
 1 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Submission to 
 

The Police Remuneration Review Body 
 

on behalf of the  
 

Police Superintendents’ Association 
 

and the 
 

Superintendents’ Association 
of Northern Ireland  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 2 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
5th February 2018 
 
Chair, 
 
Police Remuneration Review Body 
 
 
Dear Mr Lebrecht, 
 
I enclose our submission to the Police Remuneration Review Body for the 
2018 pay round. This is a joint submission made on behalf of the Police 
Superintendents’ Association and the Superintendents’ Association of 
Northern Ireland. 
 
I would be grateful if this submission could be read in conjunction with the 
joint submissions made between the Police Superintendents’ Association and 
the Police Federation of England and Wales, and between the 
Superintendents’ Association of Northern Ireland and the Police Federation of 
Northern Ireland, both of which have been submitted separately. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
Dan Murphy 
 
Chief Superintendent  
National Secretary, PSA 
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Introduction 
 

1. This is a joint submission to the Police Remuneration Review Body 
(PRRB) by the Police Superintendents’ Association (PSA) and the 
Superintendents’ Association of Northern Ireland (SANI).  
 

2. The PSA represents approximately 1,250 Superintendents and Chief 
Superintendents across 46 police forces throughout England and Wales. 
In addition to the 43 Home Office police forces, it also represents 
members in the British Transport Police (BTP), the Civil Nuclear 
Constabulary (CNC) and the protectorate of the Isle of Man. SANI 
represents 69 members in Northern Ireland.  

 
3. The PSA was previously called the Police Superintendents’ Association 

of England and Wales (PSAEW). The Association shortened its name with 
effect from 22nd January 2018, to better reflect the scope of its 
membership and responsibilities mentioned above. Any and all references 
to PSAEW within this submission from previous pay rounds or 
correspondence can be assumed to also refer to the now PSA.  

 
4. Collectively, our members are the senior operational leaders in policing 

and, together with Chief Officers, account for the most senior 1% of police 
officers by rank within the Service.  

 
5. This submission should be read in conjunction with submissions made 

jointly by the PSA and the Police Federation of England and Wales 
(PFEW); and between SANI and the Police Federation of Northern Ireland 
(PFNI).  

 
6. This submission builds on previous submissions and evidence from 

previous years remains valid.  
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The remit letters 
 
England & Wales 

8. The remit letter issued by the Home Secretary on 7th December 2017 
requested the PRRB make recommendations in respect of the following 
matters: 

• For this pay round, I see PRRB continuing to play a key role in 
reviewing the next stage of NPCC’s plans for a new reward 
structure work and providing observations on the first tranche of 
proposals put forward by NPCC, who will provide the bulk of the 
evidence this year.  

• how to apply the pay award for 2018/19 for police officers of all 
ranks, including chief officers, in accordance with the Chief 
Secretary’s letter and in the context of how it will support 
overarching NPCC proposals and timetable for a new pay 
structure;  

• NPCC proposals for police officer apprenticeship pay, which will 
need to be considered outside of the usual reporting timetable - as 
you are aware, apprenticeships will be introduced in forces next 
year and we are expecting sector agreement on linked pay 
proposals early in the New Year. NPCC have committed to 
circulate proposals to partners in good time so that you are able to 
consider them alongside the main body of written evidence. To 
allow adequate time for consultation before any changes are 
applied, it will be important to obtain PRRB’s observations by the 
end of April 2018 in advance of your main report;  

• to review final NPCC proposals for time-limited, targeted 
payments to address specific recruitment and retention pressures; 
and  

• to provide observations on NPCC reform proposals, including the 
timetable.  

9. The remit letter also requested the review body continues to consider 
affordability when making its recommendations. 

 
 

Northern Ireland 
 

10. The remit letter issued by the Permanent Secretary on 22nd December 
2017 (in the absence of a Justice Minister) requested the PRRB make 
recommendations in respect of the following matters: 
 

• the application of any pay award for 2018/19 for police officers of 
all ranks, including chief officers, in the context of the Chief 
Secretary to the Treasury’s letter of 21 September 2017 on Public 
Sector Pay; 



 10 

• whether any increase should be applied to the Northern Ireland 
Transitional Allowance (NITA) and other allowances; 

• whether any increase should be applied to the Competence 
Related Threshold Payment (CRTP), pending its review by the 
PSNI; and 

• consideration of any specific challenges for the PSNI highlighted 
in written evidence from NI parties, particularly in terms of 
recruitment and retention pressures. 

 
11. Northern Ireland is currently without a Justice Minister and has been 

since the announcement of the last pay award. One effect of this is that 
the 2017 pay award has not been enacted. Nevertheless SANI are keen to 
ensure that the review for PSNI officers for 2018/19 is considered 
concurrently with their counterparts in England and Wales. 
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PSA and SANI submission in relation to the remit letters 
 
Police Superintendents’ Association 

 
12. The PSA’s submission in respect of the following areas for 

recommendation by the PRRB is: 
 

13. Pay award 2018/19: the position is identical to that of the PFEW and 
evidence is contained within the joint submission. 

 
14. Apprenticeship pay: the PSA has not seen any proposals in relation 

to this. The PSA position is identical to that of the PFEW and evidence is 
contained within the joint submission. 

 
15. NPCC proposals for time-limited, targeted payments: the PSA 

response to this request can be found in the section ‘Recommendation 3 
(PRRB 2017): bonus payments’. 

 
16. NPCC reform proposals and timetable: the PSA has not seen any 

formal proposals. However, its position on this issue can be found in the 
section ‘Workforce Reform: Employer’s responsibilities’. 

 
Superintendents’ Association of Northern Ireland 

 
17. The SANI’s submission in respect of the following areas for 

recommendation by the PRRB is: 
 

18. Pay award 2018/19: The position is identical to that of the PFNI and 
evidence is contained within the joint submission. It is the SANI view that 
national pay parity is essential in aiding the retention of trained staff within 
PSNI. If pay and conditions are more favourable in Great Britain, with the 
substantially heightened personal threat and risk to officers in NI, there is a 
possibility of a steady stream of trained and experienced officers leaving 
PSNI for higher pay with less risk. This has the unintended consequence 
of creating higher recruitment and organisational costs to PSNI. SANI is 
deeply concerned that in this year’s submission from the Permanent 
secretary in the Department of Justice, there is no mention of maintaining 
parity of pay with GB. We note that this is at variance with the 2017 
submission from the then Minister Claire Sugden and can only conclude 
that Departmental policy has changed without consulting the affected 
parties.  

 

19. In addition, recent pay awards have not recognised the breadth of 
responsibility, risk or hours being worked at the Superintending rank. 
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Recommendation 1: the PRRB consider an increase in line with 
the pay award to the non-pensionable NITA allowance, to 
recognise the peculiar difficulties and dangers faced by officers 
within the policing environment of Northern Ireland. 

 
 

20. Northern Ireland Transitional Allowance (NITA) and other 
allowances: in the latest survey, more than one third of SANI membership 
are currently dissatisfied with the level of NITA.  
 
 

 
21. Competence Related Threshold Payment (CRTP): as the 

competency related threshold payment is specifically related to the 
federated ranks, is would be inappropriate for SANI to make any 
recommendation in respect of this payment. 

 
22. Specific challenges for PSNI: of particular significance is the current 

funding model for PSNI. There are two significant differences in funding of 
policing in GB and NI: 
 

• GB services receive a Home Office award and are also able to raise 
additional funds through a precept tax via local government. PSNI 
receive their funding from the NI block grant via the Department of 
Justice, with no additional ability to raise revenue. This current 
arrangement, in the absence of a functioning legislative Assembly and 
no clear budget moving forward, is highly disruptive in medium to long 
term financial planning terms and has a significant operational impact;  
 

• PSNI has no ability to carry unused budget from one financial year into 
the next. This inability to build a strategic reserve for unexpected 
events or financial pressures again adversely affects the organisation’s 
medium to long term financial planning ability. 
 

• It is the Association’s view that the financial pressures in sustained 
budget cuts and the inability to hold a reserve have frustrated the PSNI 
in recruiting a sufficient number of officers. SANI contends this has 
negatively impacted the PSNI’s ability to deliver the level of service 
expected by communities. This opinion was clearly expressed by 
politicians and community activists at the Policing Board event ‘Local 
Policing: Delivering for Communities?’ on the 27th September 2017. In 
addition, there are currently 598 officers who have reached 
pensionable service and could leave the service with 28 days’ notice, 
and a further 800 who can retire during the 2018/19 financial year. This 
poses a significant operational risk to PSNI in terms of retention. 
 

• SANI is also concerned at the reduction in the Annual Allowance and 
the effect it will have on members applying for promotion to the rank of 
Chief Superintendent. It is unfair to ask an individual to assume more 
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responsibility and then be penalised with the imposition of a large tax 
bill. This seems counterintuitive in seeking the best candidates to apply 
for further promotion within the Service. 
 

23. There has also been a vast reduction in Superintending numbers over 
the last 25 years within the RUC/PSNI. In 1992 Superintendent numbers 
within the RUC stood at 169; today within there are 69, a reduction of 
59%. The Association recognise the change in the security situation over 
this period; however, as policing numbers have continually declined public 
expectation of policing has exponentially increased. These factors 
combined with another review into the current District model with the 
merger of District command areas are placing significantly greater 
pressures on the Superintending ranks than ever before.    

 

24. SANI also note with concern that the starting salary for a student officer 
joining the Service is now at a lower level that in 1992, some twenty-six 
years ago. SANI do not feel that this reflects the responsibilities of the 
office of Constable.  
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Additional matters not contained within the remit letters 
 
Background 

 

25. In addition to those matters referred to the PRRB for recommendation, 
the PSA and SANI wish to comment briefly on the overall direction of 
travel, specifically in relation to the PRRB’s 2017 recommendation in 
relation to bonus payments and workforce reform.  

 
26. The PSA will also provide evidence and ask for recommendations on 

several other areas that were raised with the Home Office during the 
consultations on the scope of this year’s remit letter.  

 
27. These issues are of concern and are raised regularly by our 

membership. However there appears to be no formal mechanism to 
register or resolve them. 

 
Survey data 

 

28. This submission will not repeat data included in previous submissions. 
However, the matters it raises will be supported by evidence from: 

• The joint PSA, SANI and Association of Scottish Police 
Superintendents (ASPS) Resilience Survey (published May 2017). 
See Appendix 1. 

• The joint PSA and SANI pay survey 2017 (conducted autumn 
2017). See Appendix 2. 

