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Investigation information 

Investigation name: Operation Darby 

IPCC reference: 2017/084545 

Investigation type Conduct matter 

IPCC office: Croydon 

Lead investigator: Ben Williams 

Case supervisor: Susan Gilbert 

Commission delegate: Graham Beesley 

 

Status of report: Final 

Date finalised: 26 September 2017 

 

The primary purpose of this report is to provide information to the AA and Commission 
delegate to allow them to perform their obligations under the PRA. Although this report may 
be disclosed to other parties, its primary audience is stakeholders who have knowledge of the 
complaints system. Therefore, IPCC/police responsibilities or the detail of the misconduct 
system will not be explained in this document. For cases using this template, complainants 
and interested parties will be updated separately in a plain English outcome letter supported 
by a document explaining the IPCC and the complaints system processes. 

In conduct matters the role of the designated investigator is to analyse the evidence to give an 
opinion regarding whether there is a case to answer. Findings of fact have not been reached, 
such findings are the responsibility of any subsequent misconduct hearing or meeting. This 
will not be reiterated throughout this report. 

This reports sets out the designated investigator’s opinions. These do not necessarily 
reflect the opinions of the Commission delegate. The Commission delegate will make 
their CPS referral decision (if required), and upon receipt of the appropriate authority’s 
proposals will make their other determinations in accordance with the legislation. 



FOR PUBLICATION 

3 

 

 The Investigation 

 Key issues to be addressed by the report 

1.  The terms of reference for this investigation were approved by Commission 
delegate Graham Beesley on 10 May 2017. The terms of reference specific to this 
investigation are: 

2.  To examine the actions and decisions of Hampshire Constabulary’s Offender 
Management Team relating to Mr Z between June and December 2016, in 
particular: 

a) The risk assessments and risk management plans made in respect of Mr Z by 
the Offender Management Team in this period. 

b) The information received by OMT during this period relating to Mr Z, and the 
actions and decisions taken on receipt of this. 

c) The contact in this period between the Offender Management Team and 
those investigating the allegations linked to Mr Z. 

3.  To identify whether any subject of the investigation, in the investigator’s opinion, 
has a case to answer for misconduct or gross misconduct, or no case to answer. 

4.  Each of these points will be addressed in this report 

  

 Subjects 

Name and role 
Brief description of alleged conduct/breach of 

Standards of Professional Behaviour  
Severity Date notified 

DS A 

Risk assessment, risk management plan 

and ViSOR record of Mr Z was not updated 

until 28 December 2016, despite being 

aware of allegations linked to him before 

this. 

No amendment was sought to a Sexual 

Harm Prevention Order (SHPO) until 28 

December 2016 despite being in receipt of 

information linking Mr Z to sexual offences 

from June 2016. 

Misconduct 
26 July 

2017 

PSI B 
Risk assessment, risk management plan 

and ViSOR record of Mr Z was not updated 

until 28 December 2016, despite being 

N/a (Police 

staff) 

26 July 

2017 
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aware of allegations linked to him before 

this. 

Sent an email on 4 November 2016 in 

relation to offences linked to Mr Z containing 

inappropriate comments in respect of 

potential victims of serious sexual offences 

 
 

 Chronology of events/Timeline 

 Doc 
Ref 

Date Event 

   Mr Z’s arrest in 2006 

5.  D7 17 July 
2006 

In July 2006, a member of the public, Mr C, reported that while 
at his home address with Mr Z, he had consumed alcohol with 
Mr Z, and then passed out. When he woke up, Mr C was in his 
underwear. Mr Z subsequently told him that they had had sex. 
Mr C said he had not consented to this, and had not been in a 
position to consent due to his intoxication. Mr Z was arrested 
on suspicion of rape and denied the allegation, saying that the 
sexual activity was consensual. The case was passed to the 
Crown Prosecution Service (CPS) who determined that no 
further action should be taken against Mr Z. 

   Mr Z’s conviction in 2013 
 

6.  D7 5 April 
2013 

Mr Z was found guilty of two counts of indecent assault of 
males under the age of 16 at Portsmouth Crown Court. The 
offences occurred in 2003 when Mr Z was a minor. 

7.  D7  He was sentenced to nine months imprisonment which was 
suspended for two years. He was also required to register as a 
sex offender for a period of ten years, and was the subject of a 
Sexual Offences Prevention Order (SOPO) for five years.  

8.  D7  Mr Z’s SOPO prohibited him from talking to, contacting or 
communicating via any electronic device any person under the 
age of 16; and from joining or being part of any sport or 
recreational activity, or undertaking any work which would 
bring him into contact with any person under the age of 16. 
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Hampshire Constabulary’s risk assessment of Mr Z in 
April 2016 

9.  D85 8 March 
2016 

PSI B took on the management of Mr Z as a registered sex 
offender (RSO). At the time he did so, Mr Z was classed as a 
medium risk offender. 

