at XXXXXXXX, Berkhamsted, which is 
approximately a ten-minute drive away from Mr Guntrip’s address on 
XXXXXXXXXX, Berkhamsted.  

 
90. The same day, a warning marker was added to Ms Nash’s address on the police 

dispatch system alerting officers that she had been a victim of domestic abuse by 
Mr Guntrip and providing a link to the incident report in relation to the incident. 

 
24 August 2015 

 
91. A Multi-Agency Risk Assessment Conference (MARAC) referral research form 

dated 24 August and a subsequent MARAC referral form were obtained by the 
IPCC. A MARAC is a meeting held by representatives of local police and other 
key agencies including probation and children’s services, where information is 
shared about high-risk domestic abuse cases with a focus on safeguarding the 
victim. The MARAC referral mentioned the warning marker and that safety 
planning had been put in place. It did not elaborate on what ‘safety planning’ 
entailed. When contacted by the IPCC, Hertfordshire’s MARAC deputy manager 
confirmed this referral was not received. However, as it was medium risk, a 
MARAC referral was not required.  

 
8 September 2015 

 
92. On 8 September Ms Nash provided the police with a statement in which she said 

she did not agree with, or remember giving, some of the evidence provided in her 
statement of 21 August, that she signed it without reading it, and that at the time 
of providing it she was drowsy due to medication. Although she confirmed Mr 
Guntrip had put his hands around her throat, she said she did not think he was 
trying to kill her, and did not want his punishment to be “too severe”. She stated 
she had not had any contact with him since he had been charged and had not 
been pressurised by anyone to make the statement. 

 
10 September 2015 

 
93. On 10 September Mr Guntrip pleaded guilty to assault by beating and ABH at 

West and Central Hertfordshire Magistrates Court. He was bailed by the court to 
attend again on 4 January 2016 for sentencing. His bail conditions remained not 
to contact Ms Nash or the witnesses, and not to enter [Ms Nash’s road]. 

 
25 September 2015 

 
94. At 10am on 25 September an email was sent XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

XXXXXXXX to [a department] at Hertfordshire Police. The email stated 
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX believed Mr Guntrip was breaching his bail conditions by 
contacting Ms Nash. It stated “XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XX XXX 
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XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXXXX Mr Guntrip has been having contact with [Ms Nash] XX 
XXXXXXXXX” 

 
95. Ms H, the temporary referrals manager XXXXXX, responded to this email at 

2.30pm stating: 

“Mr Guntrip does have bail conds [sic] not to contact Sarah and not to go to [the 
road where Ms Nash lived]. There has been nothing at each other [sic] address to 
substantiate the claim. Unfortunately if he was and she was allowing him to be 
there – she wouldn't contact police, we would be relying on other reports sadly.” 

 
96. The role profile of a referrals manager, referred to as a case referral assessment 

officer of a supervisory level, stipulates key responsibilities of the role include 
assessing and submitting intelligence as a result of information received, and 
being responsible for recording referrals on the database. 

 
97. Ms H told the IPCC she did not remember the exchange, but believed she would 

have checked Mr Guntrip’s offending history using the police databases available 
to her. She said, “it appears I did not see anything of concern.” When asked why 
she did not record the referral or her response to it on any system, she said she 
should have emailed the investigating officer and Harm Reduction Unit (HRU) but 
could not remember if she had done so. The IPCC has not seen any evidence to 
suggest she did this, and there is no record of this referral from 
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX on the police systems.  

 
13 October 2015 

 
98. On 13 October, Mr Guntrip appeared before St Albans Crown Court and was 

bailed with conditions to live and sleep each night at his address, not to contact 
directly or indirectly Ms Nash and the witnesses, and not to enter [the road where 
Ms Nash lived]. 

 
Second reported incident 3 

Initial response 

21 November 2015 

 
99. At 1.49am on 21 November Ms Nash called 999. She told police Mr Guntrip had 

come to her address and, as she was frightened of him, she had let him in. The 
incident report in relation to her call stated Mr Guntrip had become “abusive and 
aggressive” and refused to leave. The call hander noted Ms Nash and Mr Guntrip 
were ex-partners “but he is not accepting this”, that Mr Guntrip had told Ms Nash 
she would regret it if she didn’t take him back, that he had threatened to kill 
himself if she did not, and that he had asked her to lie for him. 

 
100. Ms Nash also disclosed to the call handler that Mr Guntrip had assaulted her two 

weeks previously, but she had not informed the police at the time. 

                                                 
3 The IPCC notified Hertfordshire Constabulary’s Professional Standards Department about concerns, 
falling outside the scope of this investigation, which related to a potential failure to investigate 
breaches of court bail by Mr Guntrip.  



Lee Guntrip and Sarah Nash – Final redacted report for publication 19 

 
101. The incident report stated officers attended her address that night. When they 

arrived they noted Mr Guntrip had already left, and stated Ms Nash was too 
intoxicated to provide them with a statement. Due to this, an appointment was 
made for officers to attend her address and take a statement from her at 7pm the 
next day. The incident was referred to as a “medium risk domestic.” 

 
102. A crime report, created on 21 November, referred to a common assault without 

injury committed between 6 and 14 November. The attending officer noted on the 
crime report that Ms Nash and Mr Guntrip had a verbal altercation in which Mr 
Guntrip put his hand over Ms Nash’s mouth, causing her distress but leaving no 
marks. 

 
Subsequent investigation 

26 November 2015 

 
103. On 26 November the crime report was updated by one of the reporting officers 

who stated Ms Nash had been unavailable to provide a statement on 22 
November or to suggest a further date as she was unwell, and she had cancelled 
an appointment made for 25 November. The incident report stated that on 25 
November Ms Nash told police she would not be making a statement.   

 
27 November 2015 

 
104. On 27 November the same officer updated the crime report stating Ms Nash was 

spoken to on the phone that day and said she did not wish to make a statement, 
that she was being dramatic on the day and had just wanted Mr Guntrip to leave 
her home. The officer stated Ms Nash was asked to make a retraction statement, 
but she declined. 

 
105. The same day, entries on the incident report indicate a discussion took place in 

relation to Ms Nash’s allegation, during the 999 call, that Mr Guntrip had asked 
her to lie for him. Although it was suggested this could amount to witness 
intimidation, an entry on the report states Ms Nash later denied this and declined 
to provide a statement in relation to it. 

 
23 December 2015 

 
106. A Domestic Violence Family Front Sheet (DVFFS) for Ms Nash showed that, on 

23 December, Ms Nash was contacted by the police to complete a risk 
assessment. DVFFSs record all domestic abuse incidents and safeguarding 
contact made with the victim, and are created and updated by DAISU in relation 
to victims of domestic violence. The officer who attempted to contact Ms Nash 
stated she was abusive on the phone and would not engage with them. They said 
they terminated the call with her because of this. 

 
4 January 2015 

 
107. On 4 January 2016 Mr Guntrip was sentenced at St Albans Crown Court. His 

certificate of conviction showed he was sentenced to a community order lasting 
two years, a rehabilitation activity requirement for 35 days, and participation in a 
‘building better relationships’ programme for 32 sessions, for assault by beating 
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and assault occasioning ABH committed against Ms Nash in August 2015. It also 
stated that any breach of the order should be reserved to [the judge].  

 
108. Mr Guntrip’s Police National Computer (PNC) record was updated to reflect this. 

It referred to the community order, but did not specify how long Mr Guntrip was 
subject to it. It also referred to a program requirement but again did not specify 
the time period.   

 
109. Notes made by the investigating officer on the crime report stated Ms Nash was 

pleased Mr Guntrip had not received a custodial sentence, and did not mind that 
the bail conditions were no longer in place, as she wished to remain friends with 
him. She was also asked whether she wanted a restraining order, but said she 
did not want one. 

 
Third reported incident  

Initial response 

3 June 2016 

 
110. At 6.10am on 3 June, Ms Nash called 999 and told police Mr Guntrip had 

assaulted her. The incident report stated she alleged Mr Guntrip “beat [her] 
senseless” a few weeks before, but she did not report this to the police. She told 
the call handler Mr Guntrip was “on probation for eating [sic] me up.” 

 
111. In Ms Nash’s 999 call she was heard telling the call handler that Mr Guntrip had 

punched her in the face and head-butted her ten times. Ms Nash was crying 
during the phone call and short of breath. She stated she was afraid of Mr Guntrip 
and thought he was going to kill her. 

 
112. In interview, PC J, an intervention response officer, confirmed he attended Ms 

Nash’s home that same day at around 7am. He took a witness statement from 
her, in which she explained her history with Mr Guntrip. 

 
113. She stated she had known Mr Guntrip for a year, and described their relationship 

as “on and off”. She detailed the incident in August 2015 and said after this she 
had not wanted to see Mr Guntrip, but would see him around. She said he would 
always try and speak to her and tell her he wanted her back. After 
encouragement from a friend, she said they restarted their relationship in 
September. However, she said in October Mr Guntrip threw her on the floor, 
covered her mouth with his hand and prevented her from leaving his address. 
Although she remained in a relationship with him after this, she ended it in 
December. 

 
114. She said that in February 2016 “[Mr Guntrip] would know my routine and he 

started to turn up when I went out. I would see [Mr Guntrip] almost every day and 
he would say ‘talk to me. I want you back’.”  She said at first she would ask him to 
leave her alone, but eventually started speaking to him again, although they were 
not back in a relationship. 

 
115. She added that in April 2016 she woke up to find Mr Guntrip in her home. She 

described them arguing and that he “threw me into the wall and threw me on the 
floor and put his arms around my neck and strangled me on the floor.” She also 
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described him grabbing her hair and hitting her head on the floor, and punching 
her in the face, splitting her lip. She did not report this incident to the police at the 
time. After this Ms Nash told PC J that she did not speak to Mr Guntrip and, if she 
saw him, would stay out of his way.   

 
116. Of the incident of 3 June, Ms Nash told PC J she had agreed Mr Guntrip could 

come to her home, and that he had become angry once she asked him to leave. 
She said he “grabbed me around the throat with one hand and covered my mouth 
and nose with the other, stopping me from breathing. He did this several times as 
I tried to fight him off.” Additionally, she said he head-butted her five times, and hit 
her on the right side of her head. She alleged he had taken with him items he had 
bought her as gifts. At the end of her statement she said “I feel like I am in a 
vicious cycle and I am terrified of [Mr Guntrip] but I do not [sic] how to get him out 
of my life.” 

 
117. PC J took photographs of Ms Nash’s face in order to show her injuries. When 

exhibiting the photographs, he wrote in his production statement “whilst the 
photos only show a small bruise mark which is around two centimetres to the 
right of [Ms Nash’s] ear, I could clearly see the bruise mark when taking the 
pictures.”  

 
118. He also carried out a DASH risk assessment. PC J told the IPCC that, although 

14 ticks were needed for an incident to be high risk, and this incident had 12 
ticks, he used his discretion to make the risk high. He said this was due to the 
nature of the allegations, the fact Ms Nash was a repeat victim, that Mr Guntrip 
had previously broken into her property, and because of how scared she 
appeared to be. The DASH shows Ms Nash told PC J she was afraid Mr Guntrip 
would kill her and that he had threatened to slit her throat with a knife. In addition, 
when asked if Mr Guntrip had ever threatened or attempted suicide she said he 
had “threatened numerous times.” 

 
119. PC J said that, before he left, he conducted a walk-around check of the property, 

advised her to keep all her doors, windows and gates locked, checked her 
phones were working, and asked her whether she had anywhere else she could 
stay. PC J stated that, after leaving, he spoke with Ms Nash’s neighbour, who 
confirmed they had not seen or heard anything. He said he had also attended Mr 
Guntrip’s address, but no-one answered the door. 

 
120. PC J stated that, upon returning to the station, he did the following: 

 Arranged to have a ghost car stationed outside Ms Nash’s address. The 
incident report shows a ghost car was placed outside her house at 
2.44pm. PC J explained this meant a marked police vehicle was left 
parked outside her address.  

 Put a marker on Mr Guntrip’s scooter so, if it was picked up by an ANPR 
camera, officers could locate him. 

 Checked whether the scooter had already been located. 

 Put a warning marker on Ms Nash’s address confirming she was a high-
risk domestic violence victim, that Mr Guntrip was the perpetrator and that 
he lived in close proximity to her address. (At this point Ms Nash was living 
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on XXXXXXXXXX, which joins with Mr Guntrip’s road XXXXXXXXXX and 
is eight doors away from his home.)  

 Put Mr Guntrip on the rolling arrest list, which is a list of suspects who 
need to be arrested straight away. 

 Completed a handover document and called DAISU to inform them of the 
incident. 

