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Background  
In February 2013, the Police and Crime Commissioner for Kent commissioned 
Her Majesty's Inspectorate of Constabulary (HMIC) to undertake an inspection 
“to determine whether the people of Kent can have confidence in Kent Police’s 
crime figures”.1  
 

The resulting report2 acknowledged that the force had made a number of 
important improvements to its processes and policies in relation to crime 
recording since HMIC last inspected in relation to this area in 2012.3 However, it 
concluded that appreciably more needed to be done before the people of Kent 
could be confident that the crime and resolution figures published by the force 
were as accurate as they should be. 
 

When the June 2013 report was published, the Police and Crime Commissioner 
invited HMIC to return to the force later in the year to assess if progress had 
been made. Therefore HMIC conducted a brief, follow-up inspection in 
November 2013. This progress report provides a short summary of what was 
found.  
 

HMIC will return to the force during 2014 to carry out a comprehensive review of 
crime recording policies and practices as part of its national inspection of crime 
data integrity.4 
 
  

                                            
1
 Referred to in this report as ‘the April 2013 inspection’. Police and Crime Commissioners can 

commission HMIC to undertake inspections under section 54(2BA), Police Act 1996.  
2
 Crime Recording in Kent. A report commissioned by the Police and Crime Commissioner for 

Kent. HMIC, 2013. Available from www.hmic.gov.uk   
3
 The Crime Scene: Kent Police. HMIC, 2012. Available from www.hmic.gov.uk  

4
 Terms of reference for the national inspection are available from www.hmic.gov.uk.  

http://www.hmic.gov.uk/
http://www.hmic.gov.uk/
http://www.hmic.gov.uk/
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Methodology 
Phase 1 
 

 An HMIC auditor oversaw (and provided independent assurance of) the 
detailed audit of crime recording which the force conducted during 
November 2013. This audit aimed to assess whether crimes reported to 
the force had been recorded in accordance with the national guidance as 
set out in the Home Office Counting Rules (HOCR) and National Crime 
Recording Standards (NCRS);5 and 

 

 HMIC independently examined 30 ‘no-crime’ records (i.e. those where a 
crime had originally been recorded, but later de-classified), to assess 
whether these decisions were in accordance with the strict criteria set out 
in the HOCR.  

 
Phase 2 
 
Following the audit, two HMIC inspectors spent a day in the force. They carried 
out interviews and focus groups with senior managers and operational staff to 
assess the progress that the force had made in addressing the issues 
highlighted in our report. In total, HMIC inspectors spoke with 21 members of 
staff as part of the inspection revisit.  
 

A more detailed description of the methodology used is set out in Annex A. 
  

                                            
5
 The NCRS and HOCR are set by the Home Office, and aim to establish consistent standards 

in all forces, using an approach to crime recording that is based on the victim’s account of 
events.   
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Findings 
This section reports HMIC findings using the same headings that were used in 
the June 2013 report. It makes positive observations on the progress made so 
far by Kent Police but it is important to note that before a truly definitive 
statement on the accuracy of Kent Police’s crime recording can be made, these 
improvements need to be sustained over a longer period of time than the seven 
months between these two inspections.   

Recording crime 

In the April 2013 inspection, HMIC found that call-takers in the force control 
room provided a good service to callers at the point they first contacted the 
police, and that most incidents were recorded accurately (i.e. as required by 
national standards) at this point. However, there were too many occasions 
when the rules were being incorrectly interpreted, and allegations of crime were 
not accurately recorded.  
 

In November 2013, HMIC found that the force had taken a number of steps to 
improve the accuracy of crime recording. These included: 
 

 giving responsibility for closing all crime-related incidents to the 
investigation management unit (IMU)6 (previously, such cases could be 
closed by staff in the force control room); 

 strengthening supervision arrangements in the IMU; 

 encouraging IMU operators to challenge officers and to ask them more 
questions when they are reporting details from the scene of a crime; this 
then ensures the crime records are as relevant and accurate as possible;  

 introducing more rigour to internal audit arrangements; and  

 introducing a programme (led by the force crime and incident registrar) of 
educating officers in the principles of crime recording standards. 

 

Findings from the phase 1 - force audit 
The audit phase of this inspection involved force auditors (overseen by HMIC) 
examining 305 randomly selected incidents from the period 1 September to 18 
October 2013. The auditors concluded that 213 of these should have been 
recorded as a crime. The force had recorded a crime in 205 of these cases, 
which equates to a 96 percent accuracy rate, compared with the 90 percent 
accuracy rate that HMIC found in its earlier inspection. The following table sets 
out these figures. 
 