10.  D73 

R1b 

D85 

22 March 
2016 

PSI B visited Mr Z at his home address, in order to complete a 
risk assessment. 

11.  D73 

R1b 

 

10 April 
2016 

A risk assessment of Mr Z was entered onto ViSOR by PSI B. 
This assessment identified Mr Z as being a medium risk 
offender, meaning “there are identifiable indicators of serious 
harm. The offender has the potential to cause such harm, but 
is unlikely to do so unless there is a change in circumstances.” 
PSI B’s assessment stated “I do not feel it would be 
appropriate to manage [Mr Z] at low risk as there are still 
issues to resolve around his decision making and self 
indulgent attitude.”  

12.  D73 

R1b 

 PSI B’s risk assessment included a plan that Mr Z would be 
visited at least every six months. It was suggested by DI H, on 
reviewing PSI B’s risk assessment and plan that consideration 
be given to increasing the frequency of home visits if his 
behaviour deteriorated, and for disclosure to be considered if 
he was in a relationship which brought him into contact with 
children. 

   First allegation against Mr Z in June 2016 

13.  D18 24 June 
2016 

A member of the public, Mr D, contacted the police and 
informed them that after meeting Mr Z via Grindr, they had 
gone to Mr Z’s home on 22 June 2016. He said that Mr Z had 
drugged him and he had lost consciousness, but he had come 
to while Mr Z was penetrating him. He said he had not 
consented to this. At the time, Mr D did not wish to provide a 
formal statement or be interviewed by the police about this, 
but there was ongoing regular contact with police with a view 
to obtaining a formal statement from him. 

14.  D18 

D89 

25 June 
2016 

The OMT Daily Management Meeting raised the allegation 
that had been made against Mr Z. A record was made that the 
OMT had liaised with the investigation team “provided 
information to assist the investigation,” and that no further 
assistance was currently required. 
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15.  D18 25 June 
2016 

DC Danielle Johnson, from the team investigating the offence 
alleged by Mr D, contacted OMT. She noted on the 
Occurrence Entry Log (OEL) that “They have sent me a short 
history of his last review. He is subject to conditions of a 
SOPO however these have not been breached as they only 
relate to U16’s”  

16.  D18 25 June 
2016 

T/DS J added two entries to the OEL, indicating that OMT 
were aware of the investigation, and giving a summary of the 
offences Mr Z had been found guilty of. It confirmed his status 
as a medium risk RSO. There was no mention of the 2006 
arrest in either entry. 

17.  D86 27 June 
2016 

DS A joined the OMT.  

18.  T28 11 – 15 
July 2016 

DS A attended a MOSOVO training course in Bournemouth. 

19.  T22 25 July 
2016 

DS A began a secondment from OMT to his previous role in 
safeguarding. 

   Second allegation against Mr Z in August 2016 

20.  D10 1 
September 

2016 

 
 

 
 

  

 
 

 

A member of the public, Mr E, spoke to Dorset Police about 
his contact with Mr Z. Mr E said he met Mr Z three-four weeks 
previously, and on 29 August, Mr Z came to his home address 
after consuming alcohol. At his home address, Mr E said he 
felt very drunk and Mr Z engaged in sexual intercourse despite 
Mr E saying to Mr Z that he did not consent. On 31 August, 
they met again and Mr Z produced a bottle, saying it was
GHB. Mr E said he did not want to take this, but his drink then 
tasted strange and he became unwell. After he fell asleep, he 
said he woke up and Mr Z was attempting to penetrate him.
He told Mr Z to stop, and Mr Z did so. 

21.  D10 

D19 

2 
September 

2016 

Dorset Police made a request to Hampshire Constabulary for 
Mr Z to be arrested on suspicion of rape and attempted rape. 
Mr Z was arrested and interviewed about this allegation. He 
was bailed from police custody pending further enquiries. 

22.  D85 

D87 

D88 

2 
September 

2016 

A notification to OMT of Mr Z’s arrest was opened and closed 
by T/DS J. PSI B stated, “This notification was not forwarded, 
or re-assigned to me.” The OMT Daily Management Meeting 
summaries from 2 September and 5 September did not 
contain any reference to the arrest as having been raised. 
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23.  D86 

T22 

6 
September 

2016 

DS A returned to OMT from safeguarding. 

24.  T29 17 October 
2016 

After returning from a period of leave, DS A reported being 
unable to access ViSOR to Hampshire Constabulary’s IT 
support. 

 

25.  D30 24 October 
2016 

PSI B sent an email to DC Wendy Stout of Dorset Police. In 
this, he suggested that he was due to see Mr Z “in due course 
for a routine risk assessment visit,” and made her aware of the 
allegation from June 2016.  

26.  D17 24 October 
2016 

PSI B attempted to visit Mr Z at his home address. He noted 
that there was no reply, but that Mr Z’s car was seen parked 
outside although there were no lights on in the property. 