 
121. PC J also stated he made arrangements to visit Ms Nash again that day but, as 

she had plans, she cancelled. 

 
122. Mr Guntrip’s custody record showed he was arrested on 3 June at his home 

address at 7.11pm for domestic violence related common assault and theft. On 
the way to custody, and at 7.25pm, he was further arrested on suspicion of false 
imprisonment and two counts of ABH. PC J’s handover stated the false 
imprisonment and one assault arrest were in relation to the October 2015 
allegation, and the second assault in relation to the April 2016 allegation. 

 
123. Mr Guntrip arrived in custody at Hatfield police station at 7.50pm. The arresting 

officer noted in the ‘circumstances of arrest’ section of Mr Guntrip’s custody 
record that he did not give a verbal handover to DAISU, but gave a paper 
handover to custody. He also stated “12 ticks on DASH book – from high to 
medium as offender is in custody”. 

 
124. Mr Guntrip’s detention was authorised by a custody sergeant at 8.08pm and he 

was placed in a cell. 

 
4 June 2016 

 
125. DS D told the IPCC she started work at 7am on 4 June and was the only 

detective sergeant working in DAISU that day. She said she reviewed the 
documentation pertaining to Mr Guntrip that morning and mentioned she 
assessed it as high risk. When asked in interview whether she recorded her risk 
assessment, she said she did not. She explained that, because it was high risk, 
two officers were allocated to Mr Guntrip and one safeguarder to Ms Nash.  

 
126. DS D explained that, owing to the volume of work DAISU dealt with, they were 

receiving additional voluntary help from officers on their rest days. One such 
officer, PC C, had volunteered to cover a shift that day in DAISU. PC C told the 
IPCC he had been a police officer for 11 years, previously working as an 
intervention officer, and had spent the last three years working as a workplace 
assessor, assessing new officers in basic police principles. DS D stated she 
allocated Mr Guntrip to PC C and another rest day worker, DC K. DS D said she 
allocated Ms Nash to her most experienced safeguarder and domestic violence 
worker, Ms L. 

 
127. PC C told the IPCC he should have been partnered with a DAISU DC for the day 

but, as that officer had been busy, he was partnered with DC K. However, DS D 
said she partnered them together as they were both very experienced officers.  

 
128. PC C also said other officers he had spoken to who had volunteered in DAISU 

had said that, although they were told they would be made OIC, they dealt with 
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the work on the day and then had no further involvement. He also stated it was 
his understanding that, although he would carry out tasks, he would not be 
responsible for decision making on the investigation he worked on. 

 
129. DS D explained that, as Mr Guntrip had been in custody since 7pm the previous 

day, by 7am on 4 June twelve hours had already expired from the PACE clock. 
She said that, although DAISU work until 11pm, it was likely there would have 
been no one available to deal with him the night before. She said it was a regular 
occurrence for her to start at 7am and have detainees who had been waiting 
overnight.  

 
130. The IPCC requested CCTV footage from custody for 4 June from Hertfordshire 

Constabulary, but the force stated it was no longer available. 

 
Interview of Mr Guntrip  

 
131. At 9.27am Mr Guntrip was taken from his cell and interviewed by PC C and DC K 

until 11.27am. His custody record shows he declined to have a solicitor present.  

 
132. In interview, Mr Guntrip was asked to account for allegations made by Ms Nash in 

her statement. In summary, Mr Guntrip denied that any of the incidents had taken 
place apart from the August 2015 incident he was convicted of (although he said 
he had been acting in self-defence) and that of the morning of 3 June. In relation 
to this, he denied grabbing Ms Nash’s throat and, although he admitted covering 
her mouth with his hand, he said he did so after she had hit him, and to prevent 
her neighbours hearing her shouting during the argument they were having. He 
also stated he had been in a relationship with Ms Nash for a year, and that they 
had only separated once, for one month, in December 2015.  

 
133. Mr Guntrip’s custody record shows he was taken back to his cell at 11.30am. 

 
134. During the criminal interview, Mr Guntrip was not asked to account for Ms Nash’s 

injuries, either by questioning or being shown the photographs of her injuries. 
When asked why he did not do this, PC C said he was not sure whether he had 
the photos at the time, and was not able to say why he did not ask about the 
injuries. DS D told the IPCC she was not aware Mr Guntrip was not shown 
photographs of Ms Nash’s injuries, and said “I would have expected this to be 
done.” 

 
Case direction  

 
135. PC C told the IPCC that, after Mr Guntrip’s interview, he and DC K spoke with DS 

D, summarising what had been said. DS D said that, as PC C had updated the 
circumstances of arrest to reflect the evidence provided in interview, she was also 
able to review this. 

 
136. PC C wrote in the circumstances of arrest that Mr Guntrip was subject to a 

probation order for the offence committed in August 2015. However, when asked 
whether he discussed the two-year community order with DS D he said he did not 
remember. 

 
137. DS D was asked whether she was made aware that Mr Guntrip had been in 

regular contact with Ms Nash during periods subject to bail conditions. She said 
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she could not remember. She was also asked whether she was aware Mr Guntrip 
was subject to a two-year community order. She said she could not recall. 

 
138. DS D said it was her intention to refer the incident to the CPS that day and have 

Mr Guntrip charged and remanded, so she asked PC C to complete a police 
report to the Crown Prosecutor for a charging decision (MG3). Email records 
show PC C sent DS D an MG3 at 3.01pm that day. In interview, PC C said DS D 
called him over to discuss the MG3, said it was not sufficient, and asked him to 
amend it to fit the template DAISU used. DS D confirmed this, saying the first 
MG3 was not adequate and so she had asked him to do some more work on it 
and add more detail. Email records show that at 3.43pm PC C sent DS D a 
further email with an MG3 attached. 

 
139. The MG3 contained the circumstances of the incident, and the information 

provided by Mr Guntrip in interview. However, it recorded the offence against Ms 
Nash as common assault only, and did not contain any of the other offences Mr 
Guntrip had been arrested for.  

 
140. DS D told the IPCC that reviewing the MG3 prompted her to realise the 999 call 

of Ms Nash had not yet been listened to. She therefore downloaded it and sent it 
to PC C. She explained that, because she was busy, she did not listen to the 999 
call herself but, when she spoke to PC C and DC K, they said they felt there were 
discrepancies between what Ms Nash had said in her witness statement and 
what she had said during the call. 

 
141. PC C told the IPCC that he, DC K and DS D listened to the recording of Ms 

Nash’s 999 call. He said that, after listening to the recording: 

“There was a feeling that there was a mix up in whether this happened 
immediately, a few weeks ago or if she was pertaining to a job that happened 
before and so some clarification was needed around that.”  

When asked, PC C stated DS D made the decision that clarification was needed. 

 
142. DS D said there was information within Ms Nash’s statement that needed to be 

elaborated on “about the fact he was still persisting to contact her, following her to 
work and all that kind of stuff… I couldn’t have presented… the little information 
that was in the statement to CPS for a charge for harassment or stalking. There 
was just not enough detail there.” 

 
143. In addition, she said she was unsure about the chronology of the events, how Mr 

Guntrip had come to be in Ms Nash’s address and whether he had broken in, and 
the fact that Ms Nash had mentioned both her and Mr Guntrip being in a state of 
undress at different periods during in the 999 call. She explained that it was 
important to know whether Mr Guntrip had broken in or been let in, as it could 
increase the severity of the charge against him. 

 
144. Due to this, DS D believed they needed a clarification statement from Ms Nash 

before referring it to the CPS, as she believed the CPS would be unlikely to 
charge Mr Guntrip until these inconsistencies were clarified. 
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145. DS D said she was aware Mr Guntrip had admitted there had been a physical 

altercation between him and Ms Nash. When asked why, if she was aware of this, 
she did not think this was sufficient to make a referral to the CPS she said:  

“Mr Guntrip did not admit to a wilful act of assault, he admitted putting his hand 
over her mouth so as to not alert the neighbours of their arguing. Based on this 
admission in interview and the fact that the other alleged actions were disputed 
and it was one word against the other, there was a need to obtain further 
clarification of the evidence before referral.” 

 
Safeguarding  

 
146. In interview with the IPCC, Ms L explained she attended Ms Nash’s address at 

around 11am that same day, 4 June. She stated she spent around an hour with 
Ms Nash and described her as anxious but, in her opinion, not sober. 

 
147. She stated she spoke to Ms Nash about what had happened, before discussing 

safety planning with her. She suggested she move to a refuge or hotel as Mr 
Guntrip lived in such close proximity to her, but Ms Nash declined, saying she 
had “been fighting for the house for years.” Ms Nash did say she did not feel the 
house was safe, so Ms L arranged for crime prevention officers to attend and 
secure the house, which they did the following day. 

 
148. Ms L stated she then completed a DASH risk assessment with Ms Nash. On the 

DASH, Ms L scored Ms Nash as high risk with 14 ticks. In the answers, Ms Nash 
said she was frightened as she believed Mr Guntrip could come to her home and 
abuse her, that she was depressed because of the situation, that he attempted to 
control everything she did, and she believed he had tried to kill her by strangling 
her many times. 

 
149. Ms L provided Ms Nash with a TecSOS phone, and took photographs of her face, 

which showed bruising to her left eyelid and right cheek. TecSOS phones are 
phones directly linked to police emergency call centres, distributed by police 
forces to support vulnerable people and victims of domestic abuse. 

 
150. A MARAC referral form was completed by Ms L on 4 June, as was a 

Hertfordshire Home Safety Service (HHSS) referral requesting home security. 
HHSS is a countrywide service that helps victims of crime by making their homes 
safer. They can do this by fitting/maintaining locks, fire safety and fire alarms and 
exterior security. 

 
151. A MARAC research form in relation to the 3 June incident stated a warning 

marker was put on Ms Nash’s address, safety planning put in place, and an 
application for a non-molestation order had been made. In the section that asked 
what outcome the police would like to see from MARAC, the form stated 
“information only”. When contacted by the IPCC, Hertfordshire MARAC’s deputy 
manager confirmed they received this referral. 

 
152. Ms L told the IPCC that, once she was back in the office, she was asked by DS D 

if she could meet Ms Nash again to obtain a further witness statement accounting 
for differences in details provided in her 999 call and statement of 3 June. Ms L 
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said she called Ms Nash at around 2pm and agreed to meet with her the next 
day, 5 June, as Ms Nash was busy. 

 
153. DS D also said the level of information Ms L gained from the visit to Ms Nash was 

“certainly not sufficient for what I needed in order… to progress the… 
management of it all”, and said she was unclear as to the level of injury Ms Nash 
had sustained and “whether it was an ABH injury or whether it was a GBH injury”. 
She told the IPCC the level of injury was important because for charging assaults 
they needed medical evidence. 

 
154. As they were not able to speak with Ms Nash until the next day, DS D said she 

did not believe they would be able to get the evidence they needed to make a 
CPS referral before the PACE clock ran out. She said she did not request an 
extension on the PACE clock from a detective inspector (DI), as the maximum 
extension a DI could have granted was twelve hours and she did not believe they 
would be able to confirm the level of injury to Ms Nash within that time either.   

 
155. In addition, she said she did not believe the evidence they had at the time, 

without the clarification, would meet the threshold test. She said this was because 
“there still has to be an evidential test for the threshold… the CPS will still require 
consistency and… in my opinion… my decision and my experience, I would not 
take a case like this on the threshold.” 

 
Bail discussion  

 
156. After this decision was made, PC C said they discussed bail but he could not 

remember what was said. Similarly, DS D said she could not recall exactly, but 
said she would have had a conversation with PC C and DC D about bail 
conditions. When asked whether he had any reservations about the bail 
conditions at the time PC C said “there was something in me that just kind of 
went mmm… not sure about this.” He said he could not remember whether he 
raised this with anyone. 

 
157. An entry on the circumstances of arrest by DS D at 4.12pm states:  

“There are indiscrepancies [sic] around the victims [sic] account on statement and 
the call made to police which need to be reviewed and clarified before this matter 
can be taken to CPS. The CPS will wish this to be done prior to making the 
charging decision. Safeguarding has been put in place around the victim and 
contact has been made. However now the contact cannot be made to clarify 
these matters. The DP will need to be bailed with contact conditions and location 
ban. A short bail date for these matters and for CPS advice.” 

 
158. DS D told the IPCC she “deliberately made a decision for a short bail… I was 

conscious I didn’t want him on police bail for very long. I wanted to get it dealt 
with and my intention on that day was to have him bailed… and… when he 
answered his bail to be… taken to CPS for a charging decision”. 