 
29. The 2017 Police Superintendents’ Personal Resilience Survey is the 

seventh conducted by the PSA and the first conducted jointly with the 
ASPS and SANI. Between them, these Associations represent the 
Superintending ranks in every force in the UK. 

 
30. The survey was conducted using an online questionnaire, open for 

completion by members of all three Associations from 23rd November 2016 
to 3rd January 2017 inclusive, with responses accepted until 9th January.  
In total 1077 respondents submitted a sufficiently completed questionnaire 
to be included in the results, which is a 76.5% response rate. Of these, 
908 were PSA members, a 74.9% response rate.  
 

31. The 2017 Pay Survey for PSA and SANI opened on 25th September 

and closed on 8th November 2017. During that time, 962 responses were 

received, representing a response rate of approximately 71%, and the 

highest number of responses ever received for this survey.  

 
32. The sample size was large enough that the percentages quoted in this 

submission can be considered to be statistically accurate. The response 
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rate obtained this year was also greater than that of other public sector 

surveys including the NHS Staff Survey (44%), the Armed Forces 

Continuous Attitude Survey (45%), and the Civil Service People Survey 

(65%).  

33. In line with current rank distribution within the police service, 73% of 
pay survey responses were from Superintendents whilst 27% were from 
Chief Superintendents.  

 
34. One quarter of pay survey respondents were female and 3.4% were 

BME. The average age of respondents was 47, and the average service 
length was 24 years. Respondents had, on average, been in their current 
rank for two years; although 37% of respondents said that they had been 
in their current rank for one year or less. Of this 37%, over three quarters 
(78%) were Superintendents, and therefore would be unlikely to have 
completed the pay survey in previous years. 

 
Reduced numbers and changing roles 

 
35. In the joint submission from PSA and SANI to the 2017 pay round, the 

following was reported: 
 

• The PSAEW’s position on the current pay mechanism is borne out 
of the significant reductions that have taken place in the number of 
Superintending ranks primarily as a result of the austerity 
measures introduced by forces since 2011 to adjust to new 
funding levels announced in the Comprehensive Spending 
Review. In June 2010, there were 1,666 Superintendents and 
Chief Superintendents across England and Wales. As of 
December 2016, this figure had reduced to 1,249, a reduction of 
25%. There has been a modest ‘bounce back’ in the last couple of 
months as numbers did reduce to below 1,200, a reduction of 
some 28%. (It should be noted that these figures are based on the 
PSAEW’s membership rather than those shown in Home Office 
statistics, hence the different figure provided in the joint 
PFEW/PSAEW submission). It is also worth pointing out that not 
all of the Superintending ranks perform roles within police forces. 
Approximately 50 members are currently seconded to Her 
Majesty’s Inspector of Constabulary. They are therefore 
undertaking an inspection rather than a service delivery role. 
Whilst this is an important function, it masks to a degree the 
reduction in numbers that has taken place.  

• Although reductions have affected all rank groups within the police 
service, arguably the greatest impact has been experienced by 
members of the Superintending ranks.  

• The reduction in numbers has required a significant change in the 
roles and responsibilities of members of the Superintending ranks. 
Pan-force; collaborative; regional and national roles have been 
introduced; and strategic force alliances have been created. 
These changes have resulted in markedly increased spans of 



 16 

command as well as increases in the levels of risk, responsibility 
and complexity carried by members.  

 
36. The position reported above has not changed. The number of 

Superintendents recorded by the PSA varies over the year between 1200 
– 1275. Of these, the proportions working within the College of Policing 
and HMICFRS is consistent with previous years.  

 
37. The PSA and SANI are concerned at the lack of recognition within the 

service of the  significant change in scope, complexity and demand placed 
on the roles and responsibilities of Superintendents and Chief 
Superintendents since the introduction of austerity measures and the 
reduction in numbers referred to above. Evidence will be provided 
throughout this submission. 

 
38. Through their independent study the PRRB has acknowledged this 

expansion in the role of Superintendents, recording at paragraph 3.53 of 
its 2017 report:   

“We also conclude from the PSAEW and NPCC evidence, and 
corroborated by views on our visits, that there is a consistent case to 
differentiate reward at targeted superintending roles. Workforce 
reductions and force reconfigurations have led to additional workload, 
greater responsibility and complexity, wider spans of command, higher 
levels of risk, increased accountability and further on-call 
commitments.” 

39. Our assertion that the expansion in role has not been acknowledged is 
borne out in the current role/professional profile project being undertaken 
by the College of Policing and the NPCC. A guiding principle for this work 
is that there will be five levels within the policing hierarchy: 
 

• Force Leader 

• Service Function Leader 

• Manager/Expert Advisor 

• Team Leader/Technical Lead 

• Service Deliverer 
 

40. It is regrettable that as part of this process there has been minimal 
qualitative engagement with the PSA or our membership. As a result the 
PSA are not able to agree the new draft rank role/professional profiles.  

 
41. Our view is that the Superintending rank role/professional profiles are 

being pinned in the ‘Service/Function lead’ level to try and make the five-
level model neatly fit the rank structure. Recent evidence and experience 
from our membership suggests that both ranks are regularly operating at 
the ‘Force Leader’ level. Our position is that the role/professional profiles 
should reflect this fully and we have not accepted the proffered 70 percent 
accuracy rate as the role/professional profiles are important building 
blocks for other workstreams that will affect the service, our members and 
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their terms and conditions. The NPCC has also confirmed that the 
role/professional profiles will be one of the measures used to benchmark 
pay as part of the new reward framework. 

 
42. The PSA have requested the College of Policing undertake further 

qualitative and quantitative research that is not restricted by the levelling 
requirement of the level model, to create an accurate description of roles. 
The College has agreed and further work is taking place in February 2018. 

 
43. As well as the basic, significant reduction in numbers in both Chief 

Superintendent and Superintendent ranks, the growing number of different 
collaborative arrangements across forces has also led to the increase in 
the scope, complexity and demand experienced by those in 
Superintending roles. Our members experience a pattern: similar 
departments from different forces are brought together as one joint 
command, and as part of the overall plan each force reduces its 
establishment level at the Superintending rank. Support roles would also 
be reduced as part of the restructure.  An example would be where three 
force Professional Standards Departments merge. The new three-force 
collaborative department would be headed by one Chief Superintendent 
and the funding for that Chief Superintendent would be split three ways, 
allowing each force to make savings to the value of two thirds of a Chief 
Superintendent post. A further example is the merging of current London 
borough commands to create ‘super-commands’, cited at para 56. 

 
 

44. When such changes are made there is minimal, if any, modelling to 
establish if the single Chief Superintendent post can cope with the growth 
in scope, complexity and demand. This comes from both an increased 
volume of work, and the complexity of responsibility and accountability to 
both a collaboration and three independent hierarchies.  
 

45. These hierarchies come with their own governance and meeting 
structures that more than treble the workload of the incumbent post holder. 
These collaborative command posts are extremely demanding on the 
individual, but are easy to fill because a Chief Constable can, in line with 
Police Regulations, simply post an officer into one of these positions.  
 

46. In contrast, where collaborating forces decide an NPCC rank is 
required to oversee a group of collaborative departments (led by the 
Superintending ranks), the tendency is for an additional NPCC rank to be 
created with corresponding support arrangements. Examples of this 
include the DCC post created to lead the seven-force collaboration in the 
Eastern Region; the East Midlands Police Collaboration post; and the All-
Wales collaboration DCC position. 

 
47. As evidenced in para 64, the PSA has raised these concerns widely 

with the NPCC on numerous occasions. However, there does not appear 
to be any formal recognition or acknowledgment of these concerns by the 
NPCC, nor any tangible action taken to try to resolve the issues.  
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Recommendation 2: the PRRB explore whether there is a conflict of 
interest in the mechanisms to establish Superintending pay through 
the inclusion of CPOSA, the PSA and the employer (NPCC), being 
reviewed within one pay body. This recommendation should be 
considered within the context that the NPCC hold the budget and are 
restricted by affordability issues created by the government’s pay 
policy. 
 

 

 
48. The NPCC’s submission to the PRRB in 2017 states in relation to 

bonus payments: 

“Another example [is] where an extended bonus payment might be 
beneficial would be for Superintendents. The Superintendents’ 
Association has expressed concern regarding some of their members 
who might have a significant increase in their individual 
responsibilities/workload. Although we need to be careful not to 
reintroduce the ‘big job’ allowance removed in the Winsor review, 
greater flexibility for Chief Officers would allow them to consider 
whether further remuneration was paid, especially at a time of 
change. Currently such roles are not able to receive these types of 
payments but allowing this to be extended to superintending ranks 
would be appropriate.” 

49. In making these comments the NPCC echo the PSA’s concern, but do 
not recognise or raise it as an issue for them as an employer. 

 

50. The PSA is concerned that its employer, the NPCC, has neither 
attempted to collect the appropriate evidence to address the issues 
described above, nor analyse the data and suggest solutions through its 
submissions to the PRRB.  
 

51. In contrast, the NPCC’s letter to the Home Office of 22nd November 
2017, suggesting items for inclusion in the Home Secretary’s remit letter 
for the 2018/19 PRRB round, stated: 

 
“The one issue that might need to be considered next year is around 
the small number of deputy chief constables who are in collaborated 
posts (but who are on spot salaries in their host force). I am aware that 
this has caused some difficulty in terms of recruitment.” 
 

52. The PSA has not had sight of the CPOSA submission and whether a 
similar request was made by CPOSA in their letter to the Home Office, but 
we have been informed that it will be referenced therein. 
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Recommendation 3: the PRRB recommend the NPCC, in conjunction 
with the APCC and PSA, complete an in-depth, independent 
benchmarking study to understand the scope, complexity and 
demand within Superintending roles. 
 

53. In addition to the above example, findings from the 2017 pay survey 
show that the Superintending ranks are still reporting a worsening situation 
of workloads and working hours: 

 

• Over three quarters reported that their workload in the last 12 months 

has been too high; and 72% say their workload has increased in the 

last year.  

• 76% said their responsibilities have increased over the same period, 

and 32% said they had additional responsibilities devolved to them 

from a person of a more senior grade during the last year. 

• Amongst this 32%, some of the most common additional 

responsibilities included strategic lead for areas previously held by 

chief officers, chairing and attending additional meetings, increased 

participation on safeguarding boards and partnership boards, and 

project lead for both force-wide and nationwide projects.   

54. Further supporting evidence is available from the PSA, SANI and 
ASPS joint Resilience Survey 2017. The findings clearly show that the 
situation is not acceptable and in fact is worsening:  

 

• 97% agree that their role places them under high levels of demand. 