   Third allegation against Mr Z in October 2016 

27.  D15 26 October 
2016 

A member of the public, Mr F, contacted Hampshire 
Constabulary and said that in April 2016, while in an on-off 
relationship with Mr Z, he had been drugged by Mr Z without 
his knowledge, and that Mr Z had then had sexual intercourse 
with him. 

28.  D38 

D15 

26 October 
2016 

PC Matthew Wilford was deployed to speak with Mr F. He was 
told that his use of GHB with Mr Z and all sexual activity was 
consensual. 

29.  D31 26 October 
2016 

PC Wilford emailed DC Graham, stating he was aware of the 
allegation being investigated by Dorset Police, and that he had 
visited a member of the public who had said that Mr Z had 
given him GHB without his knowledge. PC Wilford also said 
that the male he met disclosed that he had created a profile on 
a website, which had resulted in him being contacted by other 
individuals saying that Mr Z had drugged them. 

30.  D33 2 
November 

2016 

DC Ross Graham of Dorset Police emailed PSI B in response 
to his email of 24 October. He noted similarities between the 
June and August allegations.  

31.  D34 3 
November 

2016 

PSI B emailed DC Johnson at 8.16am, forwarding the email 
from DC Graham in relation to the August allegation. He also 
said, “I am considering how I go about risk assessing [Mr Z] 
(probably high and how I conduct a visit with him… DS A and I 
will come up with a cunning plan regarding [Mr Z]’s 
management.”  
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32.  D31 3 
November 

2016 

DC Graham forwarded the email sent by PC Wilford on 26 
October to PSI B at 11.07am. 

33.  D44 4 
November 

2016 

DC Johnson replied to PSI B, saying that the person making 
the allegation in June 2016 was “still undecided” about 
whether to go ahead with the complaint. She said that Mr Z 
was unaware of this allegation. She suggested that “in terms 
of impacting on my investigation this should not be a problem.” 

34.  D43 

 

D41 

4 
November 

2016 

PSI B forwarded to DC Johnson the email he had been sent 
by DC Graham on 3 November. DC Johnson replied the same 
day, saying “I think [Mr Z] may be in a little bit of trouble here. 
It sounds like there could be potential for numerous other rape 
complaints.” PSI B replied to DC Johnson shortly afterwards, 
saying he had asked PC Wilford to contact him, and adding 
“Now there’s an online support group of ex-partners/potential 
ex-victims of [Mr Z]!!” 

35.  D38 5 
November 

2016 

PSI B asked PC Wilford to provide a summary of his dealings 
with Mr F. He observed that there were potentially three 
separate matters relating to Mr Z. PC Wilford responded the 
same day, copying the text of his email of 26 October and 
adding that Mr F “repeatedly assured me that all sex had been 
consensual, as was the use of GHB.” 

36.  D17 

D18 

17 
November 

2016 

A strategy meeting was held between DS A, DC Johnson and 
PSI B at which the management of Mr Z, and the allegations 
made against him were discussed. DS A added a record of the 
meeting, in which he stated “It is clear that Mr Z uses the drug 
GHB on his sexual partners,” but notes that Mr D had not yet 
made a formal complaint. He suggested that the first action 
was to “establish the current situation with the Dorset 
investigation.” He also indicated that options available at the 
time were to obtain a search warrant and to arrest Mr Z on 
suspicion of administering a noxious substance. He stated “I 
do not wish to consider these options whilst Dorset have a live 
investigation and they may well be intending to conduct a 
search as part of their investigation.” 

37.  D17 23 
November 

2016 

PSI B attended Mr Z’s home address, in order to carry out a 
home visit, but there was no answer to the door. 

38.  D17 24 
November 

2016 

DS A entered a further review onto the OMT OEL at 9.41am. 
He stated that he had had the opportunity to review the Dorset 
Police investigation, and that they were pursuing offences of 
sexual assault and administering GHB with intent to stupefy. 
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He went on to write “As part of his ongoing management and 
risk assessment we will need to establish the extent of his 
online dating, correspondence with other males and whether 
he is in possession of GHB. This will initially be attempted with 
the cooperation of [Mr Z]. If this is not forthcoming then more 
robust action will be needed.” 

39.  D36 24 
November 

2016 

DC Johnson forwarded an email at 6.33pm to PSI B which 
contained a detailed account of Mr F’s contact with Mr Z, 
including allegations of Mr Z having drugged him and engaged 
in sexual activity with him without Mr F’s prior consent. 

40.  D18 

D85 

2 
December 

2016 

Mr Z was arrested on suspicion of the rape of Mr F and 
administering a substance to him. PSI B was involved in the 
arrest, a search of Mr Z’s home address and an interview of 
Mr Z. Mr Z was released on bail. 