 
Bail 

 
159. Custody sergeant PS B started work at Hatfield police station at 3pm that day. Mr 

Guntrip’s custody record shows she took responsibility for his detention at 
3.37pm. In interview, PS B told the IPCC that, at some point after this, an officer 
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came to speak to her about bailing Mr Guntrip. She described the officer as 
female and said she could not remember her name but was sure she was an 
officer from DAISU. She said she did not think the officer was a DS because, as 
case director, a DS would not usually attend custody unless there was a shortage 
of staff. However, when interviewed, Ms L did not say she had spoken to the 
custody sergeant, and when asked in interview, DS D said she did not either. 

 
160. PS B said she and the DAISU officer discussed in detail whether they could 

continue to hold Mr Guntrip in custody. She said that at this point there were four 
hours left on the PACE clock, and so discussion took place around whether they 
had enough evidence to refer the matter to the CPS for a charging decision, or 
whether further investigative work needed to take place. She was asked in 
interview what documentation she would have seen in relation to Mr Guntrip at 
that point, and said she would only have viewed his custody record and the 
circumstances of arrest. Instead of reviewing the relevant documentation herself, 
she would rely on the investigating officer to have a good knowledge of this and 
advise her on it. 

 
161. She said the DAISU officer told her there was a significant difference between Ms 

Nash’s witness statement and 999 call, and they would therefore need to obtain a 
further statement from Ms Nash clarifying the discrepancies before they could 
refer the matter to the CPS, as it did not meet the threshold test. PS B told the 
IPCC she could not recall what the differences were between the statement and 
999 call but that it “had to be significant for a DS to decide there’s not enough to 
go to CPS.” 

 
162. PS B told the IPCC that DAISU, not custody, decided whether there was enough 

evidence to make a referral to the CPS, and it was up to the CPS to make the 
charging decision. She did say she had the power to overrule DAISU’s decision 
not to refer, but that, as DAISU officers are experts in that area and have a 
greater knowledge of the investigation, she relies on what they say heavily. 

 
163. PS B said she was not aware Mr Guntrip admitted to breaching his previous bail 

conditions during interview with PC C and DC K. However, she went on to say 
that this would not have affected her decision to grant Mr Guntrip bail or what bail 
conditions to impose on him. In addition, she stated she was not aware Mr 
Guntrip was subject to a two-year community order, but said again that this would 
not have affected her decisions in relation to bail. 

 
164. Furthermore, PS B told the IPCC she was not aware Mr Guntrip had admitted 

there had been a physical altercation between him and Ms Nash, and that he had 
put his hand over her mouth. When presented with this evidence, however, she 
said: 

“Having read the interview [Mr Guntrip] doesn’t make admission to any offence, 
stating he only put his hand over her mouth to prevent [Ms Nash] causing issues 
with her neighbours that may result in her being evicted. He appears to be stating 
she was assaulting him, he has also denied every other offence he was under 
investigation for.” 

 
165. PS B stated she did not document the rationale for bailing Mr Guntrip as DS D 

had already documented this on the circumstances of arrest. 
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166. Mr Guntrip’s custody record showed PS B bailed him at 4.36pm to attend Hatfield 

station again at 10am on 22 June. His bail conditions were not to contact Ms 
Nash directly or indirectly, and not to enter XXXXXXXXXXX, Berkhamsted [Ms 
Nash’s address at the time]. PS B said she explained the conditions to him at 
length. 

 
167. PC C said that, although he remembered discussing bail with DC K and DS D, he 

could not remember whether they discussed the conditions of bail specifically. He 
also could not remember whether there was a discussion about alternative 
options to bailing Mr Guntrip. 

 
168. In interview, PS B said that, as custody sergeant, it was not for her to suggest the 

bail conditions, that this would be done by the investigating DAISU officer, and 
she would decide whether she agrees with and authorises them. 

 
169. When asked why she had bailed him to an address she believed to be six doors 

away from Ms Nash, she told the IPCC that the DAISU officer told her Mr Guntrip 
cared for [a relative] at home, and that there was nowhere else he could be bailed 
to, so she did not have a choice. When asked, DS D said she did not know 
whether any checks had been carried out to see whether Mr Guntrip could be 
bailed to an alternative address. The IPCC asked PC C if he had checked 
whether there were any alternative addresses Mr Guntrip could be bailed to. He 
said he had not. 

 
170. In addition, PS B said the officer told her Mr Guntrip and Ms Nash lived “two 

streets away” from each other, rather than six doors. PS B was shown a map of 
the addresses by the IPCC in interview which confirms Mr Guntrip and Ms Nash 
actually lived eight doors away from each other. PS B stated that, in her opinion, 
it was still two streets away. In addition to this, PS B stated that, when bailing Mr 
Guntrip and considering whether to bail him to an address that was not his home, 
he had not been found guilty of anything, and that she had to “look at his rights as 
well.” 

 
171. DS D stressed the fact that Ms Nash had said she did not want to leave her 

home, and Mr Guntrip knew where she lived. She said: 

“It was a proportionate response to bail him back to [his relative’s] address even 
though it was the on, it’s the same town and it’s nearby… he could have been 
bailed to the next town; he knows where she lives. It was never gonna prevent 
him from going to her address”.  

She was shown a map of the address by the IPCC in interview and said, although 
she did not know they lived that close, she was aware it was “within streets of 
each other.” When asked whether she considered any other bail conditions, DS D 
said she had not. 

 
172. When asked in interview why she had bailed Mr Guntrip to return in 18 days, PS 

B said they needed to bail him with enough time to obtain the statement, refer the 
matter to the CPS and get a charging decision. In addition, she said further 
enquiries may have arisen from the new statement, a two-week bail period was 
classified as a very short bail and she had “nothing to indicate that he will break 
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those bail conditions.” DS D also told the IPCC that, in her experience, two weeks 
was a short bail period. 

 
173. A pre-release risk assessment completed by PS B at the point Mr Guntrip was 

bailed listed risks and relevance on release as “high risk DA” and 
considerations/control measures for release as “DP lives 6 doors down from the 
IP”. PS B said that, as the custody sergeant releasing the detainee, she would 
only fill out the final section of the pre-release risk assessment, and the arresting 
officer completed the text mentioned. She said she believed she had filled in the 
pre-release risk assessment form correctly. 

 
174. She stated that in doing the assessment she offered Mr Guntrip the number for 

the Samaritans, but said, “there was no indication from him or from the handover 
that I got that there was any self-harm issues.” 

 
175. Hertfordshire Constabulary confirmed that no policies or local agreements existed 

in June 2016 that made any specific reference to how bail should be addressed 
between DAISU and custody staff. The force stated that any DAISU case would 
be treated in the same way as any other crime case in custody.  

 
176. PC C told the IPCC that he and DS D agreed to return on 22 June (as they were 

both on shift that day), the date Mr Guntrip had been re-bailed to, to go through 
the MG3, and refer the matter to the CPS. DS D confirmed that this was the 
agreement, and that on 22 June she intended on charging and remanding Mr 
Guntrip.  

 
5 June 2016 

 
177. Ms L told the IPCC she attended Ms Nash’s home again on 5 June to take the 

clarification statement. In her statement, Ms Nash says the discrepancies were 
down to her being stressed at the time of making the 999 call, and just providing 
brief facts rather than a detailed account. DS D told the IPCC Ms L also took 
some further photographs of Ms Nash’s injuries “which looked awful.” 

 
178. Ms L said Ms Nash was aware Mr Guntrip had been bailed and was aware of his 

bail conditions. Ms Nash also told her she was feeling physically unwell due to 
her injuries (a headache and pain in her neck) and would attend the hospital with 
[a relative] that day. Ms Nash’s [relative] stated they attended Watford General 
Hospital, where Ms Nash had a brain scan. 

 
179. After this, Ms L returned to the station, spoke to DS D and uploaded the 

statement to the case file. She stated DS D said of the statement “it made a 
difference to the investigation as there was no discrepancy anymore.” When 
asked by the IPCC whether she considered whether a charging decision could be 
sought at that point, DS D said no because “I was told that [Ms Nash] was gonna 
be going to hospital to see whether she had any fractures or any injuries that 
would lead us to a particular type of charge for assault. So again at that point 
erm, it was still, the clarity still needed to be sought.” 

 
180. Ms L made a referral for a non-molestation order by email to the National Centre 

for Domestic Violence (NCDV) on 5 June. In an email received on 7 June, Ms L 
was informed by the NCDV that the application could not be made as Ms Nash 



Lee Guntrip and Sarah Nash – Final redacted report for publication 30 

was “currently protected from harm by bail conditions.” The email further stated 
“we can commence an application a few days before they [the bail conditions] are 
due to expire or if there is a breach.” 

 
181. At 4.40pm PC C emailed DS D stating, “do you want to allocate the above crime 

to me. I have not had a chance to see where it currently sits. Also is [Ms L] going 
to do victim updates when she sees her or do you want me to write to the victim 
with updates as there is no telephone number that was working.” Email records 
show PC C did not receive a reply to this email. However, the crime report shows 
the crime was allocated to PC C. 

 
Fourth reported incidents  

Initial response 

6 June 2016 

 
182. At 7.15am on 6 June Ms L emailed PC C attaching the DVFFS and the witness 

statement she had taken from Ms Nash the day before. She copied DS D into the 
email. DS D said she asked Ms L to forward these, along with the photographs 
she had taken of Ms Nash the previous day, to PC C as he did not have access 
to the DAISU systems. 

 
183. In interview, PC C was asked what he considered after receiving this. He said: 

“At that point I guess my mind set was we’ve got a bail date and he’ll return on 
bail and it was my indication that actually we will be able to have… a time before 
he returned on bail for me to go through things with the case director… so the bail 
date had been set and we just continued with that bail date. That was my, I guess 
my thought.” 

 
184. The same day, Ms Nash contacted Ms L and told her someone had been to her 

address and taken her belongings. Ms L advised her to call 101 and report this. 

 
185. An incident report dated 6 June confirmed Ms Nash called the police at 2.55pm 

stating some property belonging to Mr Guntrip’s [relative] had been removed from 
her garden, and she was concerned he had taken it. The report stated Ms Nash 
felt unsure and was nervous about what Mr Guntrip might do. 

 
186. A further incident report from the same day showed Ms Nash contacted the police 

again at 8.51pm. She reported she had received phone calls from Mr Guntrip, 
who she believed to be drunk, pretending to be a friend of his, asking what was 
happening between the two of them. The report noted Ms Nash was already 
being seen on 8 June about the earlier call to the police. 

 
187. At 10.36pm Ms Nash’s [relative] called the police to report a further three calls 

had been received by Mr Guntrip, which prompted the police to bring the 
appointment forward to 7 June. 

 
7 June 2016 

 
188. PC A, an intervention response officer, told the IPCC he was allocated a diary car 

appointment to attend Ms Nash’s address. PC A explained that diary car 
appointments are scheduled appointments used for low-level tasks such as 
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collecting property, or giving people advice. He said officers usually take turns 
and can be allocated one or more appointments on any one day. Before 
attending, PC A said he knew nothing of the incidents between Ms Nash and Mr 
Guntrip and had not seen any documentation in relation to the incident apart from 
the appointment itself. He said that, because diary car appointments are low 
level, “I don’t ever tend to print it off. I’ll just go there and see what people have 
got to say.” 

 
189. PC A told the IPCC he attended Ms Nash’s address at around midday on 7 June. 

He described Ms Nash as calm and tired. After speaking with her and hearing 
what had happened, he called Ms L, who advised him to take a statement. In the 
statement he took, Ms Nash said that, the previous day, property had been 
removed from her garden that belonged to Mr Guntrip’s [relative], and which she 
believed had been taken by Mr Guntrip.  

 
190. Ms Nash told PC A that she had received phone calls that same day from both Mr 

Guntrip’s mobile number and a withheld number. When she answered, she said 
she believed it had been Mr Guntrip speaking, but pretending to be someone else 
querying what was happening between her and Mr Guntrip. In addition, she told 
PC A that, when she returned home that day from visiting her [relative], her 
neighbour told her she had seen Mr Guntrip at her address and he had been 
asking where she was.   

 
191. In a statement provided to the police after Ms Nash’s death, Ms Nash’s neighbour 

said she saw Mr Guntrip in Ms Nash’s back garden. When she asked why he was 
there he told her “to see Sarah.” 

 
192. In interview, PC A said that, after taking Ms Nash’s statement, he completed a 

DASH and the risk was standard at six ticks. However, Hertfordshire 
Constabulary were unable to locate this DASH when requested to do so by the 
IPCC. PC A also said that, before leaving Ms Nash, he checked all her windows 
and doors were locked, advised her to keep them locked and call 999 should she 
need to. He stated he also knocked at her neighbour’s door to obtain a statement, 
but that no one answered. 

