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Minutes of a meeting of the  
Professional Committee 

of the College of Policing 
held on MS Teams on 05 October 2022 

 
Present  Attendance 

2022/23 
Bernie O’Reilly  Deputy CEO (Chair) 2/4 
Dave Bamber Police Federation of England and Wales 2/4 
Jane Connors Metropolitan Police Service 1/4 
Gemma Fox  Police Federation of England and Wales 2/4 
Charlie Hall  National Police Chiefs’ Council 2/4 
Serena Kennedy National Police Chiefs’ Council 2/4 
Daniel Murphy Police Superintendents’ Association 2/4 
David Pedrick-Friend Association of Special Constabulary Officers 2/4 
Debi Potter Police Staff Council Trade Union 2/4 
Ian Saunders  Police Federation of England and Wales 1/4 
Andrew Tremayne Association of Police and Crime Commissioner 1/4 

Non-Voting Committee Members    

Val Harris Metropolitan Police Trade Union  

Executive in attendance 
Jo Noakes  Director of Leadership & Workforce Development 

Portfolio 
 

Iain Raphael Director, Public Safety and Risk Portfolio  
Rachel Tuffin Director What Works, Diversity & Inclusion Portfolio, 

Professional Communities 
 

Staff in attendance 
Richard Bennett Delivery Lead, Code of Ethics Review  
Ray Clare  Head of Education and Professional Development   
Camille Giffard Governance Manager  
Thomas Grove  Regulations Senior Advisor   
David Tucker  Delivery Lead Crime & Criminal Justice Faculty Lead  
Andy Walker Faculty Lead - Uniformed Policing  

Other invitees in attendance  
Jo Strong (Observer) Police Federation of England and Wales  

Apologies 
Helen Ball  Metropolitan Police Service  
Kate Fromant  Head of Corporate Governance  
Martin Hewitt National Police Chiefs’ Council  
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Matt Horne National Crime Agency  
Andy Marsh CEO  
Suzanne McCarthy Non-Executive Director  
Martin Tunstall  Executive Police Adviser  
Jayshree Vekria Governance Manager   
Emma Williams Academic Advisor to the Committee  

 
 
Part one – Preliminary items 
 
01-PC-OCT22 Welcome and administration  
 1.1. The Chair welcomed everyone to the meeting, noting that it had 

been duly convened and a quorum was present 

 1.2. Apologies for absence were received from Helen Ball, Martin 
Hewitt, Matt Horne, Andy Marsh, Suzanne McCarthy, Emma 
Williams, Kate Fromant and Jayshree Vekria. It was noted that 
Helen Ball was retiring at the end of the month so it would have 
been her last meeting. 

 1.3. All participants consented to the discussions being recorded for 
minuting purposes. The recording would be disposed of once 
the minutes were approved. 

 1.4. No declaration of interest was raised.  

 1.5. No items were raised under Any Other Business. 

02-PC-OCT22 Approval of Minutes of previous meeting 
 2.1. The minutes of the meeting on 22 June 2022 were reviewed 

and agreed. 

 2.2. Three amendments were received from PFEW in advance 
which Kate Fromant was content to accept, subject to them 
being noted at the meeting: 

• Para 3.6. – The PFEW welcomed the LEDS code and the 
work of the College in conducting meaningful consultation 
and looked forward to working with the College in its 
upcoming work on training and delivery. 

• Para 6.4 – The College confirmed that the current proposal 
related exclusively to Special Constables with Qualified 
Special Constable Status. 

• Para 8.2 – PFEW was unable to support the detective entry 
pathway as the National Secretary’s office had not been 
consulted after they had raised objections to the proposals 
at the October 2021 Professional Committee meeting.   
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 Decision: The Committee resolved to: 
Approve the minutes of the meeting held on 22 June 2022.  

Part two – Items for decision or discussion 
 
03-PC-OCT22 Deloitte Review of Chief Officer Progression 
 3.1. Jo Noakes (JN) advised as background that the first Senior 

PNAC after the pause due to Covid achieved a very low pass 
rate, so a review was commissioned to look at the chief officer 
pipeline, starting in May 2022. JN addressed key points from 
the report which had been circulated to the Professional 
Committee in particular the agreed issues affecting the 
pipeline and the recommendations made in the Deloitte report, 
as well as the principles underpinning the recommendations. 

 3.2. The issues identified were: 

• forces not sufficiently identifying, developing or supporting 
a pipeline of potential chief officers 

• minority groups being less likely to self-identify as being 
ready for SPNAC  

• issues with role attractiveness (e.g. pension and tax 
complexities, relocation packages and market supplements 
etc.) 