41.  T29 7 
December 

2016 

DS A was contacted by Hampshire Constabulary’s IT support 
to query if the ViSOR access issue he had reported had been 
successfully resolved. IT support had no record of a response 
from DS A. 

   Fourth allegation against Mr Z in December 2016 

42.  D14 22 
December 

2016 

A member of the public, Mr G, contacted Hampshire 
Constabulary and said that on 18 December 2016 he had met 
a man, subsequently identified as Mr Z, through Grindr and 
that at Mr Z’s home, he had been drugged and raped by Mr Z. 

43.  D14 24 
December 

2016 

Mr Z was arrested by Hampshire Constabulary, on suspicion 
of rape. He was bailed by police pending further enquiries. 

44.  D55 28 
December 

2016 

DS A sent an email to the Public Protection Offender 
Management Team Eastern Mailbox saying “Can you change 
[Mr Z] to high risk please.” 

45.  D68 30 
December 

2016 

DS A emailed the Hampshire Constabulary force solicitor 
mailbox, seeking an amendment to Mr Z’s SHPO. This stated 
that Mr Z was the subject of four separate rape allegations, 
and summarised these. The email outlined that the 
amendment was being sought “To reduce the risk posed by 
[Mr Z], and to increase the powers available to effectively 
manage him.” It was also noted that “Several of his victims 
have been contacted via social media. The common 
dominator [sic] in all four offences is the use of chemicals to 
stupefy his victims prior to raping them.” The amendments 
sought were to require Mr Z to retain his internet search 
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history, social media and email correspondence and allow 
police to examine these; to notify his OM of any developing 
relationship; and to allow police to conduct searches for 
evidence of illegal drugs. 

 

 
 

 Other evidence 

  Police Learning Review 

46.  D5 Following Mr Z’s second arrest in December 2016, Ms Ruth Attfield was 
requested to conduct a learning review due to Mr Z being an RSO under the 
supervision of Hampshire Constabulary during the period in which the 
alleged offences were taking place. 

47.  D5 Ms Attfield produced a draft Police Learning Report (PLR), which was based 
upon information held within police information systems. She did not speak 
to any of the individuals involved in the investigations or Mr Z’s supervision 
as an RSO. 

48.  D5 

D6 

This draft report was provided to, among others, Hampshire Constabulary’s 
Professional Standards Department (PSD), who took the decision to 
voluntarily refer the matter to the IPCC. 

49.  D5 The IPCC is aware of, and has had sight of, the draft PLR prepared by Ms 
Attfield. However, the analysis contained below reflects the lead 
investigator’s views. 

  Relevant Policies and Procedures 

50.  R1a 

 

 

 

D80 

D79 

D78 

D4 

The investigation has reviewed a number of national and local policies and 
guidance. The report will not seek to detail these in full, but highlight the 
relevant sections. The investigation has reviewed and considered the 
following material: 

 MAPPA Guidance 2012 
 ViSOR standards version 3.1 
 ACPO Guidance on Protecting the Public: Managing Sexual 

Offenders and Violent Offenders 2012 
 Hampshire Constabulary Force Policy and Procedure 27811 – 

Offender Management 

51.  D4 The Hampshire Constabulary Offender Management policy states risk 
assessments of RSOs “should be undertaken at 3, 6 and 12 month intervals 
depending on whether the risk level is high, medium or low.” However, it 
also states “risk assessments and plans should always be reviewed 
following any significant event such as an arrest, involvement with a new 
partner or incident involving the offender.” All reviews must be added to 
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ViSOR and “will be conducted by the Offender Management DS in a 
scheduled meeting with the MAPPA officer.”  

52.  D4 This policy also states that an OMT DS “will be responsible for managing 
the relevant OMT RMS inbox, to ensure they remain aware of emerging 
issues and can record defensible decisions made against subsequent 
actions taken or not taken,” and “Offender Managers will be responsible for 
responding to all actionable intelligence they receive relating to an offender 
they are managing.” 

53.  D79 The ViSOR Standards state that “Each user agency is required to enter onto 
ViSOR any information it holds, or is aware of, that is relevant to the 
management of a Nominal. This should be done within 3 working days of 
the receipt of that information.” 

 

 Analysis of the evidence 

What risk assessments were carried out and what risk management plans were 
implemented by OMT between June and December 2016? 

54.  Mr Z’s ViSOR record and the Occurrence Entry Logs indicate that a risk 
assessment was conducted, and a risk management plan formulated, in April 2016. 

55.  The assessment and plan was completed by PSI B, who graded Mr Z as being 
medium risk. The assessment identifies areas of concern in Mr Z’s behaviour, and 
recognises that these increase the risk of him reoffending. 

56.  The next risk assessment recorded on ViSOR is dated 13 January 2017, although 
an email was sent by DS A on 28 December 2016 seeking to raise Mr Z’s risk 
assessment to high. 