• 82% agree that their role includes an excessive breadth and depth of 

responsibility leading to excessive working hours.  

• 46% report that the demands of their job have increased in the last 

year by a manageable amount, but 40% agree that the demands of 

their job have increased by an excessive amount.   

• Respondents have also had to take on additional responsibilities such 

as public order, firearms, CBRN cadres, and/or Gold level command 

duties 

• 68% disagree that there is sufficient consideration of the impact of 

additional responsibilities on their workload at the level of public order, 

firearms, CBRN cadres etc.  

• Increased work demands was the most frequently cited concern; it was 

the greatest concern for 35% of respondents and the second greatest 

concern for 30% of respondents.   

• Only 27% agree that they have sufficient resources/staff (including 

administrative support) to do the job.   

• 38% have no say over their working location 

 
55. The PSA believe it is important to properly explore the difference in 

views that appear to be held between employer and employee in relation 
to the size, scope, complexity and level of demand on the Superintending 
ranks. 
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Planned changes within the Metropolitan Police Service (MPS) 
 

56. The PSA submission to the PRRB 2017 stated, at paragraph 33: 
 
“The joint PFEW/PSAEW submission makes reference to a decision taken 
in the MPS to remove the Chief Inspector and Commander ranks from its 
structure. Plans are also being developed which, when implemented, will 
result in changes to the Borough Command structure. Currently, there are 
32 Borough Commands each co- terminus with a local authority area and 
headed by a Chief Superintendent. The MPS is proposing to move away 
this structure to what it is terming a ‘BCU model’ of policing. This will result 
in some/all of the 32 Borough Commands being merged into even larger 
commands. Although the exact structure has yet to be agreed upon, the 
figure of 12 BCUs is considered as the most likely model, each which will 
be headed by a Chief Superintendent.” 
 

57. The decision to remove the Chief Inspector and Commander ranks 
from the MPS structure was reversed in June 2017.  Instead, it was 
decided that 100 supervisory posts should be removed between the rank 
of Inspector and Commander. Where these savings will be made has yet 
to be published, so it is not clear what the impact on the MPS’ 
Superintending ranks will be.  However, the move to the new Basic 
Command Unit structure will see a reduction of from 32 to 12 Chief 
Superintendent posts managing the 32 London Boroughs. 
 

58. The first two “pathfinder” Basic Command Unit (BCUs) went live in 
early 2017. These are the first two of a proposed twelve with the 
remainder rolling out throughout 2018 subject to final approval (expected 
in February 2018).    

 
59. The largest of the two pathfinders sees one Chief Superintendent in 

charge of three east London boroughs That individual has approximately 
1400 staff.  The BCU Commander is supported by five Superintendents 
covering response policing, neighbourhood policing, safeguarding, CID 
and HQ/designated deputy function.  Those Superintendents will also be 
the designated point of contact for a named borough within the BCU 
structure.   If this East Area BCU was its own constabulary it would be 
larger than 13 of the 43 forces in England and Wales.   

 
60. The largest MPS BCU is expected to have approximately 2000 

staff.  This will encompass Westminster, Kensington and Chelsea, 
Hammersmith and Fulham. Just some of the typical regular demands will 
include oversight of multiple public order events every week in 
Westminster, and Premier League football.  

 
61.  However, in addition to the scale the BCU Chief Superintendents are 

expected to work across local authority area boundaries and manage 
complex and competing local authority partnerships.   The BCU 
Commanders will also be assuming responsibility for all rape and child 
abuse investigations within their geographic area as a result of moving the 
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staff in these units from the Specialist Crime and Operations business 
group back to Territorial Policing.   This is at a time when there is 
enhanced scrutiny on rape and child abuse investigations by the 
HMICRFS further adding to the scale and complexity of the risk the BCU 
Commanders will be managing. 

 
62. The current BCU design model does not provide for dedicated 

administrative support or use of a vehicle for the BCU Commander or their 
five Superintendents to travel across the enlarged geographic areas that 
they will be covering.  Furthermore, the MPS has reduced the number of 
Commanders (ACC equivalent) overseeing the 32 London Boroughs, with 
one Commander responsible for south London and one for north London. 
This has further increased the demand on Borough/BCU Commanders.  

 
 

Working hours, rest day working and defining the working week 
 

63. The PRRB’s terms of reference state that in reaching its 
recommendations it must have regard to a number of considerations. Of 
those, the following inform this element of our submission: 

 

• the prohibition on police officers being members of a trade union or 
withdrawing their labour; 

• relevant legal obligations on the police service in England and Wales 
and Northern Ireland, including anti-discrimination legislation regarding 
age, gender, race, sexual orientation, religion and belief, and disability; 

• any relevant legislative changes to employment law which do not 
automatically apply to police officers.  

 
64. Since 2010 the PSA has regularly submitted evidence to various 

committees, official groups and to ACPO/NPCC showing the increase in 
the scope, complexity and demand placed upon the Superintending ranks 
and the impact that these increased demands are having on work/life 
balance. Specific examples of this include: 

 

• Submission to the Winsor Review in September 2011 – PSAEW Pay 
Comparability Study. 

• Publication of the PSAEW 2014 Resilience Survey. The findings from 
this report were presented to Chief Constables’ Council 15th October 
2014. 

• Publication of the evidence from the joint Resilience Survey. This also 
included presenting the findings during 2017 to Chief Constables’ 
Council, the Home Office and the HMIC. 

• Previous PSAEW PRRB submissions. 
 

65. In September 2017 the PSA National Secretary submitted a paper to 
the Police Consultative Forum proposing a change to Police Regulations 
in relation to the rules for the reallocation of rest days/public holidays. 

 

http://www.policesupers.com/2015/01/12/personal-resilience-survey-2014/
http://www.policesupers.com/2017/09/04/superintendents-president-perfect-storm-on-policing-horizon/
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66. The paper (see Appendix 3) states: 
 

“Since 2010 the number in the superintending ranks across England 
and Wales has dropped by 25 per cent. In real numbers there has 
been a loss of approximately 400 superintendents. This reduction in 
numbers is set against a context of increasing demands and a growth 
in responsibilities for the remaining superintendents. 

 
“One example of this extra demand on the rank is the increase in 
scope and volume of superintending on-call duties. The inclusion of the 
superintending ranks by numerous forces within the ‘Gold’ on-call 
cadres has placed greater responsibility/workloads on superintendents 
in addition to the other cadres the rank has historically managed (RIPA, 
PACE, Firearms, SIO, Public Order etc.) 
“The structural arrangements in policing have also changed 
significantly and far more Superintendents are working within or 
leading collaborations and alliances, which means the officers have 
operational, personnel and management/meeting responsibilities 
across more than one force.   

 
“The demand created by the reduction in numbers, additional on-call 
responsibilities and from the new management structures has meant 
that officers in the superintending ranks are more regularly working on 
their rest days or on public holidays, but are not finding the time to 
reschedule these days. 

 
“This is creating a situation where officers are building up a ‘bank’ of 
rest days in lieu or public holidays in lieu that need to be rescheduled. 
Current regulations allow officers to reschedule rest days worked within 
twelve months of the original rest day, and public holidays worked can 
be rescheduled within three months of the public holiday worked. 

 
“However, if the ‘bank’ of rest days are not rescheduled within the time 
limits set in the current regulations then the officer loses the rest day in 
lieu/public holiday in lieu with no recompense. 

 
“The cumulative effect of the problem is: 

• That the well being of the superintending ranks is being negatively 
affected. 

• The superintending ranks are working additional days and receiving 
no additional remuneration.” 
 

67. The paper explains the current regulations that govern rest days and 
annual leave, the evidence that supports the paper, and a proposed 
change to regulations that would allow for Superintendents to seek 
financial recompense if they cannot re-roster an annual leave or rest day.  

 
68. The wellbeing of its members is the primary concern of the PSA. The 

Association felt compelled to submit this paper as after regular briefing and 
engagement over many years, the employer (NPCC) had not (and still has 
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not) taken sufficient steps to resolve the issues of excessive hours, officers 
not being able to take their leave/rest days, and officers being on-call on 
their leave/rest days. 

 
69. The paper concludes:  

 
“The PSAEW would always seek to ensure our membership used all of 
their available rest days/public holidays as we recognise 
Superintendents undertake extremely stressful roles, and to remain 
healthy and productive officers need time away from work to rest and 
recuperate. However, the evidence shows that in the current policing 
context this is not possible for many Superintendents.  

 
“The consequences are two-fold in that officers are not receiving the 
necessary rest, and are not being remunerated for the extra time 
worked. 

 
“The long-term solution is to ensure Superintendents can use their 
entitlement to rest days and public holiday leave. However, at present 
there is a requirement to change regulations, to be able to recompense 
officers for rest days and public holidays in lieu that cannot be used 
within the twelve months and three months as set out in the current 
regulations. 

 
“Even if the environment improves and the superintending ranks are 
able to take their rest days and annual leave entitlements, the 
enactment of this proposal would not negatively impact on industrial 
relations.’ 

 
70. The paper was discussed at the Police Consultative Forum (PCF) in 

September 2017, but was not supported by the Home Office, APCC and 
NPCC on the grounds that that payment was not the answer and that 
Superintendents have a responsibility to manage their time better.  

 
71. Following a consultation exercise with the 43 Chief Constables, the 

NPCC Lead for Remuneration wrote to the PSA National Secretary on 12th 
December 2017 explaining that there was a very strong view that the 
proposal was not supported. The concern was that any form of payment 
would legitimise working excessive days in a year. The response 
recommended that discussions should take place at national and local 
levels to find ways to support well-being. 

 
72. Further evidence of excessive hours and the effects on the 

superintending ranks is included in the joint staff association Resilience 
Survey (published 2017). The findings clearly show that the situation is still 
not acceptable and is worsening: 
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Long working hours:  

• 76% are working 50 or more hours per week (breaching the Working 

Time Directives).  The percentage working 50 - 60 hours per week is 

slightly higher than previous years.  

• Only 9% of respondents agree that the demands placed on 

Superintending ranks are commensurate with normally working less 

than 48 hours per week. 

• Only 32% agree that working less than 48 hours per week is the 

accepted norm.  

• 56% of respondents said that they did not log their working hours 

accurately. The three options most frequently selected for not recording 

hours accurately were: 

o it not being possible to record the hours worked (e.g. at home or 

elsewhere). 

o there isn’t any point as the hours are not monitored  

o respondents are too busy/it is not a priority.   