• Concerns around SPNAC outcomes  
• Accessibility issues existed, relating to both SPNAC and 

SCC, eg. length of residential 
• Over-reliance in the service on temporary promotions 

 3.3. Principles proposed to underpin the recommendations were: 

• Greater onus will on individuals, forces and chief 
constables to identify and develop those with the potential 
for the most senior leadership in policing 

• Focus on improving the volume or diversity of the chief 
officer pipeline, or both 

• All critical career decisions affecting someone on the chief 
officer pipeline require more than one person to be 
involved 

• The need for many more potential chief officers to come 
through the development programme to address the issues 
with volume in the pipeline. Not everyone on the 
progression pipeline would become a chief officer. 

 3.4. Recommendations made were as follows: 

i. Forces will identify, develop, and support a pipeline of 
officers with the potential to become senior or chief 
officers, starting early in their careers. 

ii. Specific effort will be undertaken to identify, develop and 
support a pipeline of officers with the potential to become 
chief officers from minority and underrepresented groups, 
at force-level and nationally. 
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iii. Issues that make the role of chief officer unattractive 
should be addressed by the Home Office 

iv. Chief officer assessment and development will be 
delivered through a new police executive leadership 
programme (PELP) that replaces senior PNAC and the 
strategic command course (SCC) 

v. Development offerings and expectations for senior police 
staff should be defined and standardised nationally. 

vi. The Chief officer appointments process should be 
nationally defined and standardised, and locally delivered. 

 3.5. The immediate next step would be to set up a delivery group 
with representation from chief constables, superintendents and 
stakeholders, including the Home Office, HMIICFRS and 
IOPC, to oversee the transition to the new programme in time 
for June 2023. This would be done with a high level of 
engagement throughout, the College leading but with a 
collective effort to deliver. All were supportive of the direction 
when presented to Chiefs Council, with some concerns 
expressed about maintaining standards despite the speed. 
There would be immediate communication with potential 
candidates as some would already be preparing for SPNAC. 

 DISCUSSION 
3.6. Dave Bamber requested confirmation that the PFEW would be 

involved in the steering group. He also noted that the proposal 
did not clearly set out how it related to the mid-level leaders’ 
programme. He also queried how the local interpretation and 
local implementation would be standardised, whether there 
would be any mandatory elements. JN advised that invites to 
the steering group had not yet been issued. The new process 
would be part of the end-to-end leadership pathway, and all 
were being developed in keeping with each other. Regarding 
the local identification aspect, it would have to go through 
more than one person (the Chief and the College), unlike the 
current process which depended on the Chief only. 

 3.3 Dan Murphy welcomed the good engagement so far and the 
involvement of the PSA on the oversight committee. There 
were some concerns among current SCC candidates that they 
may be disadvantaged in the transitional phase and there 
should be engagement with them. He noted that this could be 
addressed in that afternoon’s session of the SCC and a letter 
reminding chiefs of what was agreed and that current 
vacancies should be advertised in the usual way. 

 3.7. Andy Tremayne (AT) echoed the comments about potential 
subjectivity in local identification and the importance of 
objectivity in the process. He asked when the service could 
expect a new flow of qualified chief officers for substantive 
appointments. Regarding pay and conditions, he indicated that 
a review would be preferable to use of market supplements. 
JN advised that appointments were currently only made at the 
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end of the process. Under the new process, appointments 
could be made at any point but would not be substantive until 
the end. It may be possible to link in with Home Office 
conversations on pay. 

3.8. AT asked for clarification of when forces could anticipate being 
able to appoint substantively. JN indicated that the programme 
would take up to 12 months. It was unlikely to be longer than 
this, but they wanted to build it rather than work backwards 
from an arbitrary duration. Substantive appointments should 
be able to be made from June 2024. 

 3.9. Charlie Hall noted that there was a recognised need for 
change but emphasised the importance of the delivery group 
and providing reassurance on the detail to prospective 
candidates. Standardised communications should come from 
the College to provide clarity on timeframes and what the 
process would look like. JN advised that this was in progress. 

 3.10. Ian Saunders, as PFEW national Equality Lead, noted 
Recommendation 2 on minority and under-represented groups 
and asked whether these terms were defined or more wide-
ranging. He asked if an evidence base had been or was being 
built around the issue of perception. JN advised that an 
Equality Impact Assessment had been conducted. In terms of 
identification, the review referred specifically to ethnic minority 
candidates, but the general work was with the broadest 
definition of under-represented groups. The review suggested 
that ethnic minority candidates were less likely to put 
themselves forward but statistics from previous SPNACs 
suggested the opposite. It was important to address the 
perception even if the evidence base did not support it.  

 3.11. The Chair welcomed the high quality and radical work. He 
observed that the implementation group would be key. 

 3.12. JN thanked the group for their feedback, engagement and 
collective effort to carry the work forward. 

 Decision: The PC resolved to: 
Note and discuss the recommendations of the review of chief officer 
progression, which is scheduled to be presented to College Board on 
12 October 2022.   