 
193. PC A was asked whether he considered arresting Mr Guntrip for the breaches of 

bail. He said it would be for DAISU to decide whether they want someone 
arrested, as intervention officers would not know how much time the offender has 
on the PACE clock. He said if DAISU wanted Mr Guntrip arrested, he would have 
expected them to instruct him to do so. DS D confirmed to the IPCC that 
intervention officers would not usually arrest someone for a breach of police bail 
unless DAISU instructed them to do so. 

 
194. PC A said he would only have arrested Mr Guntrip for an unrelated offence. He 

said he considered an offence under the Malicious Communications Act but 
“there was nothing other than him… making out he was a friend and asking how 
they were. So there was nothing malicious there.” PC A told the IPCC he asked 
Ms Nash whether he could check if Mr Guntrip had indeed taken the property and 
speak with his [relative], as then it could be a potential theft. He said Ms Nash 
asked him not to do this, as she “wanted things to calm down.” 
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195. PC A confirmed he did not attempt to contact Mr Guntrip. He also confirmed he 

had no contact with PC C. He was asked in interview whether, at the time, he 
was aware Mr Guntrip had bail conditions not to enter Ms Nash’s road. He said 
he was not.  

 
196. At 2.22pm, PC A emailed the statement to Ms L, asking, “do we crime the breach 

when on police bail?” In interview he was asked what he meant by this. He 
explained he was asking whether he should record the incident as a non-crime 
domestic or a breach of bail, or whether he should link it to an existing crime 
report. PC A was asked whether he received a response from anyone in DAISU. 
He said he did not. He was asked whether he had any further contact with Ms L 
or DS D after this. He said he did not. 

 
197. At 2.57pm, Ms L forwarded the email to DS D. In interview, DS D said she was 

not aware of the breach of bail until receiving this email. At 3.20pm DS D 
forwarded these emails to PC C. In interview, PC C confirmed this email was how 
he became aware of the allegations of breach of bail. 

 
198. DS D said she skim-read the statement before forwarding it to PC C. She said 

she did this as she expected him to review it and come back to her to discuss it. 

 
199. At 3.33pm, PC C replied to the email, asking if DS D was free to speak. He then 

sent a further email at 3.49pm asking: 

“If I can grab your thoughts for the MG3 I will send to CPS now that the 
clarification has come from the statement taken by [Ms L]. I will then call CPS. 
The query I have is is there much here for intimidating a witness or do they only 
become a witness post charge?”  

In interview, PC C confirmed this email was a request for clarification.  

 
8 June 2016 

 
200. On 8 June at 11.07am, PC C emailed a colleague, who was a DC at the time, to 

ask for advice on whether or not to arrest Mr Guntrip. He had not yet received a 
response from DS D. His email stated: 

“So a day on DAISU is turning in to a trauma!!! So I have the individual on bail. 
He has believed to try and get hold of the IP in this and has bail conditions not to. 
It is police to police bail and so a statement has been taken from her about this. 
He is due back on bail on 20 June and I need to go to CPS before that. I have 
sent the MG3 to the DAISU sgt for their consideration and she is on rest days 
until tomorrow. He doesnt need arresting does he it can be dealt with by 
reinterview on 20th June Or does he need arresting If needs arresting I need to 
get the file done on the day of arrest so that he can be dealt with for the original 
offence”. 

 
201. When the colleague responded asking what risk the incident was, PC C said: 

“Medium risk. but i said that I thought he may go back and be an idiot which is 
what he has done two days after bail. He has used his mobile phone to make 
contact saying he is someone else” and then “am i best to resubmit my mg 3 to a 
new daisu sgt and then get their advice and sort the cps advice out i have had no 
contact with victim the safeguarding individual has and they are on rest days now 
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bailed for clarification from the IP that the recording of the 999 call was just part of 
the incident and that her statement was the actual version of events. that has now 
been done and now need cps advice but waiting for MG3”.  

His colleague responded by asking him to call her. 

 
202. PC C was asked whether he called his colleague that day. He said he did, and 

that they advised him to speak to DS D, although he could not remember if he 
spoke to her, as she was not at work that day.   

 
203. When asked why he raised this with his colleague, PC C said it was because he 

could not get hold of a supervisor and “I’ve got no knowledge of bail and… I didn’t 
know enough and I needed a point of reference”. He said although he could not 
remember speaking to DS D after this, he thought he probably did. 

 
204. At 3.15pm the same day, the police received a call from Ms Nash’s TecSOS 

phone. An incident report in relation to the call stated “no direct speech – female 
XXXXXXXXXX heard and sounds of footsteps”. It stated Ms Nash was called 
back and confirmed “all is ok and that her phone was in her bag.” 

 
10 June 2016 

 
205. At 2.07pm on 10 June PC C received a response from DS D to his email of 7 

June which said: “you will need to send me the completed MG3. Then I will write 
my comments. Or is it the MG3 that you sent me before?” DS D told the IPCC 
she said this as she realised the MG3 had not been updated with any of the new 
information. Her email went on to say: 

“We can consider a further attempt of harassment in relation to the breach of 
police bail. This would need to be investigated alongside the original offence and 
then presented to CPS at the same time. He could be arrested and brought in 
earlier than his bail date if necessary.” 

 
206. In interview, DS D said, “so at that point I’m thinking there’s absolutely nothing 

wrong in getting him in before his bail to return date… her breach of police bail 
statement it’s not just about a breach of police bail I felt. It was er, harassment.” 

 
207. She said that, if they had arrested him for the breach of police bail alone, they 

would have needed to be ready to go to the CPS for the original offence, as there 
was not enough time on the PACE clock to hold him for very long and they would 
have wanted to interview him again. She said she was therefore thinking about 
arresting Mr Guntrip for a separate offence, so as to have a new PACE clock 
“and more substantial offence than breach of police bail.” 

 
208. PC C was asked whether he considered the fact DS D had stated Mr Guntrip 

could be arrested earlier than his bail date. PC C said he considered that Mr 
Guntrip had not been arrested by PC A and DS D had said if it was necessary so 
“I kind of just went along the lines of this is where we’re at and if it’s necessary 
then we’ll bring him in but otherwise we’ll stick to the original bail date”. He went 
on to clarify “if it was necessary [to arrest Mr Guntrip] two days before or the date 
that he had actually breached then that would’ve happened and then I’d have 
been made aware two days before.” 



Lee Guntrip and Sarah Nash – Final redacted report for publication 34 

 
209. In addition, PC C mentioned the fact that he thought the incident was medium 

risk, owing to the entry made by the arresting officer on the circumstances of 
arrest. PC C said that, had he known it was high risk, he would have had to 
speak to a detective inspector about the breach of bail. In interview, PC C was 
asked whether he had seen the DASH risk assessment carried out by PC J 
assessing Ms Nash as a high-risk victim. He said as he was not a DAISU officer, 
he did not have access to the same information as other officers from within 
DAISU. He also referred to the fact that no DASH risk assessment was carried 
out after the breach of bail.  

 
210. It was put to PC C that he had been sent the DVFFS, which stated a DASH risk 

assessment had been carried out by Ms L and the score was 14, making it high 
risk. He confirmed he had received it but that from his recollection his 
understanding was that it was medium risk.  

 
211. PC C said it was his understanding that when bail was breached: 

“Unless there’s a high risk element to it then you take a statement and it gets 
pursued with the original offence as a breach of bail and then you kind of work on 
it like that. Obviously if there’s DV element then it goes to an inspector and they 
will make a, you know a, a rationale around pursuing the individual.” 

He said he thought that, if it was necessary to arrest Mr Guntrip, someone would 
have told him to do so. 

 
212. DS D told the IPCC she expected PC C to “come back to me and, and for us to 

have then a conversation either by phone or, or an email each stage to say ‘this 
is the way forward and this is what we’re gonna do.” She was asked whether she 
received anything further from PC C, and she said she did not. She was asked 
whether she believed that, as PC C was not a DAISU officer, she should have 
given him further direction or instruction. She said she did not, as he was an 
experienced police officer and she did not have the intention or capacity to 
micromanage him. 

 
213. PC C was asked whether he spoke to DS D after receiving this email. He said he 

could not remember. He was asked whether he sent her a further MG3 or if he 
waited until 22 June. He confirmed he waited until 22 June. He was asked 
whether, between 10 and 22 June he put the investigation to one side. He said he 
did not think so. 

 
12 June – 21 June 2015 

 
214. On 12 June, PC A created a crime report for a domestic violence non-crime in 

relation to the phone calls made to Ms Nash by Mr Guntrip. The report lists PC A 
as the investigating officer. In interview, he said this did not mean it was his 
investigation, and his name was there only because he had created the crime 
report. He said he would have carried out any further actions in relation to the 
matter only if asked to do so by DAISU. 

 
215. A notification on the crime report requested a DASH be completed on 12 June. In 

interview, PC A was asked why this was on the report if he had in fact completed 
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a DASH. He stated it was probably because he had not added something to the 
online assessment, which meant the system had alerted him with a prompt. 

 
216. PC A was asked why he graded the risk as low. He said this was because his 

DASH risk assessment only had six ticks, making it low risk. In fact, six ticks 
makes the risk standard as there is no ‘low’ risk.  

 
217. On 21 June the allegation that Mr Guntrip called Ms Nash on 6 June was 

recorded on the DVFFS as a ‘non-crime’ and the risk level was recorded as 
standard. 

 
Re-bailing of Mr Guntrip 

22 June 2016 

 
218. PC C told the IPCC he worked an early shift on 22 June. When he arrived he was 

informed DS D was unwell, and would not be working. DS D confirmed she was 
off sick that day. 

 
219. PC E told the IPCC he was working in DAISU on 22 June. He had been doing so 

since February after volunteering to help the unit. In May, he began working as 
an acting detective sergeant (A/DS) in the unit, as he was part one qualified. 
However, he told the IPCC: 

“When I started as A/DS I did not receive or was offered any training. I was not 
made aware of any courses or offered any course or training regarding 
Safeguarding. I had no formal investigative background or case direction training. 
I was not offered or given any training during my attachment to DAISU.” 

 
220. PC E stated PC C asked him whether he would be able to discuss a bail returnee 

with him. He said he asked PC C if they could do so later on in the day due to the 
volume of work he had to do. PC C said PC E told him to send the MG3 to DS M, 
another sergeant in DAISU. 

 
221. At 8.21am, PC C emailed DS M attaching an MG3 for Mr Guntrip. The MG3 was 

identical to that sent to DS D on 4 June. It recorded the offence against Ms Nash 
as common assault only, did not attach the further photographs taken of Ms 
Nash’s injuries, or the additional statement she provided on 5 or 7 June in relation 
to the breaches of bail, or mention the breaches of bail at all.  

 
222. The IPCC asked PC C whether the MG3 sent to DS M on 22 June was the same 

MG3 sent to DS D on 4 June. He confirmed it was. When asked why the MG3 
had not been updated to reflect the above, PC C said, “in relation to the contents 
of the MG3 having other contents added, I sent the MG3 to [DS M] and felt that I 
needed to speak with [PC E] as the acting Sgt in relation to the bail issues on that 
day.” 

 
223. In interview with the IPCC, PC C was asked whether, as Mr Guntrip was due to 

attend the station at 10am, sending the MG3 for review an hour and a half before 
Mr Guntrip arrived was because he had forgotten to do so earlier. He stated this 
was not the case – the agreement he had had with DS D was that they would go 
through it together on 22 June. He was asked whether the fact that he had 
forwarded the same MG3 was indicative of the fact that he had not done any 
work that morning. He said “no, no. It’s just the MG3 needed to be sent over and I 
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just hadn’t put that information on to that.” He said not including the further 
statements taken from Ms Nash or photographs of her injuries was oversight. 

 
224. PC C stated that, at some point that morning, he was made aware Mr Guntrip 

had arrived in custody, and went to speak with him. He described Mr Guntrip as 
calm. He said he then spoke to PC E about what to do next. 

 
225. PC E told the IPCC that PC C approached him as he was dealing with a queue of 

officers requesting case direction. He said PC C told him Mr Guntrip needed re-
bailing, and gave him “a reasonable list of reasons why, such as more statements 
required.” He said: 

“I did not ask about the incident and felt as it was only a re-bail, felt confident the 
officer knew more about it and that re-bail for further enquiries was a standard 
reason to do so… I was not made aware of Mr Guntrip’s previous bail conditions. 
At no point was I made aware that Ms Nash was a high risk DA victim. I had no 
knowledge nor was I made aware that [Mr Guntrip] had breached his bail 
conditions.” 