57.  The investigation has found no evidence that a full risk assessment was conducted 
or risk management plan was formulated by OMT between June 2016 and 28 
December 2016.  

58.  PSI B stated that Mr Z “was clearly being treated as a high risk offender due to 2 
concurrent investigations.” However, this is not reflected in the ViSOR record, OEL, 
or any other records from the period between 24 June and 28 December. The first 
documented reference to Mr Z being definitively graded as high risk is in an email 
sent by DS A on 28 December. 

59.  PSI B indicated that he did not carry out a full risk assessment of Mr Z following the 
June allegation as he believed that doing so “could alert him to a possible police 
investigation.” He acknowledged that he did not record this decision. PSI B also 
said that, had he visited, it would have been difficult to ask appropriate questions 
without potentially hindering the investigation, and that “As a result, a visit would 
not necessarily have provided sufficient information on which to make a further risk 
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assessment.” He also said that he was not requested to visit Mr Z or update the 
recorded risk level. 

60.  It would therefore appear that PSI B viewed Mr Z as being a high risk offender, but 
had not completed a full risk assessment to confirm this, or recorded this decision. 
It is regrettable that there are no contemporaneous records to this effect, although 
the evidence suggests that PSI B and the OMT were aware of the matters linked to 
Mr Z, at least from the period after 24 October 2016. The emails sent and received 
by PSI B in particular show that he was obtaining, requesting, and circulating 
information about Mr Z’s activities between those investigating the offences linked 
to Mr Z. There are records of two unsuccessful attempted home visits to Mr Z in 
this period. The evidence therefore suggests that Mr Z was being treated as a high 
risk offender from late October onwards, albeit that this was not recorded or 
formalised. 

61.  By contrast, however, there is little evidence to support a contention that the OMT 
were treating Mr Z as a high risk offender between June and late October, although 
two allegations were made against him in this period. One of these allegations 
resulted in Mr Z being arrested. The evidence suggests that OMT were aware of 
both of these allegations, and PSI B acknowledged that after the June allegation Mr 
Z “may have been provisionally re-assessed as posing a high risk of sexual re-
offending.” 

62.  In accordance with the Hampshire Constabulary Offender Management policy, the 
evidence suggests that both the allegation in June and arrest in September should 
have resulted in Mr Z’s risk assessment and plan being reviewed. The investigation 
has not found any evidence of DS A and PSI B conducting a review “in a scheduled 
meeting” after either of these events.  

63.  On 3 November, PSI B stated that he and DS A were going to be coming up with a 
“cunning plan” for how to deal with Mr Z, and that he was probably going to be 
raised to high risk. The results of this plan are not recorded, and as has been 
highlighted above there is no formal raising of Mr Z’s risk level at this time. 
However, a few hours after this email was sent, PSI B was made aware of the 
allegations made by Mr F. The evidence therefore suggests that, whatever plan 
was being considered, this would have been altered in light of the new allegations 
OMT had been made aware of. 

64.  Notwithstanding this, the Hampshire Constabulary Offender Management policy’s 
requirement for risk assessments and plans to be reviewed after significant 
incidents or new relationships involving the offender indicate that the disclosures 
made by Mr F in October should have resulted in Mr Z’s assessment and plan 
being reviewed by DS A and PSI B. Mr F had said that he had begun a relationship 
with Mr Z in April 2016, after the previous risk assessment was carried out, and 
also identified further relationships and potential victims of Mr Z. 

65.  DS A and PSI B met with DC Johnson on 17 November, but DS A’ record of this 
meeting does not reference any formal review of Mr Z’s risk assessment or 



FOR PUBLICATION 

13 

 

management plan. The evidence suggests that one of the actions arising from the 
meeting could have an impact on the risk assessment of Mr Z, that being the 
obtaining of material from Dorset Police. Other actions arising from the meeting 
are, it is suggested, of an investigative nature. 

66.  Following Mr Z’s arrest on 2 December 2016, the investigation has found no 
evidence of a formal review of Mr Z’s risk level or management plan. The arrest of 
Mr Z was, it is suggested, an event which could have triggered a review of his risk 
level, in accordance with Hampshire Constabulary’s policy.  

What information relating to Mr Z was received by OMT between June and 
December 2016, and what actions were taken on receipt of this? 

67.  Based on the evidence, Mr Z’s connection to allegations of serious sexual offences 
was known to PSI B in June 2016. He acknowledged in his response to the notice 
of investigation that he was made aware of the allegation. PSI B’s emails and 
statement suggest that he was aware of Mr Z’s arrest in relation to the August 2016 
allegation by 24 October 2016. He received an email making him aware of the 
contact from Mr F on 3 November 2016, and took action in respect of this the 
following day. The evidence suggests that following this, PSI B was in regular 
contact with those investigating the offences linked to Mr Z, and was involved in the 
arrest and interview of him on 2 December 2016. He was subsequently aware of Mr 
Z’s further arrest on 24 December 2016 on 28 December 2016, which appears to 
have resulted in a full risk assessment and risk management plan being formulated. 