 04-PC-OCT22 Pre-charge Bail Statutory guidance 
 4.1. David Tucker (DT) advised that the Police, Crime, Sentencing 

and Courts Act 2022 would change the rules around pre-
charge bail significantly and the College has been given 
authority to prepare statutory guidance. Key changes were set 
out in the paper circulated in advance of the meeting, with 
implications for bail management across policing. Volumes 
may increase as the government wanted an increase in its 
use. 
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 4.2. There had been extensive consultation with stakeholders, with 
72 substantive and 140 less fundamental responses to the 
public consultation. The final version was still undergoing 
updates, so the consultation version had been circulated for 
information. Once the amendments were complete it would 
undergo QA, legal and EDI checks. The Home Office was 
keen to submit it before the parliamentary Christmas recess. It 
would go to the Board on 23 November to that end. Approval 
was sought from the Committee to recommend it to the Board, 
comment on the draft and advise how the Committee wished 
to be kept informed. 

 4.3. Dave Bamber indicated that the PFEW had fed back and was 
content with the direction of travel but would want to see a final 
version, with a one-week turnaround period. DT confirmed that 
the final version would be made available and noted the 
assurance of a quick turnaround. He noted that the PFEW had 
raised an issue around the respective roles of the inspector 
and the custody officer, and this would be properly set out. 

 4.4. Charlie Hall noted that the new regime was due to commence 
on 28 October. There may already be learning from its 
implementation prior to statutory sign-off of the guidance, 
which may suggest a short delay to publication could be 
beneficial. DT advised that a training product was due out the 
following week to allow preparation for the go-live date. There 
were also three implementation packs and knowledge sharing 
events. Any implementation experience would be included if 
feasible, with custody officers being key to raising these. The 
new regime was similar to the previous version, which should 
make for easier adoption by the service. 

 4.5. The Chair agreed that any information emerging for early 
implementation would be included in the guidance product if 
possible. 

 4.6. The Committee confirmed that it would like to see the final 
draft out of committee. 

 ACTION: DT 
Ensure Professional Committee members see the final draft of the pre-
charge bail statutory guidance out of committee.  

 Decision:  
The PC resolved to: 
Note the development of the statutory guidance and give feedback on 
the consultation version 
Recommend to the Board for approval and advise on how members 
would like to be kept informed of any changes to content.  

05-PC-OCT22 Code of Ethics 
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 5.1. Iain Raphael (IR) noted that the current Code of Ethics (the 
Code) had last been updated in 2014 and needed a refresh 
due to changes around trust and legitimacy. Two committees 
helped to shape the consultation product and it had been to 
Chiefs’ Council after regional feedback. Approval was now 
sought to go out for public consultation for 8 weeks. 

 5.2. Suzanne McCarthy advised that the Fire Standards Board had 
produced guidance to accompany their Code of Ethics and 
suggested linking with them. 

 5.3. Richard Bennett (RB) advised that the existing Code was 
respected and understood but was not entirely successful. 
There was confusion about the separation between ethics and 
conduct, and the Code was found by the Divisional Court to 
have greater standing than intended or designed. The review 
looked at what policing needed in the current context, with an 
ongoing issue that the public believe policing is not candid, 
professionally or as an organisation. 

 5.4. The proposed approach was to replace the Code with three 
complementary documents:  

• A set of principles 
• Behaviour guidance 
• Code of Practice for chief officers with direction on how to 

promote professional behaviour in their organisation. 

 5.5. The work was supported by a committee led by Richard Lewis, 
NPCC ethics lead, and a behaviour guidance committee. 

 5.6. The draft documents were being updated with feedback from 
committee members, Chiefs’ Council and regional chiefs, and 
further drafts would go for public consultation. It was hoped 
this would be by the end of November 2022, making all key 
stakeholders and interested individuals aware of the 
consultation. Feedback would be used to develop a further 
draft to share with committees, before putting through the 
governance framework. 

 5.7. Feedback had already raised some issues, some of which 
would be addressed through amended wording, but some 
matters of principle would require an opportunity for committee 
members to comment, eg, the use of the term ‘candour’. A 
final version was anticipated in March or April 2023 which 
should give time to reflect on training plans for the year. 