• Respondents also reported that there is no appropriate system and that 

recording their hours truthfully might count against them 

• The proportion of respondents taking no sickness days has stayed 

between 76% to 88% in the last 16 years. Meanwhile, around a third 

(32%) report taking leave/rest days to avoid sickness absence in the 

past year. This suggests ‘presenteeism’. 

 

Rest days, Annual Leave & intrusion into non - work time: 

• The survey results show that 72% had not taken all their annual leave 

in the past 12 months. 

• 77% had not taken all their rest days in the past month, suggesting that 

respondents are not always taking the time off necessary for recovery.   

• 31% had concerns that they would not be able to take their carried 

forward leave in the future and 31% had concerns that they would not 

be able to take their rest days in the future having ‘banked’ them. 

• 54% agree that the force expects them to be at work and or answer the 

phone at unreasonable times. 

• 59% are expected to perform on call duties on their rest days.  

• Furthermore, only half of respondents (50%) are able to balance the 

demands of work with what they want/need to do in their non-work life. 

• Only 11% agree that the demands of their role mean that they do not 

need to take home work to complete outside of normal working hours.   

• 74% are contacted when they are on a rest day.  

• 50% are contacted when they are on annual leave. 

• 89% are contacted outside the normal working day.  
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Recommendation 4: the PRRB recommend the NPCC (the PSA’s 
employer) establishes accurate data collection processes in relation 
to the requirements under the Working Time Regulations and put in 
place a sustainable strategy that remedies any breaches.  
 

 

• Furthermore, 94% said that in the last 12 months when they were on 

leave that they still carried out work or could be contacted. 

Support for health & wellbeing:  

• A quarter (26%) of respondents reported mild levels of anxiety 

symptoms, 18% report moderate symptoms and 6% report severe 

symptoms.  

• 18% reported mild levels of depression symptoms, 8% reported 

moderate levels of depression symptoms and 1% reported severe 

levels of depression symptoms. 

• Only 27% said that their organisation provides them with annual or bi-

annual health screening.  

• 53% said that their organisation provides them with easily accessible 

health advice. 

 
73. The PSA and SANI Pay Survey (conducted autumn 2017) also 

evidences that the situation is not acceptable and is worsening: 
 

• The proportion of respondents who said that they found it difficult to 

balance the demands of their job with what they wanted or needed to 

do in their non-work life increased to 66%, with a majority saying that 

their work/life balance was worse than it was 12 months ago. 

• More than two-thirds (69%) said that they had not been able to take all 

of their annual leave entitlement during the last leave year, and 83% of 

respondents said that they had not been able to take all of their rest 

days in the last 12 months. 

• Almost three quarters (73%) said that they make business calls whilst 

off duty and commuting to and from work either every day or almost 

every day. 

74. Throughout this section there is consistent, long-term evidence that 
shows that Superintendents are working excessive hours, working their 
annual leave/rest days and not being compensated by time off or pay, and 
covering on-call responsibilities when they are supposed to be in a period 
of rest. 

 
75. The evidence shows that Superintendents are clearly breaching the 

Working Time regulations and have done for a long time; that the 
employer is aware of the breaches; and that there is no recognition of 
these issues and no strategy being put in place to remedy the issue or 
effects on the work force 
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76. The PSA National Secretary submitted a further paper at the same 
PCF meeting. This was a proposal to modernise police regulations to allow 
for more flexible working arrangements within the Superintending ranks. 

 
77. The paper (see Appendix 4) sets out the issue: 

 
“The current police regulations for the superintending ranks state that a 
superintendent is either on a rest day, annual leave day, public holiday 
or working day. There is nothing specific set out in regulations that 
determines a superintendent’s hours on a working day. 

 
“The guide that superintendents work within is the Working Time 
Regulations 1998 (WTR). It is possible to opt out of the WTR, but the 
PSAEW advises against this and the Association’s records show that 
no officer from the superintending ranks has decided to opt out. 

 
“The WTR set out that the maximum number of hours that can be 
worked, as no more than an average of 48 hours per week, measured 
over a seventeen-week period.  (Regulation 4 WTR). 

 
“The Police Regulations 2003 state that a superintendent should have 
eight weekly leave days in 28 days. It follows; therefore, that there is an 
expectation they should be working, in whatever capacity, on those 
other twenty days. Regulation 22 Annex E paragraph 4(c). 

 
“As there is no defined working day stipulated in police regulations the 
length of a working day for a superintendent can vary. However, it is 
standard practice across policing for annual leave to be taken in blocks 
of four hours, which is a view supported by the PSAEW (see website 
guidance). It therefore follows; although not specifically covered in 
police regulations that a working day should, in ordinary circumstances, 
be for a period in excess of four hours; otherwise half a day’s annual 
leave should be taken. 

 
“The experience of superintendents is that the average working day is 
longer than eight hours and that the working week is significantly 
longer than 40 hours, with many members routinely breaching the limit 
of an average of 48 hours per week, measured over a seventeen-week 
period as set by the WTR 4(3). 

 
“Therefore under the current regulatory frame if a superintendent 
wishes to manage their work life balance and work part time or 
compressed hours there is no mechanism to allow for it because there 
is no definition of a working day included within police regulations. 

 
“If an officer however, does make an informal arrangement outside of 
police regulations with their Chief Constable they are likely to be 
financially penalised if they work in excess of the ‘agreed’ hours as 
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Recommendation 5: the PRRB give a view on defining in Regulations 
a 40-hour working week for Superintendents.  
 

 

they will not be remunerated for them and their pension will not reflect 
the additional hours worked.” 
 

78. The paper illustrates the problem through case study style examples;  
provides evidence of the need to modernise the Regulations; sets out the 
relevant Regulations referred to; and makes a recommendation that the 
working week for Superintending ranks should be set in Regulations at 40 
hours. 

 
79. The proposal concludes:  

 
“If the police service aspires to create a flexible and representative 
workforce at all levels/ranks it will require a regulatory framework that 
supports flexible working arrangements. 

 
“The current police regulations do not define a working day or working 
week and therefore prevent officers within the superintending ranks 
from obtaining flexible working arrangements that are justified by 
regulation. 

 
“The evidence shows that those in the superintending ranks are 
dissatisfied with their work-life balance and that a negative work life 
balance is a significant factor that prevents officers applying for 
promotion. 

 
“The evidence also shows that female officers and BME officers are 
significantly under represented in the senior police ranks. The three 
superintending officers who are working informal flexible agreements 
are all female. 

 
“To remedy these issues a forty-hour working week should be defined 
for superintending ranks and incorporated into regulations.” 

 
 

80. This proposal has support from the Home Office, APPC and NPCC and 
has progressed to a Police Consultative Technical Working Group. It is at 
the stage where the PCF Technical Working Group are preparing a joint 
paper that can be sent to Chief Constables and Police and Crime 
Commissioners for consultation. 
 

81. The PSA hope that within a relatively short period of time there will be 
regulatory change that defines the Superintending working week as 40 
hours. Police Scotland has already made this change through 
determinations. 
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PRRB 2017 recommendation 3 - bonus payments 
 

82. In the remit letter of December 2017 the Home Secretary requested 
that the PRRB make recommendations “to review final NPCC proposals 
for time-limited, targeted payments to address specific recruitment and 
retention pressures.” 
 

83. The PSA understands this request relates to Recommendation 3 from 
the PRRB report of 2017. The Association sent the below summary of 
progress to all its members on 15th January 2018;  

 
“Background 

 
The Police Remuneration Review Body’s (PRRB) 2017 report to the 
Home Secretary recommended: 

 
‘…the introduction of appropriate, targeted arrangements in 2017/18 to 
allow local flexibility for chief officers to make additional payments to 
police officers in hard to fill roles and in superintending ranks.  This 
interim measure should have a time limit through to September 2020. ‘ 

 
The Home Secretary did not adopt this recommendation in 
September’s pay announcement, but in her letter to the PRRB, she 
welcomed proposals how to implement this, saying: 

 
“On the introduction of arrangements for locally targeted payments, I 
welcome your recommendation, and the detailed guidance to the 
sector which you set out as part of that. I would reiterate that if, 
following consultation with staff associations, chief constables and 
PCCs agree to take forward such a proposal, it must take into account 
the elements described in your report prior to implementation in 
secondary legislation. Chief constables and PCCs must also ensure 
that payments are affordable within existing budgets where forces 
choose to use them.” 

 
The National Secretary sought greater clarity on this narrative from the 
police pay leads in both the Home Office and NPCC. Both confirmed 
they understand it to be an instruction from the Home Secretary to 
ensure arrangements are put in place via the Police Consultative 
Forum (PCF) within this financial year. 

 
The PRRB’s recommendation was discussed at the PCF on October 
26 2017. CC Francis Habgood (NPCC lead for Reward and 
Remuneration) suggested widening the current regulations on bonus 
payments, with an emphasis on trying to avoid the obvious inequalities 
created by bonus-style payments. 

 
Police Regulations 2003, Annex U, states: 
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“8) BONUS PAYMENTS 
A chief officer may award a payment of between £50 and £500 to a 
member of his force where he is satisfied that the member concerned 
has performed a piece of work of an outstandingly demanding, 
unpleasant or important nature.”  

 
Action  

 
As the recommendation is time-limited, and based on the suggestion 
from CC Habgood, the PSA National Officers worked with the NPCC 
Head of Police Pay and the APCC lead for Workforce, to draft a 
proposal for an amendment to the above regulation. 

 
During a conference call between CC Habgood, the NPCC Head of 
Police Pay and the National Secretary on November 7 2017 to review 
the draft proposal, it was agreed that after some amendments were 
made to the document that CC Habgood would then circulate the 
proposal to chiefs for their views.   

 
The proposal was also sent to all PSA branch Chairs and Secretaries 
to discuss with their own chief constables. 

 
A copy of the formal proposal is attached (see Appendix 5). 

 
Update on outcome 

 
CC Habgood’s staff officer updated the PSA on the consultation on 
November 28 2017. Unfortunately, it became clear that the formal 
proposal had not been circulated to Chiefs for views, as was originally 
agreed. Instead, this question set was sent to each force: 

 
Q1. Do you agree that direct entry inspectors should be entitled to 
annual leave at a starting point equivalent to 4 years’ relevant service? 
Q2. Do you support the proposal to enable payment to superintendents 
and chief superintendents for rest days and public holidays where 
these have not been taken within the required time period? (This 
question related to an earlier paper the National Secretary had 
submitted to the Police Consultative Forum. Responses were not 
supportive – see paragraph 42.) 
Q3. Do you support the contents of the draft circular on Acting Up and 
Temporary Promotion? 
Q4. Do you agree that a new bonus payment should be restricted to 
cover hard to fill roles, as proposed by PRRB? 
Q5. Is this flexibility sufficient to meet current requirements or do you 
want greater extension of the payment? 
Q6. Is the current single payment of between £50 and £500 
appropriate? 
Q7. What cap should be placed on the annual payment for hard to fill 
roles and should this vary according to rank? 