 
226. However, PC C told the IPCC he had spoken to PC E and told him about the 

breaches of bail.  

 
227. PC E said that, at some point after speaking to PC C, he updated the 

circumstances of arrest. An entry made by PC E at 10.23am states “there are 
outstanding enquiries which are gong [sic] to be pertinent to the investigation. 
Agree re-bail as discussed with OIC”. 

 
228. PS F was on duty as custody sergeant at Hatfield police station that morning. He 

told the IPCC that at around 10.20am he was approached by an officer, who told 
him Mr Guntrip had arrived on bail and was at the front office. He could not 
remember the name of the officer, but said they told him they were not the OIC. 

 
229. PS F said the officer was not able to “answer questions that are totally relevant in 

order to re-bail” so he read the circumstances of arrest to “familiarise myself with 
the case, check if anything had changed which may lead me to reconsider bail 
and whether any other actions needed to be completed.” He noted the entry 
made by PC E, and arranged for Mr Guntrip’s bail paperwork to be printed. He 
stated he gave them to the officer to take and serve on Mr Guntrip. 

 
230. PC C told the IPCC he could not remember whether he told the custody sergeant 

about the breaches of bail. PS F said he was not made aware of them. He said: 

“Had it been so documented then that would have led me to take further action 
and at the very least change his residency bail condition, or detain Mr Guntrip in 
custody whilst this additional evidence was obtained. A threshold charge decision 
could have been sought from the CPS and Mr Guntrip remanded.” 

He also stated he was not told Ms Nash was a high-risk victim. 

 
231. PC C said he went through the bail paperwork with Mr Guntrip, reading the bail 

conditions out verbatim. He asked Mr Guntrip to sign the paperwork before 
handing it back into custody. He described Mr Guntrip as calm and amiable. He 
said he could not remember whether he discussed the breaches of bail with him. 
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PC C said he then went back to DAISU to try to update Ms Nash. The IPCC was 
not able to obtain a copy of the bail forms PC C referred to. 

 
232. At 12.59pm PC C made an entry on the crime report in relation to the alleged 

breaches of bail, stating he intended to obtain a statement from Ms Nash’s 
neighbour and collect telephone evidence. At 1.05pm PC C made a further entry 
stating he had left Ms Nash a voicemail and attempted to call her [relative]. 

 
233. PC C told the IPCC he did not anticipate working on the investigation after 22 

June, and had not thought he would end up as OIC for an extended period of 
time. 

 
234. At 4.47pm DS M replied to PC C’s email informing him she had not been able to 

review the MG3 and would be off until the following Monday. 

 
23 June 2016 

 
235. On 23 June both Ms Nash and Mr Guntrip were found deceased inside Ms 

Nash’s home.  

 
Review of DAISU  

 
236. In March 2017 Hertfordshire Constabulary provided the IPCC with a number of 

documents pertaining to the working of DAISU, one of these was included within 
a report on the workings of DAISU, comprised of the original DAISU business 
plan, a critical impact review and demand analysis report. 

 
237. The DAISU critical impact review, dated April 2016, identified a number of 

findings. Those most relevant to this investigation are summarised below. 

 
Capacity and demand  

 
238. The review stated the expected improvements to victim care had not been 

achieved owing to issues with capacity and demand within the DAISU unit. It 
identified that the unit had not been at full strength since its inception, there was a 
further reduction in capacity owing to the ”two officers per case approach” and 
that the number of domestic abuse offences were higher than the same period 
last year, and on an increasing trend. According to the report, this had a serious 
impact on the team’s ability to function and meant that the number of case 
referrals “far exceeded capacity”. Consequently, the DAISU unit required daily 
support from other departments, “who themselves were stretched.” 

 
Skills and experience  

 
239. The Critical Impact Review also states there was a “diminished focus on victim 

care… [owing to] the failure of the unit to secure candidates with safeguarding 
background or suitable detective constables.” Hertfordshire’s intention was to 
staff DAISU with detective officers and trained investigators who are skilled in 
investigations and safeguarding, however, the review noted, “insufficient numbers 
of candidates applied with the required experience level or qualification for the 
posts, resulting in appointments being made without the requested training in 
place.”  
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240. Hertfordshire attempted to rectify this issue by enabling temporary A4 (police 

staff) investigators to join DAISU with the understanding that they would promptly 
undertake the necessary training, be supported by skilled sergeants and 
colleagues and be given a “bedding in” period before dealing with complex 
enquiries. However, the reviewer noted that, “High demands on the unit required 
the staff to deal with all cases as soon as they joined the unit.” 

 
Training and supervision  

 
241. Another issue identified by the reviewer was that teams were receiving 

insufficient line management support. The reviewer explained that ongoing 
pressures meant on-the-job training had not been realised, supervisors had little 
time to develop and manage staff, and differences in the calibre of supervisors 
made the review of safeguarding plans and quality assurance of investigations 
inconsistent.   

 
Processes  

 
242. The review also identified additional, more specific, issues which affected the 

operation of DAISU including: 

 intervention staff sending subjective risk assessments to DAISU 

 offenders being released on bail due to a lack of resources to complete 
investigative enquiries  

 

Analysis 

 
243. This report must address the terms of reference, and will do so below. Term of 

reference (e), in relation to local and national policy, is applied throughout the 
analysis.  

 
244. In order to reach my findings it was necessary for me to analyse and evaluate the 

evidence. 

 
245. The legal test for a conduct investigation is whether there is sufficient evidence 

upon which a reasonable tribunal, properly directed, could find that a subject 
breached the applicable standards. For police officers those are the Police 
Standards of Professional Behaviour (as set out in Schedule 2 of the Police 
(Conduct) Regulations 2012). 

 
246. This is the test I have applied when considering the allegations against the 

subject and in weighing the evidence in relation to each allegation. The reader 
should assume that every opinion, finding and conclusion expressed in this report 
arises from the application of this test. 

 
Hertfordshire Constabulary’s knowledge of the incidents between Mr 

Guntrip and Ms Nash and their response to them 

 
Knowledge available to officers in 2016  

 
Ms H  
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247. XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX sent an email to [a department] at Hertfordshire 

Constabulary on 25 September 2015. The email expressed concern Mr Guntrip 
was breaching bail conditions by having contact with Ms Nash 
XXXXXXXXXXXXXX. Ms H responded to the email. She acknowledged the bail 
conditions were in place, but stated she could not see anything to substantiate 
the claim he had breached the conditions. The information received from 
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX does not appear to have been recorded or reported to 
those investigating the incident at the time.  

 
248. APP guidance stresses the importance of accurate recording of information 

relating to domestic abuse, and that “failure to record and use [intelligence] could 
significantly reduce the effectiveness of the police response”. The report from 
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX was not recorded, and no action was taken in relation to 
it. The bail conditions at the time were court imposed, meaning any breach of 
them could have led to Mr Guntrip’s appearance before the court and potential 
remand in custody (or other safeguarding actions). There is no evidence this was 
considered by Ms H at the time. 

 
249. Furthermore, the information supplied by XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX was not 

available to officers investigating the offences in 2016 who could have factored it 
into decisions regarding bail and bail conditions. Although a record of Mr 
Guntrip’s other breach of bail in November 2015 was available to officers in 2016, 
in my opinion, it is plausible that the additional information from 
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX may have altered the nature of future risk assessments 
and bail decisions. 

 
250. According to Ms H’s role profile, one of her key responsibilities as a referrals 

manager was to record referrals on to police databases. XX XX XXXX XXX XXX 
XXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX. In my opinion, in her email to XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX, 
Ms H suggests that her reason for disregarding the reported breach was that she 
could not see that any other breach had been reported. 

 
251. In her response to notice Ms H said that, were she to receive a similar email 

today, she would report it to the OIC and make a record of its existence by 
attaching it to the original referral to XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX. In my opinion, this 
appears to amount to an acknowledgement that she did not take sufficient or 
appropriate action on receipt of the email from XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX in 2015. 

 
252. In my opinion, a reasonable tribunal, properly directed, could find Ms H failed to 

take sufficient or appropriate action on receipt of the email from 
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX on 25 September 2015. 

 
Mr Guntrip’s community order  

 
253. Mr Guntrip was sentenced to a two-year community order in January 2016 with 

any breaches of the order reserved to [the judge]. A court clerk at St Albans 
Crown Court confirmed the PNC Bureau at Hertfordshire Constabulary receive 
alerts from the court, and should update PNC using the court result. However, in 
this instance, it appears PNC was not updated accurately to reflect this, as it did 
not stipulate the duration of the order or that breaches were reserved to a judge. 
Therefore, none of the officers who viewed Mr Guntrip’s PNC in 2016 would have 
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been aware of this unless they made further enquiries with the court. When asked 
by the IPCC, neither DS D, PS B nor PC C stated they were aware Mr Guntrip 
was subject to the community order for two years. 

 
Interview of Mr Guntrip 

 
254. PC C and DC K interviewed Mr Guntrip under criminal caution on 4 June. 

Although DC K asked questions of Mr Guntrip, the interview was led by PC C as 
the OIC. The injuries Ms Nash alleged Mr Guntrip caused, and the photographs 
taken of them by PC J on 3 June, were not put to him in interview and he was not 
asked to account for them. During the course of the interview, Mr Guntrip told the 
officers he was on probation for assaulting Ms Nash in August 2015. He also said 
he and Ms Nash had been in a relationship for a year, and had broken up once, 
for about one month in December 2015.  

 
255. In my opinion, in admitting he had been separated from Ms Nash for only one 

month in December 2015, Mr Guntrip effectively admitted to breaching the bail 
conditions imposed on him at the time not to contact her. Information in relation to 
previous breaches of bail and current probation involvement could have been fed 
back to DS D to form part of her decision making regarding referral to the CPS. 
Specifically, this would have informed her understanding of whether or not, in 
relation to the threshold test, there were “substantial grounds under the Bail Act 
1976 to detain the suspect in custody after charge”. When asked by the IPCC 
whether she was aware of this admission, DS D said she could not remember.    

 
256. Similarly, this information could have been provided to PS B to form part of the 

decision regarding charging Mr Guntrip and/or the appropriateness of bail and 
bail conditions. When asked whether she was aware of this admission, PS B said 
she was not, and it had not been brought to her attention, although she said “I 
could not have used this to refuse his bail” and “taking this information into 
account I still feel I couldn’t impose any further conditions”.  

 
257. PC C told the IPCC he was not aware of the previous bail conditions imposed on 

Mr Guntrip in 2015. In my opinion, this assertion could be supported by the fact 
he did not have access to DAISU systems, and had to rely on documents being 
sent to him via email by DS D and Ms L. However, Mr Guntrip’s PNC confirmed 
the bail dates and conditions, and PC C would have had access to this at the 
time. 

 
258. This is true also of the photographs of Ms Nash’s injuries. PC C may not have 

been in possession of or have seen the photographs, as he did not have access 
to DAISU systems and email records do not show that he was sent them. 
However, the photographs were mentioned in the MG3 he sent to DS D on 4 
June, so he had been aware of them at the time of creating it. Additionally, in Ms 
Nash’s statement of 3 June she stated her face was sore and she had a lump on 
her forehead. In my opinion, the injuries mentioned would have been directly 
relevant to the offence he was being interview for, and a challenge to the account 
he was presenting to the officers. In my opinion, this could have been done 
without presenting the photographs themselves, should PC C not have been in 
possession of them. 
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259. In my opinion a reasonable tribunal, properly directed, could find PC C failed to 

identify the importance of relevant information obtained in interview, failed to put 
key evidence to Mr Guntrip in interview, and failed to provide relevant information 
to DS D and PS B.  

 
Risk assessment  

 
260. After carrying out a DASH risk assessment, PC J graded Ms Nash as a high-risk 

domestic violence victim, using his discretion to do so as the assessment had 
produced 12 ticks, rather than the 14 required. When Mr Guntrip was detained at 
Hatfield police station, the arresting officer wrote on the custody record “12 ticks 
on DASH book – from high to medium as offender is in custody”. However, it is 
not clear why Mr Guntrip’s arrest changed the assessment of Ms Nash, and no 
further risk assessment was carried out when Mr Guntrip left custody.  

 
261. DS D told the IPCC she saw the DASH risk assessment and the comment made 

by the arresting officer and said as there was confusion in relation to the risk, she 
“risk assessed it at that very moment in time based on the information I had as a 
high risk”. However, she stated she did not document this risk assessment 
anywhere.  

 
262. The contradictory assessments of Ms Nash led to confusion over what risk she 

was. PC C told the IPCC he thought she was a medium risk victim, and cited this 
as one of the reasons he did not consider arresting Mr Guntrip for breaches of 
bail. He said had he been aware she was a high-risk victim, he would have 
consulted a DI in DAISU. 