 DISCUSSION 
5.8. Gemma Fox (GF) on behalf of PFEW welcomed the review 

and noted that they had contributed significantly to the drafts. 
There were some outstanding areas which she felt were not 
small elements and wanted further opportunity to comment on 
any revised draft. It was difficult to talk about behaviour 
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change based on a draft. The imperative to get it out quickly 
should not be at the expense of getting it right and it may be 
beneficial to the service to slow it down. She also felt the views 
of the PABEW discipline sub-committee should be sought 
separately rather than relying on some cross-over in 
membership with the Professional Committee. RB confirmed 
that the third version could be shared out of committee to 
avoid having to wait for the next Professional Committee 
meeting. The PABEW discipline sub-committee was not a 
formal consultation mechanism for the College, but it was 
agreed to provide a briefing. IR confirmed that a presentation 
would be made to PABEW. The Chair noted GF’s concerns 
and suggested further liaison to see if the outstanding 
concerns could be addressed.  

 5.9. Val Harris (Metropolitan Police Trade Union) requested an 
opportunity to provide feedback, which was agreed.   

 5.10. Charlie Hall (NPCC) welcomed the review but urged caution 
and rigorous testing to ensure there were no unintended 
consequences, eg, in relation to covert policing. IR advised 
that he was involved in the undercover policing work and could 
provide assurances in relation to this. 

 5.11. RB remarked that a strength of this committee was its valuable 
role in pointing out unintended consequences, especially the 
associations representatives. 

 5.12. Dan Murphy (PSA) observed that the review was being 
motivated by the need to improve public confidence, and it 
was key to resolve issues prior to opening it up to the public. 
There was a risk of setting police officers up to fail and a wider 
risk to going for public consultation with an unfinished draft. 
There was also an interplay with Home Office work which 
could impact on confidence. 

 5.13. RB indicated that the recent changes in the Home Office 
meant there was no known timeframe for its work and the CoE 
review would need to continue as felt right for the service. 
Regarding risk, a risk assessment could be made following 
any further discussions, to assess whether the risks raised by 
DM could be managed. Speed was a factor, but not to the 
detriment of the service. 

 5.14. IR confirmed that the steer from senior leaders was to lead on 
the CoE independently of the Home Office work, for which the 
direction of travel was unclear. 

 5.15. DM welcomed a more definitive position from the Home Office 
in due course.  

 5.16. The Chair thanked committee members for their feedback and 
challenge, emphasising the importance of showing that the 
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College was listening, and the role of the Committee in making 
the changes happen. He encouraged those with outstanding 
issues to continue feeding back so resolution could be 
achieved before public consultation. 

 ACTION: RB 
Link with the Fire Standards Board about implementation of their Code 
of Ethics 

  
 Decision: 

The PC resolved to: 
Note the progress and plans to develop and publish the revised Code 
of Ethics framework.  
Advise on how best to achieve behaviour change through 
implementation 

06-PC-OCT22 Professional Committee - Business Pipeline Document 
 6.1. PC was updated on the College Business Pipeline. The 

document provided a summary of College proposals for 
regulatory change, APP and Codes of Practice which were 
either in process or in the pipeline. 

 6.2. Dave Bamber (DB) requested an update on the reduction in 
probation period for Special Constables. Thomas Grove 
advised that the brackets within the amendment had been 
resolved and did not affect the calculation of probationary 
period. It was ready to go out for consultation but was paused 
due to other consultations and guidance on non-Home Office 
(HO) force recruitment issued in the same time period, causing 
resource pressure for staff associations and other 
stakeholders. It would go out once these stakeholders had the 
capacity to submit their returns. DB thanked the College on 
behalf of the PFEW for its letter clarifying the situation of 
transferees from non-HO forces. 

 6.3. David Tucker advised of an additional update to the pipeline 
regarding the development of a guidance document on the 
investigation of violence against women and girls. 

 6.4. Gemma Fox on behalf of PFEW requested that the Vetting 
APP consultation be routed through the National Secretary’s 
Office. 

 ACTION: AW/MG 
Ensure the Vetting APP consultation is routed through the PFEW 
National Secretary’s Office 

 Decision: PC resolved to: 
Note the update on the College Business Pipeline. 

07-PC-OCT22 Items for noting: College Business Update/Chief Constables’ 
Council update 
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 7.1. PC noted updates provided for both the College business 
update and the Chief Constables’ Council. 

 Decision: 
The PC resolved to: 
Note the update provided for the College Business Update/Chief 
Constables’ Council. 

 

Part three – Conclusion of business  
 
08-PC-OCT22 Action points    
 8.1. PC reviewed the action points and noted that the first three 

items were closed. The last was marked as open as the 
guidance was being reviewed in partnership with the service in 
2022. 

09-PC-OCT22 Any Other Business 
 9. Gemma Fox observed that a return to in person meetings 

would be welcome and asked for this to be considered.  

 ACTION: KF 
Consider a return to in person meetings. 

 
 
 
Signed by the Deputy CEO as a true record of the meeting  
 
 
Bernie O’Reilly 
Date: 5 October 2022 
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