 30 

 
The National Secretary then wrote to CC Habgood on December 6 
2017 asking for an update on the original proposal and received a reply 
on December 12.  

 
CC Habgood advised that he did not consult on the PSA proposal on 
bonus payments as he had already drafted a consultation with forces 
for both Federation and Superintendent ranks. How he updated that he 
did received a “large number’” of responses to the questions in which 
approximately half of the forces who responded supported in principle 
a bonus payment to cover hard to fill posts. In CC Habgood’s response 
he included the following bullet points from the responses 
he received to the consultation: 

 

• Superintending roles not thought of as hard to fill, but mention of 
geography and complexity 

• Payments must not be excessive as there is no additional money 

• Exceptional cases only 

• Each payment must be justified 

• Must be capped (no agreement on level but £4,000 figure 
discussed) 

• Concern about how one differentiates between roles 
 

On 1 December 2017 CC Habgood also discussed the PSAEW 
proposal for a bonus payment at the “Workforce Meeting (employer’s 
group)”.  
 
From this group CC Habgood reported that the meeting agreed that 
arrangements were not intended to cover an on-call allowance. A 
previously agreed principle was to consolidate allowances where 
appropriate; there was also a “strong view” that an on-call payment 
was “not appropriate for senior managers”.  The meeting also agreed 
that the previous ‘big job allowance’ was consolidated into the previous 
pay scales following Winsor. 
 
CC Habgood also signalled his desire to agree the principles for the 
bonus payment at the PCF on December 20 2017, before moving on to 
the details. The APCC lead has also stated that they remain committed 
to working with colleagues on the implementation of the PRRB 
recommendation. 
 
At the PCF on the 20th December 2017, the NPCC Head of Police Pay 
confirmed the PSA’s formal proposal had been rejected, and that no 
alternative proposal to address the recommendation would be put 
forward before mid-February 2018. 

 
At the meeting the National Secretary requested the bonus payment, 
once terms are agreed, be backdated to the September of the 2017-18 
financial year, when the PRRB announced their recommendation. 
Confirmation was also sought from the NPCC Head of Police Pay on 
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Recommendation 6: the PRRB recommend that when an agreement is 
reached on the methodology for applying bonus payments for the 
Superintending ranks, the ability to claim it is backdated to 
September 2017. 
 

who attended the workforce meeting (employers’ group); an answer is 
awaited to both of these questions.”  

 
84. The PRRB may find this a useful update on progress.  

 
85. The PSA are disappointed in the way in which this time-limited 

recommendation has been managed. There is no urgency being applied to 
achieve an agreed outcome. We are also concerned that the consultation 
that has taken place has focussed on the wrong issues.  

 
86. The consultation asked Chief Constables if they supported the 

implementation/detail of the recommendation, rather than a proposed way 
in which to implement it. Our view is that the PRRB analysed all evidence 
from stakeholders submitted as part of the 2017 pay round and made their 
recommendation, and it is now for the NPCC and APCC to work with staff 
associations to implement this: not to consult on the merit of implementing 
the recommendation. 

 

 
On-call allowance 

 
87. The section of this submission entitled ‘Working hours, rest day 

working and defining the working week’ evidences that those in the 
Superintending ranks are: 

 

• Undertaking on-call responsibilities on their rest days 

• Undertaking on-call responsibilities when on annual leave 

• Not able to re-roster and use these rest days or annual leave days 

• Working significant amounts of on-call responsibilities 

• Working excessive hours, as on-call is an addition to their daily duties 

• Dealing with high levels of demand and complex issues whilst on-call 

• Undertaking more types of on-call increasingly involving GOLD 
command 

• Not receiving remuneration for their on-call duties 
 

88. Members are increasingly highlighting the amount of pressure they are 
under and the effects of the demands being placed on them as a result of 
the reduced numbers of colleagues, increasing size and scope of 
commands, and the on-call commitments they are required to complete. 

 
89. The Regulations state: 

 
Police Regulations 2003, Regulation 22, Annex E, paragraph 4 (c) (i) 
state Superintendents and Chief Superintendent are permitted 8 
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monthly leave days. Subsequent Regulations state that a ‘month’ is 
defined as a period of 28 days. 

 
90. There is no provision within current Police Regulations that can compel 

a Superintendent to perform on-call duties.  The PSA’s website informs 
members that working in an environment where on-call is routinely 
performed is very much the norm for of them and advises:  

 
“The Association believes that many on-call arrangements could be 
dispensed with through proper planning. Forces should be able to put 
in place arrangements whereby incidents can be dealt with and legal 
responsibilities discharged by those staff physically ‘on duty’. 
 
“It should be remembered that Superintendents are entitled to 31 days 
annual leave per year and eight weekly leave days in every 
28.  Members should not be on-call on any of these days. 
 
“It is often suggested that Superintendents, as managers, are exempt 
from the Working Time Regulations.  This is incorrect: see Regulation 
41 of the WTR. It is at ACC rank and above that the Health and Safety 
Executive has advised that Assistant Chief Constables are classed as 
what is known as “semi-autonomous workers” (as per Home Office 
Circular 21/2002 paragraph 22).  
 
“Any activity undertaken in connection with our occupation is counted 
as ‘working time’ (please see para. 11-13 HOC 21/2002). The 
employer is obliged to ensure that they have systems in place to record 
and monitor this.  
 
“Being on-call does not, as such, count as ‘working time’ unless a recall 
to duty takes place.  A recall to duty is when an officer is asked to 
undertake a function, such the granting of an authority, the taking 
control of an incident or making ‘Command’ decisions and should be 
recorded as such. The passing of a message or routine information 
does not count as being recalled to duty.” 
 

91. However, current force practices require officers to variously undertake 
single 24-hour periods of on-call, weekends, five-day periods, or a whole 
seven-day period. The PSA believes it is now incorrect to refer to these 
periods as on-call: the terminology of ’24-hour working’ would be more 
appropriate because typically when officers are on-call they are going into 
work for their normal shift, which is routinely beyond eight hours, are then 
working in the evening when at home and are then woken constantly 
during the night to command incidents and authorise activity. 

 
92. The type of on-call Superintendents are now involved in has also 

changed over the past seven years. Members are now frequently 
undertaking GOLD command responsibilities. This on-call responsibility 
used to be the reserve of the ACPO/NPCC ranks (see para 100 for further 
details); but, over time, to ease the burden on NPCC colleagues and to 

http://www.policesupers.com/2014/01/05/superintendents-working-hours-faqs/
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develop those in the Superintending ranks, the rotas have included 
Superintendents and Chief Superintendents. This has had two effects: 

 

• The shrinking Superintending ranks are now involved in the Silver 
Command and specialist command (Firearms, CBRN, SIO) rotas as 
well as the GOLD Command rota. This leads to longer or more 
frequent periods of on-call. 

 

• The NPPC ranks do not have to undertake the GOLD Command on-
call as often as there are more officers to share the commitments 
between. 
 

93. Over the last seven years there has also been an increase created by 
the additional responsibilities that Superintendents are required to 
authorise/command. Examples of this include Domestic Violence 
Prevention Notices (DVPNs) and communication data requirements as 
part of the Regulation of Investigatory Powers Act and counter terrorism 
operations. 
 

94. No payments are made to the Superintending ranks for this additional 
discretionary effort, and there is no provision for this within regulations. 
The PSA’s submission to the PRRB 2016/17 stated: 

 
 

“21.Difficulties experienced with Rest Day working, on-call 
commitments as well as access to Monthly Rest Days; changes in how 
they are managed or additional financial recompense.  

 
The following submission is made:  

 

• The issue of the ability of members of the Superintending ranks in the 
Police Service of Northern Ireland (PSNI) to take all of their Monthly 
Rest Days (MRDs), and to take those re-rostered MRDs which had to 
be worked in order to fulfil operational requirements and on-call 
functions, was covered extensively in our previous submission to the 
PRRB. The extent of the problem remains largely the same. This 
evidence will not be repeated here but can be refreshed by reference 
to our previous submission if required.  
 

• It remains the case that, despite efforts to reduce the number of rest 
days owed by revised rostering arrangements, many officers are owed 
large numbers of days off. Officers are being faced with the prospect of 
losing these days after twelve months (in accordance with the 
limitations imposed through Police Regulations) with no compensation. 
SANI is aware that there appears to be no equivalent within the 
Northern Ireland policing architecture to the Police Consultative Forum 
(PCF) in England and Wales. This limits the opportunity to address 
matters which may not sit neatly within either the Police Advisory 
Group Northern Ireland (PAG) framework or the PRRB. In the case of 
MRDs, and the potential to explore financial reimbursement for lost 



 34 

days through encashment, a similar problem exists in England and 
Wales. The PSAEW will therefore raise this at PCF initially with a view 
to a resolution being reached which can then be considered for 
introduction in Northern Ireland.  
 
 

• SANI intends to propose the establishment of a similar body to the PCF 
for Northern Ireland, or otherwise seek an extension to the remit of the 
current PCF to enable this and other matters that do not require 
consideration by the PRRB to be dealt with effectively and in a timely 
fashion.  
 
Unless the PRRB is particularly minded to make a recommendation in 
relation to this issue, notwithstanding its inclusion in the remit letter, it is 
our submission that it is initially progressed through the PCF.”  

 
 

95. Paras 65 and 66 of this submission references a paper to the PCF by 
the PSA National Secretary, proposing a change to Police Regulations in 
relation to the rules for the reallocation of rest days/public holidays.  
 

96. As previously mentioned, the PCF did not support this paper but at the 
request of the National Secretary the NPCC Work Force lead CC Habgood 
agreed to consult all Chief Constables and also discussed the topic of on-
call payments for the Superintending ranks with the Workforce 
Transformation Meeting. CC Habgood subsequently advised National 
Secretary there was a strong view on call payments were not appropriate 
for senior managers. 