 
 
 
 

                                            
6
 The Investigation Management Unit (IMU) provides Kent Police’s central crime-recording 

function. Set up in January 2012, it deals with all crime recording and crime resolution across 
the force.  
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Table 1: The accuracy rate of incident to crime conversion figures in April 2013 
compared to November 2013 
 

 Initial inspection (April 
2013) 

Follow-up inspection 
(November 2013)  

Number of incidents 
examined 

303 305 
 

Number of crimes that  
should have been 
recorded 

198 213 
 

Number of crimes that  
were recorded 

179 205 
 

Accuracy rate 90%7 96%8 

 
There was no common reason for failing to record a crime correctly in the 
remaining four percent of cases. In two of these eight cases, the incident in 
question should have resulted in two or more crimes being recorded. However, 
in those cases the force had only recorded one crime. 
 

Findings from the phase 1 - ‘no-crime’ audit 
The April 2013 inspection report commented on the reduction in the number of 
cases ‘no-crimed’ in Kent since January 2011. In November 2013, HMIC found 
that this trend had continued. 
 
The number of ‘no-crimes’ examined was therefore relatively small, to the 
extent that in some categories of crime HMIC was able to review all of the 
cases that had been ‘no-crimed’ by the force since the previous inspection. 
Twenty-nine of the 30 cases reviewed had been correctly re-classified in 
accordance with HOCR. 
 
HMIC found that there was a high standard of decision-making in relation to ‘no-
crimes’. However, the small sample size means that the audit results can only 
be indicative. 
 

Table 2: The accuracy of ‘no-crime’ recording figures in April 2013 compared to 
November 2013 
 

                                            
7
 The sample size was such that HMIC was able to estimate the overall proportion of incidents 

with crimes correctly recorded by the force as 90% (± 5%).  
8
 The sample size was such that HMIC is able to estimate the overall proportion of incidents 

with crimes correctly recorded by the force as 96% (± 3%). 
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 Initial inspection (April 2013) Follow-up inspection (November 

2013) 

 Number correct % correct Number 
correct 

% correct 

Burglary 13/16 81% 10/10 100% 
 

Robbery 2/6 33% 1/1 100% 

Vehicle 5/5 100% 8/8 100% 

Violence 15/20 75% 9/10 90% 

Rape 8/11 73% 1/1 100% 

Total 43/58 74% 29 97% 

 

Findings from phase 2 – interviews and focus groups 
HMIC found that staff in the force control room provided high standards of 
customer service, and recorded incidents accurately. There was also clear 
evidence that the Investigation Management Unit (IMU) was providing effective 
oversight and checking of crime-recording decisions. 
 
Overall, these findings represent a significant improvement in the standard and 
accuracy of crime recording by Kent Police since the April 2013 inspection. 
 

Solving crime 
In the April 2013 inspection, HMIC found that in too many cases, crimes in Kent 
were not being solved in accordance with national requirements and guidance. 
We also found a small number of cases where the resolution of some serious 
crimes was inappropriate.  
 
HMIC did not carry out an audit of solved crimes during this brief follow-up 
inspection. We did however establish that the force has taken a number of 
steps to improve standards in this area. These include: 
 

 reviewing and updating of relevant policies; 

 providing training; and  

 redesigning some forms (such as the cannabis warning form), to ensure 
they fully align with national guidance.  

 
The force’s own monitoring processes indicate that there has been noticeable 
improvement in the standards being applied in all of the categories of sanction 
detection we examined in the April 2013 inspection. 
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There is still more to be done, however, especially to improve the knowledge 
and understanding of a large number of operational staff and their supervisors. 
The force recognises this and is committed to making further improvements. 
 

The culture in Kent Police and its effect on crime 
recording practices 
The April 2013 inspection identified that a target-driven culture had in the past 
led to some officers in Kent pursuing crimes on the basis of how easy they were 
to solve, rather than on their seriousness or impact on victims and communities. 
The force had already identified some of these issues through its internal review 
and was developing an approach which put greater emphasis on the quality of 
service to the public, and less on meeting numerical targets. 
 

In November 2013, HMIC found that the force had recognised the critical 
importance of ensuring that its culture is consistent with working in a different 
way, where activity is not driven primarily by numerical targets.  A number of 
actions in relation to organisational culture from the internal review are being 
overseen at the force’s Crime Detections and Performance Culture Board which 
is chaired by the new Chief Constable. 
 
These actions include the making of an assessment of how closely the force’s 
current culture matches that set out in its stated mission, vision, values and 
priorities. 
 
The force has also taken a number of steps to improve the knowledge and 
understanding of staff in relation to crime recording and resolution, as well as 
enhancing standards of supervision in these areas. For instance: 
 

 the force crime and incident registrar has placed a high priority on 
providing training for staff across the force, supplemented by a range of 
self-learning material which has been publicised on the force intranet; 
and 

 the force's internal inspection programme has focused on quality 
standards, with the good practice and areas for improvement identified 
from HMIC’s inspections shared across the force. 

 

These steps have already had a beneficial effect. None of the staff we spoke to 
had any individual numerical performance targets, nor did they feel under any 
pressure to concentrate on numerical performance at the expense of quality 
and victim care. Staff had a clear understanding of their priorities, which were 
determined by a process of assessing threat and risk. 
 