 
Referral to the CPS for a charging decision 

 
263. DS D told the IPCC that she thought the case could not be referred to the CPS 

for a charging decision on 4 June as it would not have met the full code test or 
the threshold test. She said this was because Ms Nash’s statement did not 
contain enough detail in relation to the chronology of evidence, how Mr Guntrip 
entered her property, and why they were both in a state of undress. She said this 
was important, especially how he entered her property, as it could aggravate the 
charge brought against him.  

 
264. DS D also stated Ms L did not obtain enough detail from Ms Nash on 4 June 

when she visited her and completed a DASH risk assessment. She further stated 
that the level of injury Ms Nash had suffered was not clear from the photographs 
taken by PC J on 3 June. She said it was important to establish the level of injury 
before referring the case to the CPS as this would also affect the charge brought 
against Mr Guntrip.  

 
265. The full code test requires the evidential stage to be met by enough evidence “to 

provide a realistic prospect of conviction”. The public interest stage is fulfilled if 
there are no “public interest factors tending against prosecution which outweigh 
those tending in favour.” 

 
266. The threshold test is met if there is insufficient evidence but “reasonable grounds 

to believe that further evidence will become available within a reasonable period”, 
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the seriousness of the case justifies an immediate charging decision, and there 
are substantial grounds to detain a suspect in custody after charge.  

 
267. Although DS D mentioned areas of clarification needed before the evidential 

stage could be met, she knew Mr Guntrip admitted in interview he had had a 
physical altercation with Ms Nash, and had covered her mouth. In my opinion, it is 
plausible that this may have provided sufficient evidence of battery, and along 
with the photographs of Ms Nash’s injuries and her statement of 3 June, had the 
potential to meet the evidential stage of the full code test on 4 June for either 
battery or assault occasioning actual bodily harm. The decision to charge 
belonged to the CPS, but the evidence was never brought to the attention of a 
Crown Prosecutor. 

 
268. Conversely, if there was not enough evidence to meet the evidential stage of the 

full code test, in my opinion, the case may still have met the threshold test. There 
were reasonable grounds to believe further evidence would become available in a 
reasonable period of time, as Ms L had made arrangements to take a clarification 
statement from Ms Nash the next day. In my opinion, the seriousness and 
circumstances of the case may have justified an immediate charging decision 
because Ms Nash was a repeat, high-risk victim of domestic abuse. Finally, there 
may have been grounds to detain Mr Guntrip in custody after charge, owing to 
the risk he posed to Ms Nash, his previous breach of bail and the fact he was at 
that time subject to a court order.  

 
269. In relation to Ms Nash’s injuries, Ms L obtained further photographs on 5 June. 

DS D told the IPCC that, as Ms Nash was at the hospital on 5 June, she still 
could not refer the case to the CPS, as she was still awaiting confirmation of her 
injuries at this point. However, this rationale is not evidenced on any 
documentation seen by the IPCC, nor does it appear to have been followed up 
after 5 June or any further clarification sought of what injury Ms Nash had 
sustained.   

 
270. In relation to the clarification statement take by Ms L on 5 June, the only further 

evidence this provided was confirmation that Ms Nash’s account may have 
differed in her 999 call as she was stressed at the time. It did not provide any 
clarification in relation to the chronology of events, how Mr Guntrip had entered 
her home, and why they had been in a state of undress, as stated by DS D. 
Despite this, no further clarification was sought from Ms Nash in relation to this, 
and the statement appears to have been accepted as it was.  

 
271. Another option available to DS D on 4 June was to apply for an extension to the 

PACE clock under s.42 and s.44 PACE. She told the IPCC she did not do this, as 
the first extension (12 hours maximum) would not have allowed her to obtain the 
further statement, as it would have taken her to 7am on 5 June only. However, if 
she had applied for the extension, she could have then requested a further 
extension from the Magistrates Court of up to 96 hours. Arguably, this would have 
allowed her enough time to obtain the clarification statement and CPS charging 
decision before the PACE clock ran out.   
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272. In my opinion a reasonable tribunal, properly directed, could find DS D failed to 

correctly apply the full code and/or threshold test and therefore could have 
referred the matter to the CPS on or after 4 June for a charging decision.  

 
The MG3 

 
273. PC C was tasked with completing the MG3 on 4 June. It was not finalised that 

day, as DS D decided they needed a clarification statement before referring the 
matter to the CPS. PC C received the clarification statement by email on 6 June. 
On 7 June he emailed DS D asking for assistance with the MG3, stating he would 
send it to the CPS. On 10 June DS D responded to his email and asked him to 
send her the MG3 completed. Email records showed he did not respond to this 
email. The next time he sent the MG3 for review was to DS M on 22 June.  

 
PC C 

 
274. The Hertfordshire SOP on domestic abuse stresses the importance of the OIC 

taking positive action and “ensuring that a proactive investigation is completed” 
so the victim may be effectively protected.  

 
275. Once PC C received the clarification statement on 6 June, in my opinion, there 

does not appear to have been anything preventing him from updating the MG3 
and submitting it to DS D. However, in interview he admitted to the IPCC he 
made no changes to the MG3 of 4 June, and re-submitted that same MG3 to DS 
M on 22 June. He did not amend it to include the clarification statement, the 
further photographs of her injuries, nor the allegations of breaches of bail after 6 
June.  

 
276. Email records show PC C asked for assistance with completion of the MG3 but, 

when he did not receive an immediate response from DS D on 7 June, there is no 
evidence to suggest he sought assistance from another DAISU DS or DI, despite 
them being an available and appropriate resource. PC C told the IPCC he was 
aware that in certain circumstances he would need to refer to the DAISU DI and, 
in my opinion, it is unclear why he did not do this in this instance.  

 
277. Email records show he sought advice from a DC in another unit on 8 June, but it 

is not clear what advice he received as it was provided over the phone, and it is 
not clear what action he took upon receiving it. When asked about this he said he 
was advised to speak to DS D, but could not remember if he did so. 

 
278. Furthermore, upon receiving instruction from DS D to submit the completed MG3 

to her for review on 10 June, there is no evidence to suggest PC C did this. In 
interview, he said he did not, and that he waited until 22 June.  

 
279. Waiting until 22 June to have a DS review the MG3 left PC C with only a few 

hours to amend it and obtain the charging decision before Mr Guntrip arrived at 
10am. Email records show he emailed it to DS M at 8.21am, leaving him with less 
than two hours until Mr Guntrip was due to attend the station. Should he have 
managed to complete the MG3, he would have had to request an emergency 
charging decision from the CPS. However, it appears that, in not receiving a 
response from DS M, PC C went ahead with the re-bail of Mr Guntrip, instead of 
seeking advice and a charging decision. 
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280. PC E told the IPCC it was the busiest day he had experienced in DAISU, and so 

it may have been difficult for PC C to find someone to advise him. However, the 
matter was urgent, and he could have approached either DS M, another DS or 
the DI in DAISU to inform them of this. Nevertheless, in my opinion, had he 
completed the MG3 before 22 June and obtained advice from a DS and a 
charging decision before the bail to return date, none of this would have been 
necessary. 

 
281. Therefore, in my opinion, a reasonable tribunal, properly directed, could find PC 

C failed to take positive action and investigate effectively or proactively in respect 
of the completion of the MG3, and was not sufficiently proactive in updating it or 
having it reviewed, finalised and obtaining a charging decision.  

 
DS D 

 
282. DS D was aware of PC C’s request for help with the MG3 on 10 June, as she 

replied to his email. Email records showed she did not receive a response to this 
email, and there is no evidence to suggest she followed it up or asked for it again. 
At this point, the clarification statement had been obtained and they were aware 
of the breaches of bail. In my opinion there was therefore nothing preventing 
them from seeking a charging decision on the original offence. In my opinion 
there was an increased urgency and heightened risk, as Mr Guntrip was not 
complying with his bail conditions, putting Ms Nash at risk of further offences.  

 
283. In my opinion, a reasonable tribunal, properly directed, could find that DS D failed 

to supervise and direct the MG3 process effectively and this contributed 
significantly to the avoidable re-bail of Mr Guntrip.  

 
Breaches of bail 

 
284. On 6 June Ms Nash called police twice, informing them Mr Guntrip had called 

her, and then later that he had attended her address and removed property from 
her garden. At the time, he had bail conditions not to contact her and not to enter 
her road.  

 
285. S.46a of PACE provides officers with the power to arrest a person they suspect 

has breached pre-charge bail conditions. APP guidance on domestic abuse 
states “compliance with bail conditions should be actively enforced”. In addition, 
Hertfordshire SOP on bail states that, where information about an unrelated 
offence or fresh evidence emerges about a person on bail, “immediate and 
positive action must be taken to arrest them at the earliest point”.  

 
PC A 

 
286. PC A met with Ms Nash on 7 June and took a statement from her. On 12 June he 

created a crime report for the incidents, recording them as non-crime domestics. 
The crime report lists PC A as the OIC. 

 
287. PC A did not arrest Mr Guntrip for breaching his bail conditions in contacting Ms 

Nash and entering her address, nor did he arrest him for a further offence of theft. 
He told the IPCC he did consider whether Mr Guntrip could be arrested for other 
offences, but Ms Nash did not support his proposed investigation into the 
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property missing from her garden. He also said he would only have arrested Mr 
Guntrip if told to do so by DAISU. DS D corroborated this assertion.  

 
288. There is no evidence to suggest PC A investigated the offences after 7 June, and 

he confirmed this to the IPCC in interview. However, he also confirmed he was 
not the OIC and was documented as such automatically by the police system 
because he first recorded the incident. He was, therefore, not responsible for the 
investigation into the allegation, or responsible for deciding whether Mr Guntrip 
should be arrested or remain on bail. 

 
289. In my opinion, no tribunal could find PC A responsible for the investigation into 

the allegations made by Ms Nash on 6 June, nor could such a tribunal find that he 
contravened the standards of professional behaviour by not arresting Mr Guntrip.  

 
PC C 

 
290. PC C became aware of the alleged breaches of bail on 7 June when he received 

Ms Nash’s statement by email. He emailed DS D that day asking about witness 
intimidation. He received a response on 10 June in which DS D said Mr Guntrip 
“could be arrested brought in earlier than his bail date if necessary”. PC C did not 
arrest Mr Guntrip for breaching his bail conditions, or for any other offence. There 
is no evidence to suggest he took any action in relation to these incidents.  

 
291. When asked why he did not arrest Mr Guntrip, PC C stated he assumed if Mr 

Guntrip needed to be arrested, someone else would have done it or he would 
have been told to do so. He also said he thought DS D’s email on 10 June meant 
“this is where we’re at and if it’s necessary then we’ll bring him in but otherwise 
we’ll stick to the original bail date.” 

 
292. He did email a DC from another unit on 8 June asking whether he needed to 

arrest Mr Guntrip or whether it could be dealt with by re-interview. He said “if 
needs arresting I need to get the file done on the day of arrest so that he can be 
dealt with for the original offence”. However, there is no evidence to confirm what 
advice he was given by the DC. 

 
293. PC C told the IPCC he had “no knowledge of bail”. As he had worked as a 

workplace assessor for the last three years, in my opinion it is likely he would 
have had no operational experience of bail for those years. However, in my 
opinion, after completing their training and probationary period, every police 
officer is expected to have a basic understanding of bail. Apart from his three 
years as a workplace assessor, PC C had a further eight years of policing 
experience on which he could draw. Indeed, DS D stated that she considered he 
did not require further supervision owing to his experience.  

 
294. Should he have needed guidance in relation to what action to take, PC C could 

have sought further advice from DS D, another DS or the DI in DAISU. Although 
there is evidence PC C sought advice from DS D on 7 June, he received a 
response from her on 10 June and does not appear to have followed it up with 
any action.  

 
295. In my opinion, PC C could have submitted the MG3 for a charging decision and 

brought Mr Guntrip in earlier than 22 June to have him charged. Alternatively, he 
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could have arrested Mr Guntrip for a further offence in relation to the removal of 
the property from Ms Nash’s garden. These would have been proactive and 
positive steps towards progressing the investigation. The reasons provided by PC 
C for re-bailing Mr Guntrip on 22 June were that further action needed to be taken 
in relation to the breaches of bail, and he cited a statement from Ms Nash’s 
neighbour and phone analysis as examples. However, these actions could have 
been carried out between 7 June and 22 June, and would have negated the need 
to re-bail him. In my opinion, the failure to investigate the allegations and/or arrest 
Mr Guntrip left Ms Nash at risk of further offences, a risk detailed explicitly by the 
Hertfordshire SOP on domestic abuse.  