68.  It is noted that the nature of the allegations made against Mr Z differed from the 
offences for which he had been convicted. In 2013, Mr Z had been convicted of 
sexually assaulting children. However, it is similarly important to note that Mr Z had 
himself been a child at the time of the offences he was convicted of, and the risk 
assessment carried out by PSI B suggested his sexual preferences had matured in 
line with his age.  

69.  Mr Z had also been arrested in 2006 on suspicion of drugging and raping a man. 
While no further action was taken against Mr Z, and he was neither charged nor 
convicted of any offence in relation to this, the circumstances of that allegation 
were similar to those made in 2016. 

70.  The allegation made by Mr D in June 2016 bore similarities to the allegation from 
2006. On both occasions it was suggested that the informants had consumed 
alcohol with Mr Z before passing out or falling asleep, and they alleged Mr Z had 
then engaged in sexual activity with them without their prior consent. 

71.  There is no evidence to suggest that the OMT acted upon or notified the 
investigation team of the similarities between the 2006 arrest and the allegation 
made by Mr D in June 2016. The 2006 arrest, and its similarity to the new 
allegation, are not mentioned in DC Johnson’s record of her contact with OMT, or 
T/DS J’s notes on the OEL. 



 

 

 

  

 

   
  

  
   

 
 

  

 

  
 

  

 

    

 

    

  
 

 
 

 

  

 

72. The OMT offered to assist the investigation into this offence, but at that time it was
not required. There is no doubt, however, that OMT retained responsibility for the 
management of Mr Z as an RSO.

73. PSI B did not visit Mr Z following this allegation, and provided his rationale for this.
He went on to say that the College of Policing Risk Management Principles do not 
require all decisions to be recorded. Principle 7 states “The decision whether or not 
to make a record… should be made after considering the likelihood of harm 
occurring and its seriousness,” and “Not all risk decisions need to be recorded.”
Therefore, the evidence suggests there was no requirement on PSI B to record his 
justification for not visiting Mr Z after the June allegation or September arrest. 
However, PSI B similarly recognised that Mr Z may have been provisionally re- 
assessed as high risk after the June allegation.

74. Given that the Hampshire Constabulary policy is that, following a significant 
incident, a review of an offender’s risk level should take place, and PSI B’s 
recognition that Mr Z’s risk level may have been raised in light of the June
allegation, it may be considered that the decision not to take a specific action
should have been recorded, so that its rationale and justification could be better 
judged and potentially reviewed at the time of making that decision.

75. PSI B’s account suggests that he did take action, and consider taking further
action, on receipt of the information notified to OMT in June 2016, although he did 
not formally review Mr Z’s risk assessment or management plan. The evidence 
suggests that the nature of the information received in June 2016 was not 
appropriate to be added to ViSOR. Mr Z had not been arrested, and Mr D had at 
that time declined to make a formal complaint. The allegation was also of a different 
nature for the reason Mr Z was recorded as a ViSOR nominal.

76. DS A started in OMT three days after the first allegation was made and, after
attending a training course, was seconded to safeguarding until 6 September 2016. 
He was unable to recall any mention of Mr Z in the period before his training or 
secondment.

77. In September 2016, T/DS J was made aware of the arrest of Mr Z. PSI B said that
he was not sent this notification. He could not recall when he first became aware of 
the arrest. DS A re-joined the OMT on 6 September, but did not recall any specific 
briefing or information he was given about Mr Z at that time. The notification 
acknowledged by T/DS J was an automated notification sent to OMT following Mr
Z’s arrest. A similar notification was sent following the allegation in June 2016. 
There is no evidence to suggest that Mr Z’s arrest in September was the subject of 
discussion at the OMT Daily Management Meeting, whereas the allegation in June 
had been raised.

78. According to the ViSOR standards, details of Mr Z’s arrest should have been added
to his ViSOR record within three working days of 2 September 2016. However, this 
was  not done by DS A until 28 December 2016. The evidence suggests that, with 
this  being the second allegation of substance facilitated rape within a three-month
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period, the “Habits” section of ViSOR may also have warranted updating with this 
information. Responsibility for the updating of ViSOR records between June and 
December 2016 was that of OMT, but not with any one specific role in OMT.

79. PSI B was unable to recall any specific action or mention of Mr Z prior to 24
October, or what prompted him to send an email to Dorset Police on that date. He 
said that he had no record of any specific action, discussions or decisions between
2 September and 24 October.

80. DS A did not recall any mention of Mr Z in any capacity until October 2016, when
he became aware of PSI B’s actions in liaising with Dorset Police and those 
investigating the June allegation.

81. In accordance with the ViSOR standards, details of Mr Z’s arrest on 2 December
2016 should have been added to his ViSOR record within three working days. 
Details of the arrest were added by DS A on 28 December. As highlighted above,
no single individual was responsible for updating ViSOR records at that time.