Until his retirement on 31 December 2013, Chief Constable Ian Learmonth was 
very visible in leading the force through this essential change. Staff commented 
positively about his leadership and the clear message that had been conveyed 
by him about the importance of delivering a high quality of service in line with 
the force’s stated mission, vision, values and priorities. 
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The force’s crime recording action plan 
Before HMIC’s April 2013 inspection, the force had undertaken internal reviews 
of its management of crime detections and the effect of the force's performance 
culture, and had already put in place an action plan to address the issues 
identified in these reviews.  
 
This plan was then expanded to include the recommendations and areas for 
improvement contained in HMIC’s June 2013 report. Day-to-day delivery of the 
plan is managed by a chief superintendent, with progress overseen by a board 
which meets every month, and which is chaired by the deputy chief constable 
(DCC).  
 
We found the force's action plan to be comprehensive, addressing both HMIC’s 
specific recommendations, as well as a number of other issues that were 
highlighted in the inspection report. For example: 
 

 the force carried out a survey of those victims identified in the initial 
HMIC inspection where a crime had not been recorded to help it 
understand better any failings in victim care and any consequent adverse 
effect on victim satisfaction; and 

 it also introduced an appeals process for victims in cases where a crime 
is either not recorded, or where a crime is initially recorded but 
subsequently ‘no-crimed’.  
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Conclusion 
Kent Police has responded positively to the concerns raised in HMIC's April 
2013 inspection. It has developed a comprehensive action plan, against which 
good progress has been made. 
 
The force has made considerable improvements to its crime recording process 
since our last report. The audit of crime records indicated substantially greater 
accuracy in crime recording, including no-crime decisions. However the focus 
must now be on ensuring these improvements are sustained.   
 
The force has moved away from an approach to managing performance that 
was target-based, to one that is focused on outcomes and quality of service.  
This has already had a beneficial effect, but more needs to be done in terms of 
training and raising awareness of the new approach. 
 
The scale, nature and method of this interim inspection means that HMIC is 
unable to make a definitive judgment on the efficacy of some of the changes 
that have been made which sit outside process and compliance, such as 
culture.  To do so would require a more in-depth inspection.    
 
Overall, HMIC considers that the force has made significant improvements in 
the last six months.  Changes to culture take time to implement and embed, and 
it remains too early to say whether the process improvements which have been 
made can be sustained in the longer-term.  HMIC will therefore return to the 
force later in 2014 to assess whether the people of Kent can have lasting 
confidence in the force’s crime figures. 
 

Next steps 
HMIC will conduct a more detailed examination of crime-recording issues in 
Kent as part of its national crime data integrity inspection programme, which is 
scheduled to take place during 2014 and will involve fieldwork in all 43 forces in 
England and Wales. This will enable us to assess, in detail, the approach to 
crime recording in Kent, and compare it with other forces.  
 
The 2014 inspection will include an assessment of the relative merits and costs 
of a strongly centralised approach to crime recording (as adopted in Kent), 
compared with arrangements in other forces that allow operational officers a 
greater degree of discretion in this area. 
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Annex A - Methodology 
During the week of 4 November 2013, Kent Police undertook a comprehensive 
audit of its crime and incident records. The purpose of this audit was to assess 
whether those crimes that had been reported to the force had been recorded in 
accordance with the national guidance contained in the Home Office Counting 
Rules (HOCR) and the National Crime Recording Standards (NCRS). The audit 
involved listening to the initial call made to the police, reviewing the related 
incident log and, where one existed, the crime record. Before the audit was 
carried out, HMIC auditors and analysts worked with the force to ensure that the 
methodology used was consistent with that used by HMIC during our initial 
inspection, and that the results from the force's audit would therefore be 
comparable with our earlier findings. 
 
A member of HMIC's inspection team then oversaw the work of Kent Police's 
auditors for the duration of the audit. This enabled HMIC to be satisfied that the 
force's auditors had an appropriate level of knowledge and understanding and 
that they were applying the HOCR accurately to the assessments they made. 
HMIC's auditor worked on a one-to one basis with each of the force's auditors 
and in addition carried out dip-testing across a range of crime categories. In 
total, he reviewed 66 cases, which represent over 20 percent of the total 
number of incidents audited by the force. HMIC's view concurred with the 
assessments made by the Kent Police auditors in every one of the 66 cases. 
 
During the same week, HMIC also independently examined 30 crimes that had 
initially been recorded as such by the force, and which were later re-classified 
as ‘no-crimes’. 
 
Following the audit, two HMIC inspectors spent a day in the force. They carried 
out interviews and held focus groups with senior managers and operational staff 
to assess the progress that the force had made in addressing the issues 
highlighted in our June 2013 report. In total we spoke with 21 members of staff 
during our visit. 