 
97. The PSA are concerned that Superintendents and Chief 

Superintendents are increasingly part of the GOLD Command rotas and 
are undertaking this type of on-call more frequently without appropriate 
recompense. Historically, a distinguishing feature between the NPCC 
ranks and the Superintending ranks was the fact that GOLD Command 
was an exclusive executive command function undertaken by 
ACPO/NPCC officers. This distinction contributed to the rationale for a pay 
differential between the two rank groups. 

 
98. In paras 39-42 of this report there is comment in relation to the 

role/professional profile work. Within that work the Superintending ranks 
are pinned below the level described as ‘Force Leader’ by the College of 
Policing and the NPCC. The PSA believes the regular and continuing 
inclusion of GOLD command functions within the Superintending ranks 
evidences that those ranks are operating at the executive level as a ‘Force 
Leader’.   

 
99. Paragraph 3.25 of the PRRB 2017 report cited the urgent need to 

review the on-call allowance payment, including whether the allowance 
should apply to the Superintending ranks: 
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“Part of the review of allowances should include prioritising those which 
might need early review. In this context, we would echo the concerns of 
the staff associations in their evidence on the level and application of 
the On-call Allowance, which was a source of dissatisfaction among 
the police officers we met on our visits. The frequency, burden and 
breadth of on-call duties across ranks appeared to have increased. 
Officers told us that that there was a greater burden during on-call 
periods driven by higher levels of responsibility and risk, and wider 
geographical coverage, at a time when available resources and 
support had reduced. This was contrasted with the level of the 
allowance at £15 per on-call period and that the rate had remained 
static for several years since the Winsor Review. We therefore 
conclude that the On-call Allowance should be reviewed as a 
priority and we expect to see further evidence from the NPCC and 
the staff associations on the burdens of on-call, whether the rate 
should be increased and whether the allowance should apply to 
superintending ranks.” 

 
100. At the PSA annual conference in September 2017, attending members 

were consulted on whether they believed they should receive a daily 
payment if they undertake on-call responsibilities.  Of 89 respondents who 
voted, 81 (91.09%  agreed and 8 (8.99%) disagreed:   
 
 

 
 
 

101. The PSA Pay Survey 2017 asked specific questions in relation to on-
call. 92% of respondents said they performed an on-call function outside 
their normal hours of duty, with 63% saying that they performed these 
duties for more than one area of responsibility. 
 

102. The majority of respondents who performed an on-call function said 
that they were on-call between one and seven days per month; however 
the proportion who said that they performed on-call duties more than eight 
days per month has increased slightly, from 23% in 2016 to 26% in 2017.  
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103. Amongst respondents who perform on-call duties, 77% said that they 
performed on-call duties on rest days, whilst 21% said that they were on-
call on annual leave. Although the majority of respondents who performed 
on-call said they received compensatory days off in lieu, more than a 
quarter of respondents who performed on-call duties said they were on-
call on rest days for which no compensatory day(s) off in lieu were 
provided. 

 
 

 
 
 

104. Respondents were specifically asked about on-call allowance which is 
not currently received by members of the Superintending ranks.  92% of 
respondents who performed an on-call function felt that they should be 
paid an allowance for being on-call. Respondents were asked what they 
felt was an acceptable payment level for a 24-hour period of on-call; the 
average figure was £55. 
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Responsibilities 

 
105. Almost half of respondents (48%) said that they performed a 

Gold/Strategic command function, down slightly from 53% in 2016. 73% 
said that they undertook PACE authorising functions, and 61% undertook 
RIPA authorising functions.  

 
106. As in previous years, the vast majority of respondents said that the 

Gold/Strategic command function in their force was performed by Chief 
Officers and Superintending ranks; with the proportion very similar to 
previous years’ surveys (83% in 2016 and 84% in 2015). 

 
107. In contrast, very few respondents said that only Chief Officers in their 

force perform a Gold/Strategic command function. In 2017 only 14% said 
that a Gold/Strategic command function was only performed by Chief 
Officers. Again, there was very little change from previous years (13% in 
both 2016 and 2015) 

 

 
 
 

108. It is clear that: 
 

• PSA members believe they should be paid an on-call allowance. 

• Growing numbers of the Superintending ranks are undertaking 

increasing amounts of Gold command 

• On-call is impacting negatively on the work/life balance of the 
Superintending ranks 

• NPCC do not support any form of on-call payment for Superintending 

ranks. 
 

109. Essentially there are two issues to resolve. The first is the negative 
impact on the work life balance of the Superintending ranks, which could 
be resolved if recommendations 2 & 3 of this submission are fully adopted 
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Recommendation 7: the PRRB support a change in Regulations so 
the Superintending ranks can claim £55 for any 24-hour period of on-
call performed. This regulation change should be linked to inflation. 
 
 

and completed. The second is the payment of an on-call allowance, which 
would be resolved by adopting the following recommendation: 

 

110. The survey also looked in detail at respondents’ satisfaction with the 
specific allowances that they received. There was often ambivalent views 
expressed towards these allowances, for example similar proportions of 
respondents saying that they were satisfied and dissatisfied with the 
amount of their Northern Ireland Transitional Allowance and Central 
Services Allowances. However, a large majority of respondents in receipt 
of London Weighting or a London or South East Allowance said that they 
were dissatisfied with the amount.  

 

 
 
 

 
Annual Allowance pension tax charges  
 

111. The tax allowance used to calculate annual allowance breaches has 
reduced significantly over recent years and now sits at £40,000 for a single 
pension input period. As a result of this change officers in the 
Superintending ranks (and many other officers) who have a pension in the 
1987 Police Pension Scheme and are in their last ten years of service are 
vulnerable to breaching this allowance and then having to pay large tax 
bills. The majority of the Superintending ranks are also being impacted by 
the Lifetime Allowance tax charges. 
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112. The annual allowance breaches are created by the application of the 

HMRC laws and the double accruing element of the 1987 Police Pension 
Scheme, which occurs in the last ten years of an officer’s service. The 
system of double accrual was designed to assist with the retention of 
officers.  

 
113. The PSA has approached Home Office officials to establish if through 

the Police Advisory Board of England and Wales or Police Pensions 
Strategic Advisory Board they will find a method to reduce the excessive 
Annual Allowance tax burden that is being encountered. The officials take 
the position that the issue is not created by pension laws/rules, but as a 
result of the HMRC law and guidance, and therefore it is not a matter they 
can involve themselves in. 

 
114. The effect of the reduction in the Annual Allowance tax limit on the 

overall remuneration package of many officers in the Superintending ranks 
is extremely punitive. The 2017 PSA Pay Survey asked questions about 
Annual Allowance breaches. 

 

115. Respondents were also asked if they had incurred Annual Allowance 
charges in the previous three financial years. 

 
116. Respondents were more likely to report that they incurred an Annual 

Allowance charge in the 2016/17 financial year than in either 2015/16 or 
2014/15; just under a quarter of respondents said they incurred an Annual 
Allowance charge in the last financial year.  

 
117. The most common reasons respondents gave for incurring an Annual 

Allowance charge were that they were promoted to Superintendent and 
that they were affected by the progression freeze between 2012 and 2014 
and changes to the pay scale. 

 
118. Of those respondents who breached the Annual Allowance threshold in 

the previous financial year: 
 

• 50% said that they breached the threshold by less than £20,000;  

• 21% said that they breached the threshold by between £20,000 and 
£40,000,  

• 16% said that they breached the threshold by between £40,000 and 
£60,000  

• 13% said that they breached the threshold by more than £60,000.  
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119. The evidence also shows that officers’ morale and behaviour are being 
affected by the tax conditions. 
 

120. The issue most likely to have a negative impact on respondents’ 
morale was taxation policies, with three quarters of respondents saying 
that this negatively affected their morale. In addition, since 2016, there has 
been a notable increase in the proportion of respondents who said that 
their work/life balance and workload and responsibilities have had a 
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negative impact upon their morale. However the most substantial 
difference since 2016 concerned the impact of pay and benefits on morale. 
Whereas in 2016 21% of respondents said that their pay and benefits had 
a negative impact upon their morale, in 2017 this proportion was 40%.  
 

 
 
 

121. The 33% of respondents who said their pension increased their 
intention to leave were asked what it was about their pension that did so. 
By far the most common reason was they did not trust the government not 
to change their pension for the worse again in the future. 
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122. In addition, half of respondents to this point said they were influenced 

by the likelihood of breaching the Lifetime Allowance tax threshold. 

Promotion 

 
123. 79% said that they had not applied for promotion. This was a slight 

increase on 2016 (77%) but identical to 2015. 
 

124. However 47% said that they did intend to apply for further promotion; 
up from 43% in 2016 and 41% in 2015. Less than a quarter of respondents 
(22%) said that they intended to apply for chief officer rank, consistent with 
previous years’ findings.  

 

 
 

125. Respondents were most likely to say that they had not applied for 
promotion because they had only recently been promoted. However, more 
than a quarter said that promotion would not be worth it due to changes in 
Annual and Lifetime Allowances and because it would have a negative 
impact upon their work/life balance. The proportions of respondents 
providing these two reasons have both increased since 2016.  
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126. Even though the evidence shows there is a negative impact from 
taxation policies on the morale and remuneration of Superintending ranks, 
, there appears to be no forum for the staff associations to bring this 
evidence to and seek a resolution. The breaches in Annual Allowance 
incurred by officers are having a significant impact on the overall 
remuneration package. The PSA and SANI position is the total 
remuneration package is made up from a combination of pay, allowances, 
pension contributions and final pension income. However, there appears 
to be no formal body with the overall remit to review and make 
recommendations in relation to the entire remuneration package. 

 
127. The PRRB’s terms of reference state its remit is to make: 

 
…independent recommendations to the Home Secretary and to the 
Northern Ireland Minister of Justice on the hours of duty, leave, pay, 
allowances and the issue, use and return of police clothing, personal 
equipment and accouterments for police officers of or below the rank of 
Chef Superintendent and police cadets in England and Wales, and 
Northern Ireland respectively.  

 
128. The terms of reference for the Police Advisory Board of England and 

Wales state: 
 

Responsibilities 
In accordance with section 63 of the Police Act 1996, the board will: 

 

• advise the Home Secretary on general questions affecting the 
police in England and Wales 

• consider draft regulations which the Home Secretary proposes 
to make under section 50 or section 52 of the Police Act 1996 
and make recommendations (except matters about hours of 
duty, leave, pay and allowances, issue, use and return of police 
clothing, personal equipment and accoutrements, ranks to be 
held by members of police forces, qualifications for appointment 
and promotion of members of police forces, periods of service 
on probation, maintenance of personal records of members of 
police forces) 

• consider draft regulations which the Home Secretary proposes 
to make under section 37, 39, 81 or 83 of the Police Act 1997, 
and make recommendations 

• consider draft regulations which the Home Secretary proposes 
to make under part 2 of the Police Reform Act 2002, and make 
recommendations 

• consider draft regulations which the Home Secretary proposes 
to make under section 1 of the Police Pensions Act 1976 

 

• The PABEW will establish the Scheme Advisory Board 
for the police pension schemes, in accordance with the 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1996/16/section/63
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1997/50/contents
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2002/30/contents
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1976/35/contents
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requirements of section 7 of the Public Service Pensions 
Act 2013. 