 
296. Therefore, in my opinion, a reasonable tribunal properly directed, could find PC C 

failed to investigate effectively or diligently. Such a tribunal could also find PC C 
failed to take proactive or appropriate action in response to the alleged breaches 
of bail.  

 
DS D 

 
297. DS D became aware of the breaches of bail on 7 June, and forwarded the 

statement of Ms Nash to PC C.  

 
298. In my opinion, DS D could have provided PC C with clearer direction in relation to 

the breaches of bail in her email of 10 June. He had contacted her for advice and 
she was aware he was neither a detective nor a DAISU officer, regardless of his 
length of service, and may therefore need more direction than a DC. Although 
she elaborated on what she expected from PC C when in interview with the IPCC 
(DS D told the IPCC what she meant in her email of 10 June was “there’s 
absolutely nothing wrong with getting [Mr Guntrip] in before his bail to return 
date… it’s not just about a breach of police bail I felt. It was er, harassment”), this 
level of detail and directness was not reflected in her email to him of 10 June. 
Subsequently, and in my opinion, there appears to have been a lack of 
understanding between the two officers about what was to happen moving 
forward.  

 
299. In my opinion, this email exchange and the lack of clarity contributed to inaction 

on both sides. It appears nothing further was done on the investigation by either 
officer between 10 and 22 June, contrary to Hertfordshire policy, which stresses 
the importance of proactive investigation.  

 
300. It is therefore my opinion that a reasonable tribunal, properly directed, could find 

DS D failed to supervise and direct the case adequately, and failed to ensure the 
breaches of bail were dealt with appropriately by PC C in her role as case 
supervisor.  

 
Hertfordshire Constabulary’s safeguarding response to Ms Nash  

 
301. PC J performed the safeguarding of Ms Nash, before Ms L was appointed as her 

safeguarder. Both officers took steps to safeguard Ms Nash by carrying out 
DASH risk assessments, and putting available measures in place to protect her.  
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302. Hertfordshire SOP on bail states safety planning measures should be provided to 

the victim, and guidance for safeguarding officers joining DAISU lists actions that 
should be taken when working with high-risk victims.  

303. On 3 June, intervention response officer PC J used his discretion to grade Ms 
Nash as a high-risk victim, and took photographs of her injuries. He then 
instigated safety measures such as putting a warning marker on her address and 
a ghost car outside her home.  

 
304. On 4 June, Ms L became Ms Nash’s safeguarding officer. Ms L graded Ms Nash 

as a high-risk victim, as her DASH assessment had 14 ticks. She also took 
photographs of Ms Nash’s injuries, applied for a non-molestation order, provided 
her with a TecSOS phone, made a MARAC referral and referred Ms Nash to HSS 
for home safety measures. 

 
305. In my opinion, Ms Nash was dealt with sensitively and appropriately, by both PC 

J and Ms L, who provided her with appropriate safeguarding measures.   

 
The appropriateness of the decision to grant bail and the bail 

conditions on 4 June and 22 June 2016 

 
Bail on 4 June 

 
PS B   

 
306. On 4 June PS B bailed Mr Guntrip with conditions not to contact Ms Nash directly 

or indirectly, and not to enter her road. She said she discussed bailing him with a 
female officer, but could not remember their name. In my opinion, it is likely that, 
if female, the officer PS B spoke to was either DS D or Ms L. She told the IPCC it 
was not for her to decide whether a case was ready to be referred to the CPS, 
and that this was a decision DAISU made and she would authorise it if she 
agreed with it. 

 
307. S.34 of PACE states someone who has not yet been charged must be released 

on bail as soon as the grounds for their detention cease. PS B told the IPCC the 
grounds for Mr Guntrip’s detention ceased when she was informed DAISU would 
not be able to obtain the clarification statement, which meant they could not get a 
charging decision before the PACE clock ran out. She said she therefore had no 
choice but to bail him. 

 
308. Hertfordshire’s SOP on bail states the minimum period of bail should be set, 

proportionate to the nature and extent of the enquiries outstanding. PS B and DS 
D both stated the 18-day bail period was considered to be a short period of time. 
PS B stated it was proportionate, as they needed the further statement, to refer 
the matter to the CPS and get a charging decision. She also said she factored in 
that the clarification statement may have led to further enquiries. 

 
309. The APP on domestic abuse says custody sergeants deciding to bail someone 

conditionally should refer to documentation such as victim statements and 
interview records.  
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310. PS B said she did not review all documentation pertaining to Mr Guntrip before 

agreeing to bail him. She said she reviewed only Mr Guntrip’s custody record and 
circumstances of arrest, and relied on the information she was given by the 
DAISU officer she spoke with. In my opinion, while this may be contrary to the 
APP guidance that custody officers should review the case material, it appears to 
be a practical measure designed to ensure that appropriate case decisions can 
be made with limited resources. Furthermore, in my opinion, where a person can 
no longer be lawfully detained it may delay their release for the custody officer to 
review relevant documentation prior to addressing the question of bail. Such an 
eventuality may be more easily avoided by deferring to those with better 
knowledge of the investigation. 

 
311. The Bail Act provides the ability to impose conditions on those bailed. 

Hertfordshire’s SOP on domestic abuse states where bail is granted, the primary 
consideration for officers applying conditions should be the safety and protection 
of the victim. However, PS B bailed Mr Guntrip to an address eight doors away 
from Ms Nash, with conditions not to contact her and not to enter her road, 
despite the fact he had breached similar conditions previously and they lived in 
such close proximity to each other. 

 
312. Hertfordshire’s SOP on bail says the custody sergeant may request checks be 

made to determine if the address given for bail is suitable. PS B told the IPCC the 
officer she spoke to informed her Mr Guntrip had nowhere else he could be bailed 
to. However, when asked whether they had checked if he had any other address 
he could stay at, PC C said he had not, and DS D said she did not know. Owing 
to the close proximity of their addresses, and the fact Mr Guntrip had breached 
bail conditions before, in my opinion, efforts should have been made to find him 
an alternative address to reside in. 

 
313. In her statement, Ms Nash said that Mr Guntrip would turn up at places she 

frequented while they were separated. In addition, the police were aware [of other 
risk factors]. In my opinion, bailing Mr Guntrip to his home address, with 
conditions not to contact her or enter her road (which was eight doors away from 
his home) provided inadequate protection to Ms Nash. 

 
314. Therefore, in my opinion, a reasonable tribunal, properly directed, could find PS 

B’s decision to bail Mr Guntrip conditionally to his home address failed to provide 
adequate protection for Ms Nash, and there were other measures available to PS 
B which she did not take.  

 
Re-bail on 22 June  

 
315. On 22 June Mr Guntrip attended custody at 10am and was re-bailed to attend 

custody again on 21 July.  

 
316. The Hertfordshire SOP on bail says re-bail must be authorised by both the 

custody sergeant and case director. APP guidance on detention and custody 
states all reasons for re-bail must be capable of withstanding scrutiny, and must 
be legal, proportionate and necessary in the circumstances.  

 
PC E 
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317. PC E (while working as a DAISU DS) authorised the re-bail of Mr Guntrip on 22 

June. He told the IPCC he did so because PC C gave him a reasonable 
explanation for why re-bail was necessary, such as obtaining more statements. 
He said he did not ask more about the incident as he was confident PC C know 
more about it.  

 
318. PC C told the IPCC he did inform PC E about the breaches of bail. However, 

there is no other evidence to corroborate this. PC E said PC C briefed him on the 
re-bail verbally, and the only documentation he updated was the circumstances of 
arrest, which did not mention the breaches of bail. In addition, PC E was asked to 
write a duty report on 24 June, the day after Mr Guntrip and Ms Nash’s deaths, in 
which he details the interaction with PC C and specifically states he was not told 
Mr Guntrip breached his bail conditions. 

 
319. It is my opinion that no tribunal could find PC E was aware of the breaches of 

bail. 

 
PS F 

 
320. PS F was working as custody sergeant on 22 June, and authorised the re-bail of 

Mr Guntrip. PS F said that, before doing so, he spoke with an officer who told him 
they were not the OIC. In my opinion, it is reasonable to assume that, despite this 
assertion, this officer was PC C, as PS F states he gave the officer the bail 
paperwork to handover and PC C has confirmed he did this. 

 
321. PS F denied having knowledge of the allegations of breach of bail, and there is 

no evidence to contradict this. In interview, PC C stated he could not remember 
whether he had informed him. PS F told the IPCC if he had known about the 
breaches of bail, he would have, “at the very least” changed Mr Guntrip’s 
residency condition, or detained him in custody, sought a charging decision from 
the CPS and remanded him. 

 
322. It is my opinion no tribunal could find PS F was aware of the breaches of bail.  

 
The pre-release risk assessments completed on 4 June and 22 June  

 
323. PS B completed a pre-release risk assessment on 4 June before she bailed Mr 

Guntrip, which noted Ms Nash was a high-risk victim and Mr Guntrip lived “6 
doors away”. The APP on detention and custody recognises that the risk a 
detainee may pose to themselves and others can change when released on bail. 
PS B told the IPCC there was no indication from Mr Guntrip or the handover she 
was given by the previous custody sergeant that he would self-harm, and that she 
gave him the number for the Samaritans. Unfortunately, CCTV footage from 
custody that would have provided evidence to support this was no longer 
available at the time requested by the IPCC.  

 
324. No pre-release risk assessment was completed on 22 June in respect of Mr 

Guntrip. Hertfordshire Constabulary has since confirmed “at the time of this 
incident pre-release risk assessments were not formally carried out, as a 
consequence of this incident they now are and bail cannot be issued without the 
oversight of a DI”.  
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 Conclusions 

 
325. Below, I have set out my conclusions for the appropriate authority and 

Commission to consider.  

326. If there are to be court or disciplinary proceedings it will be for the relevant panel 
in those proceedings to make final determinations. For example, where I 
conclude that a person subject to the investigation has a case to answer for gross 
misconduct, this does not amount to a legal determination that there has been 
gross misconduct. If a charge is then brought by the appropriate authority a 
misconduct hearing will hear the evidence, and make its own findings about 
whether the charge is proved or not.   

 
327. After reviewing my report and considering my recommendations, the Commission 

will decide whether any organisational learning has been identified that should be 
shared with the organisation in question. They may also recommend or direct, 
unsatisfactory performance procedures. 

 Misconduct 

 
328. For each person under investigation, I must determine whether there is a case to 

answer for misconduct or gross misconduct. In other words, whether there is 
sufficient evidence upon which a reasonable panel properly directed, could find, 
that the conduct of the person under investigation fell below the standard of 
behaviour expected of them.  

329. Misconduct is defined as a breach of the standards of professional behaviour. 

 
330. Gross misconduct is a breach of the standards of professional behaviour so 

serious that, if proven, dismissal would be justified. In determining whether there 
may be a case to answer for gross misconduct, I have considered the College of 
Policing guidance on outcomes in police misconduct proceedings.  

 
Ms H 

 
331. Ms H was responsible for recording and referring on referrals received by the 

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX when she received the email from 
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX in relation to Ms Nash and Mr Guntrip. She has accepted 
she did not record this information, or refer it on, and, therefore, it is my opinion 
that there is evidence upon which a reasonable tribunal, properly directed, could 
find misconduct in respect of Ms H. 

 
PC C 

 
332. PC C was responsible for the investigation into allegations of domestic violence 

against Ms Nash by Mr Guntrip. In my opinion, the evidence suggests PC C failed 
to identify and then act upon important information provided in interview by Mr 
Guntrip pertaining to previous breaches of bail. He also failed to put key evidence 
to Mr Guntrip in interview in relation to Ms Nash’s injuries. He deviated from 
instruction when he did not amend the MG3 to reflect new evidence or the 
breaches of bail, and did not send it to DS D when instructed to do so. He failed 
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to seek advice on this, instead waiting until 22 June, when he re-bailed Mr 
Guntrip, without updating the MG3. 

333. In my opinion, the evidence suggests PC C did not proactively investigate the 
allegations made by Ms Nash, particularly the alleged breaches of bail. These 
failures spanned a period of time, from 4 until 22 June. I am aware he was 
working outside of his experience and without training, after volunteering to work 
in DAISU on a rest day, however, in my opinion, failing to proactively investigate 
domestic violence allegations may undermine the public’s confidence in the 
police. In this tragic instance, the domestic violence resulted in two deaths. While 
the extent of harm may not have been foreseeable, it is my opinion that some 
harm was foreseeable, as PC C was aware of Mr Guntrip’s previous offences 
against Ms Nash, and that he had breached his bail conditions, put in place to 
protect her. 