82. Following Mr Z’s arrest on 24 December 2016, DS A added records of his arrests in
September and December, and details of his use of GHB to facilitate offences to his 
ViSOR record. These were added within three working days of the arrest. DS A
had originally accessed ViSOR in September 2016, after completing a training 
course but, after returning from a period of leave, was unable to access the system 
and reported this fault to Hampshire Constabulary’s IT support. DS A was asked on 
7 December 2016 if the issue had been rectified, but does not appear to have 
responded to either confirm or deny this.

83. DS A also formally requested that the risk level of Mr Z be raised to high on 28
December, and submitted a request to amend Mr Z’s SHPO. The investigation has 
seen no evidence that such a submission had been made before this. DS A stated 
that the process of making such an amendment takes a significant amount of time. 
He said that it was not completed before that date as he did not consider it “a
priority when balanced against other commitments and the likelihood of it not being 
action until after the Xmas period due to the known delays in any response from
our legal department” [sic].

What contact was there between OMT and those investigating the allegations
linked to Mr Z between June and December 2016?

84. The OEL in relation to the June allegation reflects that DC Johnson was in contact
with the OMT on 25 June 2016. She was made aware of Mr Z’s status as an RSO 
and also that he had apparently not breached his SOPO conditions based on the 
information known at the time. The evidence suggests that the information provided 
by OMT at that time was accurate, although Mr Z’s arrest in 2006 for a similarly 
alcohol or drug facilitated rape did not appear to have been mentioned. However, it 
is important to consider that the arrest had occurred almost ten years previously 
and had not resulted in any charges against Mr Z. That arrest was also not the 
reasonfor OMT’s involvement with Mr Z.
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85. It is noted that, from late October and through November, there was a regular flow
of information between the OMT and those investigating the allegations. However, 
the evidence suggests that the main focus of these was on the sharing of 
investigative information, including summaries of witness accounts. While PSI B 
made reference to his role in managing Mr Z, he did not outline an amended risk 
management plan or make it clear he was treating Mr Z as a high risk offender.

86. Of particular note in this regard was the email sent by PSI B to DC Johnson on 3
November 2016. In this he stated “I’m considering how I go about risk assessing
[Mr Z] (probably high) and how I conduct a visit with him whilst he was on bail.” He 
also suggested that he and DS A would “come up with a cunning plan” for managing 
Mr Z. It should be noted that PSI B, at the time of sending this email, was aware 
only of the June allegation and September arrest of Mr Z. DC Graham’s email 
notifying him of the contact with Mr F was sent less than three hours later.

87. PSI B exchanged further emails with DC Johnson, making her aware of the
information received from DC Graham on 3 November. He also requested that PC 
Wilford provide details to himself and DC Johnson.

88. On 4 November, PSI B sent an email in which he said, referring to the actions of Mr
F in setting up a social media profile seeking contact from people who had met Mr
Z, “Now there’s an online support group of ex-partners/potential victims of [Mr Z]!!”
The people contacting Mr F were potentially victims of serious sexual offences, as 
was Mr F himself. PSI B acknowledged that “This may be a flippant comment, it
was not intended to be derogatory, abusive or biased.”

89. Having been made aware of the allegations made by Mr F, a meeting was arranged
between OMT and the investigation into allegations against Mr Z. Following this,
PSI B obtained further information from Dorset Police, which was shared with DC 
Johnson.

90. Mr F then made a further disclosure and potential offences were identified from
this. The decision was taken to arrest Mr Z, and PSI B assisted in the arrest, search 
and interview of Mr Z on 2 December 2016.

91. When looked at in its totality, the evidence suggests that the OMT, in particular PSI
B, was in contact with those investigating the allegations linked to Mr Z, and was 
providing the information they had. The information in relation to the contact from Mr 
F was provided to DC Johnson by PSI B, which she was otherwise unaware of, and 
it was also PSI B who obtained details and material related to the September arrest 
from Dorset Police that were sent to DC Johnson.  
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 Conclusions 

Potential criminal offences the Commission delegate may wish to consider when 
determining whether to refer the case to the CPS 

92.  Having analysed all the evidence, it is my opinion there is no indication that any 
person under investigation may have committed a criminal offence. 

In the lead investigator’s opinion, is there a case to answer against DS A and PSI B 
for misconduct? 

  
  

 
 

    

 

 

 

 

  
 

 
 

    

 

 
 

 

  
 

 

93. I have to give my opinion if there is sufficient evidence upon which a reasonable
tribunal properly directed, could find that the conduct of the person under 
investigation fell below the standards of behaviour expected of them, in a manner
that would justify the bringing of disciplinary proceedings.

94. DS A was investigated in respect of the following matters:

 It was indicated that the risk assessment, risk management plan and ViSOR
record of Mr Z was not updated until 28 December 2016, despite being
aware of allegations linked to him before this.