• The board may also consider any matter relating to 
conditions of service (excluding those matters listed 
above), and any other matter affecting the police which 
has been referred by the Home Secretary. 

• It will advise on these matters within any time limit 
specified by the Home Secretary. 

 

129. The Terms of Reference for the Scheme Advisory Board (SAB) for 

Police Pensions is: 

 

• To provide advice, on request, to the Secretary of State for the 

Home Department on the desirability of changes to the police 

pension schemes.   

• To provide advice, on request or otherwise, to police pension 

scheme managers and pension boards in relation to the 

effective and efficient administration and management of the 

police pension scheme 2015 and any statutory pension scheme 

that is connected with it.  The SAB will fulfil the above remit by 

appropriate means, including:   

• Monitoring performance against the cost cap for the police 

pension schemes   

• Benchmarking performance information as appropriate 

• Identifying and sharing good practice   

 

Purpose   

The purpose of the SAB is to be both reactive and proactive. It will 

seek to encourage best practice, increase transparency and coordinate 

technical and standards issues.  It will consider items passed to it from 

the Home Office, the SAB's sub- committees and other stakeholders as 

well as items formulated within the SAB. Recommendations may be 

passed to the Home Office or other bodies. It will have a liaison role 

with the Pensions Regulator. Guidance and standards may be 

formulated for local scheme managers and pension boards. 

 

Accountability   

The SAB is accountable to the Secretary of State for the Home 
Department as the responsible authority for the Police Pension 

Schemes.   

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2013/25/contents/enacted
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2013/25/contents/enacted
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Recommendation 9: the PRRB make recommendations on how and 
where the total remuneration package for police officers should be 
monitored and reviewed.  

 

Recommendation 8: the PRRB explore the impact of the annual 
allowance/lifetime allowance taxation regime and put forward 
proposals to the Police Pension Scheme Advisory Board which 
reduce the impact on those officers in the 1987 Police Pension 
Scheme. 
 

130. The above three excerpts set out the governance structures that review 
and make recommendations in relation to police pay, allowances, hours of 
duty and pensions. When set out in this way it illustrates that the three 
groups separate the elements of police remuneration, so there is not one 
oversight body that is considering the total package. The PSA is 
concerned by this; especially as over time the amount of pension 
contributions has increased, the value of the final pension has reduced, 
pay has reduced in real terms, allowances have been removed, and those 
remaining allowances have reduced in real terms and now officers are 
more frequently incurring significant year-on-year tax charges as a result 
of breaching the Annual Allowance. 

 
131. In the 39th Senior Salaries Review Body 2017 report, there is a section 

(paragraphs 2.34 – 2.83) dedicated to the impact of Annual Allowance and 
Lifetime Allowance tax charges. 

 
Recruitment and retention 

 
132. One of the considerations the PRRB must take into account when 

making their recommendations is the need to recruit, retain and motivate 
suitably able and qualified officers (Superintendents). 

 
133. As the promotion route to the Superintending ranks is largely closed, 

as progression is linear, the PSA’s view is that any analysis or 
recommendations must be informed by the current policing context. This 
includes the recent pay freeze and pay restraint, which has meant that for 
those in middle management the only real option to increase their income 
has been to gain promotion. Therefore the ability to recruit into the 
Superintending ranks may be being artificially affected by the current 
context. Using the measure of recruitment/retention to benchmark pay will 
be misleading at this rank.  

 
134. A relatively new entry route has been created by the Direct Entry 

Superintendent Scheme. Direct Entry Superintendents receive the same 
PSA membership benefits and representation as their colleagues who 
have progressed from entry at Constable rank. The Direct Entry scheme is 
due to be formally reviewed by the College of Policing and a report is to be 
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Recommendation 10: that recruitment/retention is not taken into 
consideration when setting pay for the Superintending ranks, and 
that the PRRB play a part in the review of the Direct Entry 
Superintendent Scheme to establish if the Superintending starting 
salary is a competitive offer. 
 

presented to Parliament.  

 
Pay, pension and morale 

 
135. The PSA 2017 Pay Survey also provides current views from the 

Superintending ranks in relation to pay and morale. 
 

136. This year has seen a large increase in the proportion of respondents 
who were dissatisfied with their pay and remuneration. In particular, 47% 
said they were dissatisfied with their overall remuneration, up from 35% in 
2016; and a majority (51%) said that they were dissatisfied with their 
allowances, compared to 40% last year. 

 
137. Respondents were still more likely to be satisfied than dissatisfied with 

their pension. However the proportion reporting dissatisfaction has 
increased each year since the Pay Survey started and more than a third of 
respondents now say that they are dissatisfied with their pension. 

 

 
 
 

138. Although dissatisfaction has become more prevalent over the last year, 
Superintending ranks are still much less likely to be dissatisfied with their 
pay and remuneration than federated ranks. Furthermore, the increase in 
dissatisfaction seen in this survey was also observed in this year’s PFEW 
Pay and Morale survey.  
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139. On the other hand, the increase in dissatisfaction amongst 

Superintending ranks was more pronounced than amongst members of 
the Federated ranks. For instance, this year there has been a 12 
percentage point increase in the proportion of PSA members reporting 
dissatisfaction with their overall remuneration, compared to a 5 percentage  
point increase amongst PFEW members. 

 
 
 

140. Whilst the proportion of federated rank members who reported 
dissatisfaction with their pension has decreased each year since its peak 
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in 2015 following the introduction of the CARE pension scheme; since 
2015 the proportion of Superintending rank members who are dissatisfied 
with their pension has increased.  

 
141. One plausible explanation for this is that more members of the 

Superintending ranks are now affected by the introduction of the CARE 
pension scheme. The proportion who said that they had full transitional 
protection and would not be joining the CARE scheme has decreased from 
two-thirds in 2015 to under half by this year’s survey. Over the same 
period the proportion of respondents who have either transferred into the 
CARE scheme or have tapered protection has increased. 

 
142. As seen below, respondents who have either transferred into the 

CARE scheme or have tapered protection were much more likely to report 
dissatisfaction with their pension compared to respondents with full 
transitional protection, and a majority of respondents who do not have full 
transitional protection said that they were dissatisfied with their pension.  
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143. As well as an increase in dissatisfaction with pay and remuneration, 
this year’s survey also found a large increase in the proportion of 
respondents who did not feel fairly paid. For instance, those who did not 
feel fairly paid considering the stresses and strains of their job increased 
from 70% in last year’s survey to 81% this year. Even more noticeably, 
those who did not feel fairly paid considering their experience and training 
increased from 44% in 2016 to 60% in 2017. 

 
144. Finally, and providing further support for the time-series data, a 

majority (55%) said that they now felt less fairly paid in relation to the 
responsibilities of their job than they did 12 months ago.  

 

 



 52 

 
 
 

 
 
 

145. The survey asked whether the respondents’ pension increased their 
intention to stay in the service or to leave. 46% said their pension 
increased their intention to stay. The most common reasons given was the 
level of pension was good compared to other jobs and that, despite recent 
changes, they were still able to retire at an earlier date than most people. 
Conversely, 33% said that it increased their intention to leave. 
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146. Respondents were more likely to say that their personal morale was 
high (45%) than low (24%). The proportion of respondents who said that 
their personal morale was high has decreased since 2016, when it was 
50%, while only 18 per cent said their personal morale was low in 2016’s 
survey.  In addition, 41% of respondents said that their personal morale 
was lower now than it was 12 months ago. 

 

 
 

 
147. Similarly, the proportions of respondents reporting low morale in their 

department/command, their force, and the service as a whole have all 
increased since 2016.  
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148. Despite a decrease in morale amongst the Superintending ranks, PSA 
members are still much less likely to report low morale compared to PFEW 
members. For instance, whereas 24% of Superintending ranks reported 
low morale this year, this proportion was 60% amongst members of the 
Federated ranks. Moreover whilst 62% of Superintendents and Chief 
Superintendents felt that morale in their force was low, amongst 
respondents of Chief Inspector rank or below this proportion was 90%. 
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Recommendation 11: the PRRB and the Home Office publish a policy 
that describes the process for deciding what is and is not included in 
the remit letter. 
 
 

Current mechanisms to manage industrial relations 
 

The remit letter process  
 

149. Home Office officials invite staff associations to submit, in writing, items 
they want considered for inclusion in the Home Secretary’s remit letter to 
the PRRB. 

 
150. Following this, there is no further engagement with, or explanation of, 

the process used to decide what will actually be included in the remit letter. 
As the police service does not have full employee rights and cannot 
withhold labour, it is extremely important that any well-evidenced 
employee relations issues that are affecting the workforce are considered 
and resolved where possible. The current process to construct the remit 
letter does not afford the PSA reassurance of this. 

 
151. The PSA’s submission to the Home Office for the remit letter for this 

year requested: 
 

• The PRRB to consider the long term evidence that shows the 
superintendent ranks are continually working their rest days and 
suggest ways of how this issue can be resolved and 
remunerated. 

• The PRRB to review the regulations that govern the 
Superintending ranks working hours and comment on whether a 
40 hour working week would promote equality and flexible 
working. 

• The PRRB to review the response by the NPPC and APPC to 
recommendation 3 in the 2017 PRRB report (bonus payments). 

• The PRRB to consider the requirement for an on-call allowance 
for superintending ranks. 

• The PRRB to consider the impact the annual allowance pension 
tax charges are having on the remuneration package of 
superintendents. 
 

152. This submission includes evidence on all of the above issues that were 
requested to be included in the remit letter. To ensure the staff 
associations have confidence in the remit letter and PRRB process, the 
PSA request that a policy is published that describes the process taken to 
decide what is included and what is not included in the remit letter. This 
should be a transparent process that provides clear rationale for the 
rejection of any items.  
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Effectiveness of Mechanisms: PRRB, CCRG, PABEW 
 

153. Paras 127-129 of this report set out the terms of reference for the 
PRRB, PABEW and Police Pension SAB. Below is taken from the terms of 
reference for the College Regulatory Consultative Group (CRCG): 

 
The College of Policing Consultative Group (the CCG) supports the Board 

of the College of Policing (the Board) and the Executive in discharging 

their responsibility for preparing Police Regulations, codes of practice and 

guidance. 