334. On the basis of the evidence presented above, it is my opinion that there is 
evidence upon which a reasonable tribunal, properly directed, could find gross 
misconduct in respect of PC C. 

 
DS D 

 
335. DS D was responsible for the case direction of the investigation into the 

allegations of domestic violence against Ms Nash by Mr Guntrip. She allocated 
the investigation to PC C, whom she knew was working outside of his experience, 
and, in my opinion, the evidence suggests that she failed to adequately supervise 
or manage his investigation. 

336. In my opinion, DS D decided to bail Mr Guntrip with inadequate bail conditions on 
4 June, instead of seeking a charging decision from the CPS using the threshold 
test. She also failed to manage the bail periods and MG3 process effectively. 

337. As stated in relation to PC C, failure to proactively investigate domestic violence 
allegations may undermine the public’s confidence in the police, and, in this 
instance, the alleged domestic violence resulted in the death of two people.  

338. From reviewing the DAISU critical impact review, I am aware DS D was working 
as a DS in DAISU at a time when there were a high number of referrals, a 
shortage of staff, and, as a result, line managers were unable to provide their 
staff with sufficient support. However, on the basis of the evidence presented 
above, it is my opinion that there is evidence upon which a reasonable tribunal, 
properly directed, could find misconduct in respect of DS D. 

 
PS B 

 
339. PS B was responsible for bailing Mr Guntrip on 4 June and the conditions 

imposed upon him. PS B was aware of the proximity of their addresses, and that 
Ms Nash was a high-risk victim. In my opinion, bailing Mr Guntrip to his home 
address, with conditions not to contact Ms Nash or enter her road, provided 
inadequate protection to Ms Nash.  

340. Therefore, on the basis of the evidence presented above, it is my opinion that 
there is evidence upon which a reasonable tribunal, properly directed, could find 
misconduct in respect of PS B.  

 
PC A 
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341. On the basis of the evidence presented above, it is my opinion there is 

insufficient evidence upon which a reasonable tribunal, properly directed, could 
find misconduct or gross misconduct in respect of PC A. 

 
PC E 

 
342. On the basis of the evidence presented above, it is my opinion that there is 

insufficient evidence upon which a reasonable tribunal, properly directed, could 
find misconduct in respect of PC E. 

 
PS F 

 
343. On the basis of the evidence presented above, it is my opinion that there is 

insufficient evidence upon which a reasonable tribunal, properly directed, could 
find misconduct in respect of PS F. 

 Performance  

 
344. If disciplinary charges are not directed or brought, then an appropriate authority 

may invoke unsatisfactory performance procedures and in some circumstances 
can be directed to do so. A matter should only be dealt with as either misconduct 
or unsatisfactory performance, not both.  

 
345. The Commission delegate may wish to consider whether on the basis of the 

evidence presented above the actions of the aforementioned officers, if not 
amounting to a case to answer for misconduct, fell below the standard expected 
and that their performance was unsatisfactory. 

 
Summary for publication  

 
The following summaries are of the incident and our investigation. If the decision is 
made to publish the case on the IPCC website, this text will be used for that purpose. 

 
Section of summary Text 

Summary of incident 

 

In June 2016 a man was arrested in Berkhamsted, 

Hertfordshire for offences against his ex-partner, whom he 

had previously been convicted of assaulting. The man was 

interviewed and bailed to return to the police station in 18 

days. He was bailed to an address eight doors away from 

the victim, with conditions not to enter her road or contact 

her directly or indirectly.  

Two days after his arrest the man was alleged to have 

breached his bail conditions by contacting the victim and 

turning up at her address. The victim provided a statement, 

but no other action was taken by police in relation to this.   

On his bail to return date, instead of being charged for the 

offences, the man was re-bailed by the investigating officer. 
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The next day, both the man and the victim were found 

deceased.  

Summary of 

investigation 

 

During the IPCC investigation, investigators interviewed 

four officers, and put written questions to three officers, 

regarding their decision and actions in relation to the male 

and his victim.   

The investigator concluded there was evidence upon which 

a reasonable tribunal, properly directed, could find gross 

misconduct on behalf of one officer, and misconduct on 

behalf of two officers and a police member of staff.  
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Addendum to the report – Summary of allegations and final outcomes 

PC A 

No case to answer. No further action was taken against the officer. 

PS B 

After reviewing our report, the Appropriate Authority (AA), Hertfordshire Constabulary, did 

not agree with the Lead Investigator that PS B had a case to answer for misconduct. We 

determined that the officer did have a case to answer for misconduct and recommended 

management action. The AA agreed to hold a misconduct meeting in respect of the 

following allegations: 

1. The bail decision made on 4 June in relation to Mr Guntrip; and 

2. The bail conditions imposed on Mr Guntrip on that date. 

At a misconduct meeting, the allegations were found not proven. No further action was 

taken against PS B. 

PC C 

After reviewing our report, the Appropriate Authority (AA), Hertfordshire Constabulary, did 

not agree with the Lead Investigator that PC C had a case to answer for gross 

misconduct.  

We reviewed the AA’s rationale and determined that the officer may have a case to 

answer for misconduct, and that the officer should attend a misconduct meeting. 

The AA agreed to hold a misconduct meeting in respect of the following allegations: 

1. Failing to ask Mr Guntrip in interview about Ms Nash’s injuries or showing him 
the photographs of the injuries. 

2. Taking no action in relation to the admission by Mr Guntrip that he had covered 
Ms Nash’s mouth with his hand to prevent the neighbour shearing her. 

3. Taking no action against Mr Guntrip in light of the evidence he had breached 
his bail conditions. 

4. Not updating the MG3 with the new information, including failing to update the 
offences against Ms Nash, retaining only the original common assault offence; 
not attaching the photographs taken of Ms Nash’s injuries or the additional 
statement she provided on 5 or 7 June in relation to the breaches of bail or 
indeed make any reference to the breaches of bail. 

5. Failing to progress the matter appropriately with the case director or referring to 
CPS for the charging decision and then presenting this failure as a rationale for 
re-bailing Mr Guntrip. 

6. Not informing PS F, PC E or PS B about evidence that Mr Guntrip had 
breached his bail conditions 
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7. Failure to pursue outstanding lines of enquiry regarding the other incidents and 
events as reported by Ms Nash including: 

• October 2015 allegations of False Imprisonment and Assault. 

• April 2016 ‘break in’ via a ground floor window and assault during the night. 

• 2 June 2016 medical evidence for Ms Nash and for Mr Guntrip, as he had 

made counter allegations in interview and stated Ms Nash had head butted 

him and not, as she had described him, head butting her. 

• Text message download of mobile phones for both parties. 

• Breach of bail – statement from neighbour of Ms Nash re seeing Mr Guntrip 

at Ms Nash’s address and call data to prove calls made by Mr Guntrip to Ms 

Nash. 

Allegations 3, 4, 5 and 6 were found proven at a misconduct meeting. PC C received a 

written warning. Allegations 1, 2 and 7 were found not proven.  

DS D 

After reviewing our report, the Appropriate Authority (AA), Hertfordshire Constabulary, 

agreed that DS D had a case to answer for misconduct for the following allegations:  

1. Failure to supervise and direct the case and PC Palmer adequately 

2. Failure to manage the bails periods effectively. 

3. Failure to manage the breach of bail appropriately  

4. Failure to provide adequate guidance and supervision regarding the preparation of 

the MG3. 

The AA determined that this did not require a meeting, but could be dealt with through 

management action. 

We reviewed the AA’s rationale and agreed with their determination that the officer had a 

case to answer for misconduct, but requested details of the management action to satisfy 

ourselves it would be effective. 

The AA then agreed to hold a misconduct meeting in respect of the allegations above. 

Allegations 1, 2 and 3 were found proven at a misconduct meeting. DS D received 

management advice, a formal disciplinary outcome. Allegation 4 was found not proven. 

DS D was also subject to Unsatisfactory Performance Procedure for failing to correctly 

apply the full code and/or threshold test and therefore not referring the matter to the CPS 

on or after 4 June for a charging decision. 

PC E 
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No case to answer. No further action was taken against the officer. 

PS F 

No case to answer. No further action was taken against the officer. 

Ms H 

After reviewing our report, the AA determined that Ms H did not have a case to answer for 

misconduct, and that her actions amounted to an oversight, not a deliberate act or 

omission. 

We reviewed the AA’s rationale and agreed with their determination, and, as Ms H’s 

performance had already been addressed, we agreed no further action was needed. 

DC K 

DC K was not a subject in this investigation. However, our investigation identified some 

performance issues for DC K. The AA agreed that the officer would be subject to 

Unsatisfactory Performance Procedures for his criminal interview of Mr Guntrip. 



 

  

 

Guntrip and Nash 
 

Hertfordshire Constabulary contact with  
Lee Guntrip and Sarah Nash prior to their 
deaths on 23 June 2016 
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Appendix 1: The role of the IPCC 

The IPCC carries out its own independent investigations into complaints and 

incidents involving the police, HM Revenue and Customs (HMRC), the National 

Crime Agency (NCA) and Home Office immigration and enforcement staff when the 

seriousness or the public interest require it. 

We are completely independent of the police and the government. IPCC 

commissioners by law may never have worked for the police. 

All cases are overseen by a Commission delegate, providing strategic direction and 

scrutinising the investigation.  

The investigation 

At the outset of an investigation a lead investigator will be appointed who will be 

responsible for the day to day running of the investigation on behalf of the 

Commission. This may involve taking witness statements, interviewing subjects to 

the investigation, analysing CCTV footage, reviewing documents, obtaining forensic 

and other expert evidence, as well as liaison with the coroner, the Crown 

Prosecution Service (CPS) and other agencies. 

They are supported by a team including other investigators, lawyers, press officers 

and other specialist staff. 

Meaningful updates are provided to families and other stakeholders both inside and 

outside the IPCC at regular intervals.  

Throughout the investigation, a series of reviews and quality checks will take place.  

The IPCC investigator often makes early contact with the Crown Prosecution 

Service (CPS) and are sometimes provided with investigative advice during the 

course of the investigation however we are usually asked by the CPS to keep any 

such advice confidential. 

Investigation reports 

Once the investigator has gathered the evidence they must prepare a report. The 

report must summarise the evidence and refer to or attach any relevant documents. 

As notices of investigation have been served in the course of the investigation, the 

report must also give the investigator’s opinion about whether any police officer or 

member of staff has a case to answer for misconduct. 

The report must then be given to the Commission delegate who will decide if a 

criminal offence may have been committed by any of the subjects of the 

investigation and whether it is appropriate to refer the case to the CPS for a charging 

decision.  
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The Commission delegate will then decide whether to make individual or wider 

learning recommendations for the police. They also consider whether the actions of 

anyone serving with the police were unsatisfactory. If so, they will be dealt with 

through the police force’s unsatisfactory performance procedure (UPP). UPP is 

handled by the person’s line manager and is intended to improve the performance of 

both the individual and police force.   

Misconduct proceedings  

The report must be given to the appropriate authority (normally the police force) 

responsible for the subjects of the investigation. They must then inform the 

Commission what action they propose to take, in particular whether they will bring 

misconduct charges in relation to any of the police officers or staff who were 

subjects of the investigation. If the Commission delegate is unhappy with the 

appropriate authority’s response, the Commission has powers to recommend or 

ultimately direct it to bring disciplinary or UPP.  

Criminal proceedings  

If there is an indication that a criminal offence may have been committed by any 

subject of our investigation the IPCC may refer a subject to the Crown Prosecution 

Service. The CPS will then decide whether to bring a prosecution against any 

person. If they decide to prosecute, and there is a not guilty plea, there may be a 

trial. Relevant witnesses identified during our investigation may be asked to attend 

the court. The court will then establish whether the defendant is guilty beyond all 

reasonable doubt. 

Inquests 

Following investigations into deaths, the IPCC’s investigation report and supporting 

documents are usually provided to the coroner. The coroner may then hold an 

inquest, either alone or with a jury. This hearing is unlike a trial or tribunal. It is a fact 

finding forum and will not determine criminal or civil liability. A coroner might ask a 

selection of witnesses to give evidence at the inquest. At the end of the inquest the 

coroner and/or jury will decide how they think the death occurred on the basis of the 

evidence they have heard and seen. 

Publishing the report 

After all criminal proceedings relating to the investigation have concluded, and at a 

time when the IPCC is satisfied that any other misconduct or inquest proceedings 

will not be prejudiced by publication, the IPCC may publish its investigation report.  

Redactions might be made to the report at this stage to ensure that individuals’ 

personal data is sufficiently protected and occasionally for other reasons. 