 It was indicated that no amendment was sought to a Sexual Harm Prevention
Order (SHPO) until 28 December 2016, despite being in receipt of 
information  linking Mr Z to sexual offences from June 2016.

95. On the basis of the evidence presented above, it is my opinion that there is
insufficient evidence upon which any reasonable tribunal, properly directed, could 
find misconduct in respect of DS A in relation to the risk assessment and
management of Mr Z.

96. PSI B was investigated in respect of the following matters:

 It was indicated that the risk assessment, risk management plan and ViSOR
record of Mr Z was not updated until 28 December 2016, despite being
aware of allegations linked to him before this.

 It was indicated that he sent an email on 4 November 2016 in relation to
offences linked to Mr Z containing inappropriate comments in respect of 
potential victims of serious sexual offences.

97. On the basis of the evidence presented above, it is my opinion that there is
insufficient evidence upon which any reasonable tribunal, properly directed, could 
find misconduct in respect of PSI B in relation to the risk assessment and 
management of Mr Z or the email sent on 4 November 2016 



FOR PUBLICATION 

18 

 

Performance 

In the lead investigator’s opinion, is there an indication that the performance of 
any subject may have been unsatisfactory? 

  

 

 

  

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

98. The Commission delegate and appropriate authority may wish to consider whether,
on the basis of the evidence presented above, the actions of PSI B, in not formally 
recording his decisions in respect of Mr Z’s risk level and risk between June and 
December, fell below the standard expected and that his performance was 
unsatisfactory.

99. The Commission delegate and appropriate authority may wish to consider whether,
on the basis of the evidence presented above, the actions of PSI B, in sending the 
email on 4 November 2016 containing the phrase ““Now there’s an online support 
group of ex-partners/potential victims” could be considered inappropriate in its 
comments about possible victims of sexual assaults, and that although not 
amounting to a case to answer for misconduct, fell below the standard expected 
and that his performance was unsatisfactory.

100. The Commission delegate and appropriate authority may wish to consider whether,
on the basis of the evidence presented above, the actions of PSI B and DS A, in 
failing to update Mr Z’s ViSOR record within three working days of his arrests on 2 
September and 2 December, in accordance with national guidelines, although not 
amounting to a case to answer for misconduct, fell below the standard expected 
and that their performance was unsatisfactory.

101. The Commission delegate and appropriate authority may wish to consider whether,
on the basis of the evidence presented above, the actions of PSI B, in failing to 
record the apparent raising of Mr Z’s risk level in November, fell below the standard 
expected and that his performance was unsatisfactory. 

 



 

  

 

   

 

  

 

  

   
  
   

 
 

 

    

 

   

 
 

   

  

  

  

   

  

 

 
 

Glossary of abbreviations and acronyms used in this report

OMT – Offender Management Team – The team in Hampshire Constabulary 
responsible for the management of ViSOR offenders resident in Hampshire

ViSOR – Violent and Sexual Offender Register – a database of records of those 
required to register with the police under the Sexual Offences Act 2003 , those jailed 
for more than 12 months for violent offences, and those thought to be at risk of

offending

OEL – Occurrence Entry Log – The system used for recording crime investigations

by Hampshire Constabulary

MOSOVO – Management of Sexual and Violent Offenders

GHB – Gamma-hydroxybutyrate - a naturally occurring neurotransmitter and a 
psychoactive drug. It is a precursor to GABA, glutamate, and glycine in certain brain 
areas, and it acts on the GHB receptor and it is a weak agonist at the GABA
receptor. GHB has been used in a medical setting, it is also used illegally as an 
intoxicant, to try to increase athletic performance, and as a date rape drug and as a 
recreational drug.

SOPO – Sexual Offences Prevention Order (prior to March 2015) – A civil order 
made under the Sexual Offences Act 2003 to protect the public or any particular 
member of the public from serious sexual harm. An offender is required to comply 
with its conditions. The breach of an SOPO is a criminal offence.

SHPO – Sexual Harm Prevention Order (from march 2015) – A civil order made 
under the Sexual Offences Act 2003 to protect the public or any particular member of 
the public from serious sexual harm. An offender is required to comply with its
conditions. The breach of an SHPO is a criminal offence.

PSI – Police Staff Investigator – A civilian member of police staff

DS – Detective Sergeant

T/DS – Temporary detective sergeant

DC – Detective Constable

PC – Police constable

MAPPA - Multi-Agency Public Protection Arrangements - The process through which 
the Police, Probation and Prison Services work together with other agencies to 
manage the risks posed by violent and sexual offenders living in the community in 
order to protect the public.

ACPO – Association of Chief Police Officers (now replaced by National Police Chiefs 
Council [NPCC]) – An organisation of senior police officers which, among other 
functions, developed national guidance for police forces 