 

Under Part 10 of the Anti-Social Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act 2014 

(the Act) the power to prepare Police Regulations was devolved from the 

Home Secretary to the College. (See Annex A). The Act requires the 

College to consult upon and prepare Police Regulations in respect of: 

 

• the ranks held by police officers and special constables  

• the qualifications required for appointment to and promotion within 

police forces and special constabulary 

• the period of probation for police officers and special constables  

• the maintenance of personal records of members of police forces 

and special constabulary 

• police training 

• the qualifications for deployment to perform particular tasks 

• Police practice and procedure. 

 

While the Act requires the College to consult the National Crime Agency 

(NCA) alone and only on draft Regulations and determinations, the 

College developed the CCG to fulfil that requirement and expand its 

consultation. With staff associations, unions, the Home Office and other 

interested parties in the CCG, the development of the College’s 

regulations, determinations, Codes of Practice and guidance the College 

are more informed and mature.  

 
 

154. The existence of disparate groups and their differing terms of reference 
indicates the policing regulatory framework is a confusing environment to 
operate within. At present there are numerous national workstreams on 
workforce reform. Some of these are being developed by the College of 
Policing through the CRCG, others by the NPPC via the PABEW or 
through a combination of the meeting forums. Nearly all of the 
developments in the workforce reform agenda will have an effect in some 
way on the pay and/or terms and conditions of police officers. The PSA 
are concerned that there is insufficient engagement by, and confusion 
amongst, these groups to properly allow staff associations to understand 
the impacts of the proposed changes. 
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Recommendation 12: the PRRB review the current mechanisms to 
manage industrial relations to ensure there is the correct balance 
between employer and employee, to ensure healthy industrial 
relations are maintained and the service is developed in a sustainable 
way. 
 

 
155. The PSA along with other staff associations do not have any 

negotiating rights in any of these meeting structures and are, at best 
consulted. The PSA are concerned that the balance between employee 
and employer is becoming increasingly disproportionate and that this is not 
a healthy position for employee relations or the future of the service.  
There needs to be meaningful negotiations within the workplace, not 
simply an autonomous position of the employer.  

 
156. The PSA is also concerned that there will be changes made to the 

complexity and scope of officers’ roles that will affect their terms and 
conditions and pay, but these changes will not be fully referred to the 
PRRB to review and determine pay recommendations. 

 
 

 
  



 58 

Workforce Reform 
 

Employer’s Responsibilities  
 

157. At present the ability of the PSA to comment on workforce reform 
issues is very limited. There has been minimal engagement through the 
PCF on these topics and we have not received any formal proposals from 
the NPCC on any of the following work streams: 

 

• Apprenticeship Pay 

• Targeted pay 

• Bonus proposals (see bonus section) 

• Pay progression linked to PDRs 

• Changes to the future pay mechanisms 

• The five-level rank structure (although it should be noted that at para 
56 of this report the MPS have withdrawn from their plan to reduce 
ranks in line with this proposal) 
 

158. As part of the workforce reform programme, the Home Office has taken 
the position that it is not the employer; the employer is the NPCC. The 
Home Office role is to provide a strategic steer, help facilitate change, and 
allow for regulatory change, but it is clear that it will not take on the 
employer’s responsibility. The PSA is concerned that the NPCC are not 
fulfilling the role of employer. 

 
159. The approach of the NPCC at present is not supportive of workforce 

needs. As the workforce raise valid and evidenced issues with their 
employer, it is informed that such issues will be dealt with as part of the 
wider review of the pay and reward framework. However, there appears to 
be no progress being made on this review. Issues are not being resolved, 
to the detriment of the workforce. 
 

160. The PSA is also concerned that the Home Secretary’s remit letter of 7th 
December 2017 to the Chair of the PRRB seems to indicate the NPCC 
have made more progress with the reforms than the staff associations are 
currently aware of. The letter states: 

 
‘For this pay round, I see PRRB continuing to play a key role in 
reviewing the next stage of NPCC’s plans for a new reward structure 
work and providing observations on the first tranche of proposals put 
forward by NPCC, who will provide the bulk of the evidence this year.’  

‘to review final NPCC proposals for time-limited, targeted payments to 
address specific recruitment and retention pressures;’ 

161. The PSA have real concerns as to whether the 2020 timetable for 
reform suggested by the NPCC will be achieved. 
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162. The College of Policing has engaged over a number of issues.  
However only the work that involves role/professional profiles and the 
PEQF project have progressed to the formal consultation stage. The 
update on the progress in relation to the role/professional profiles is 
covered in paras 39-42 of this report.  

 
163. The PSA has raised concerns with the College about the senior ranks’ 

PEQF project. The original proposals were rejected by Chief Constables’ 
Council in summer 2017, based on their concerns over the abstraction 
rates that would be created by an ‘apprenticeship’ funded scheme under 
the proposals. An officer obtaining their qualification with apprenticeship 
funding support would have been entitled to claim 20% of their work time 
as dedicated learning time. This was unacceptable to Chef Constables 
given the demand on the Superintending ranks and the amount of 
responsibilities they carry.  

 
164. The current draft PEQF proposals suggest the Superintending ranks 

will be required to undertake ‘mandated learning’, but will not receive any 
formal qualification. The PSA has consulted its membership and there is 
concern that this proposal is not in line with the Home Secretary’s original 
policy intent to professionalise policing.  

 
165. The view of PSA members is that the PEQF should facilitate officers 

being able to obtain a qualification that is commensurate with their 
rank/role (Level 7 Masters) and that this should be funded by the 
organisation. The PSA position remains that the PEQF proposals should 
allow those in the Superintending ranks to obtain a Masters Degree and 
that it needs to be accessible and achievable for all, within the current 
working environment/pressures. A second consultation phase will begin in 
April 2018.   

 
166. With regards to the three new entry routes for Constables the PSA has 

been formally consulted and have provided both a joint response with the 
Police Federation and latterly, at the end of the consultation, its own 
response. The points we have raised during these consultations have 
been largely ignored. See Appendix 6. 

 
167. On the College of Policing workstreams on Assessing and Recognising 

Competency (ARC), Licence to Practise (LTP) and Advancer Practitioner, 
the PSA has been engaged but there has been no formal consultation. 

 
168. Although previously mentioned in this submission, it is worth 

emphasising that the numerous workstreams being developed by the 
NPCC and College appear to be operating in isolation to each other, and 
the crossovers and interdependencies, and the links to pay, regulations 
and discipline are often missed or overlooked. The PSA is extremely 
concerned about this. 
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Request by PRRB for comment  
 

Non-Consolidated 1% Pay Award 
 

169. As part of the 2017/18 pay settlement officers were awarded a 1% non-
consolidated bonus payment. The PRRB requested that as part of their 
written evidence, contributors provide their views on how this award 
should be dealt with. 

 
170. The positions of PSA and SANI on this issue is as stated in the joint 

submission with the Police Federation of England and Wales. 
 

171. As part of the Pay Survey 2017 the Superintending ranks were asked 
about their views on consolidated versus non-consolidated pay awards.  

 
172. This year’s Pay Survey was launched after the PRRB recommended 

the pay award for 2017 should be a combination of 1% consolidated and 
1% non-consolidated pay. Respondents were therefore provided with a 
short explanation of consolidated and non-consolidated pay and were 
asked which of the two they preferred.  

 
173. By far, respondents preferred consolidated pay (79%). Just 3% 

preferred non-consolidated pay and 9% preferred a combination of the 
two.    
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Appendix 1: Joint PSA, SANI & ASPS Resilience Survey Results 2017 
 
 
[see attached document]
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Appendix 2: Joint PSA & SANI Pay Survey Results 2017 
 
 
[see attached document]
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Appendix 3:  Proposal by the Police Superintendents’ Association of 
England and Wales, to the PCF to change Police Regulations in relation 
to the rules for the reallocation of rest days/public holidays. 
 
 
 
1.  Problem 
 
1.1 Since 2010 the number in the superintending ranks across England and 
Wales has dropped by 25 per cent. In real numbers there has been a loss of 
approximately 400 superintendents. This reduction in numbers is set against a 
context of increasing demands and a growth in responsibilities for the 
remaining superintendents. 
 
1.2 One example of this extra demand on the rank is the increase in scope 
and volume of superintending on-call duties. The inclusion of the 
superintending ranks by numerous forces within the ‘Gold’ on-call cadres has 
placed greater responsibility/workloads on superintendents in addition to the 
other cadres the rank has historically managed (RIPA, PACE, Firearms, SIO, 
Public Order etc.) 
 
1.3 The structural arrangements in policing have also changed significantly 
and far more Superintendents are working within or leading collaborations and 
alliances, which means the officers have operational, personnel and 
management/meeting responsibilities across more than one force.   
 
1.4 The demand created by the reduction in numbers, additional on-call 
responsibilities and from the new management structures has meant that 
officers in the superintending ranks are more regularly working on their rest 
days or on public holidays, but are not finding the time to reschedule these 
days. 
 
1.5 This is creating a situation where officers are building up a ‘bank ‘ of rest 
days in lieu or public holidays in lieu that need to be rescheduled. Current 
regulations allow officers to reschedule rest days worked within twelve months 
of the original rest day, and public holidays worked can be rescheduled within 
three months of the public holiday worked. 
 
1.6 However, if the ‘bank’ of rest days are not rescheduled within the time 
limits set in the current regulations then the officer loses the rest day in 
lieu/public holiday in lieu with no recompense. 
 
1.7 The cumulative effect of the problem is: 

• That the well being of the superintending ranks is being negatively 
affected. 

• The superintending ranks are working additional days and receiving no 
additional remuneration. 
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2. Current Regulations 
 
2.1 The relevant regulations that govern this issue are: 
 
POLICE REGULATIONS 2003 AND SECRETARY OF STATE 
DETERMINATIONS UNDER THOSE REGULATIONS. 
 
ANNEX E         Regulation 22 

 
DUTY 
 
 
4) PUBLIC HOLIDAYS, REST DAYS AND MONTHLY LEAVE DAYS 
 

a) Constables and Sergeants  
  

i) So far as the exigencies of duty permit, a member of a police force 
of the  

rank of constable or sergeant shall be allowed a day’s leave on 
each public holiday and be granted rest days at the rate of two 
rest days (or, in the case of a member working in accordance 
with variable shift arrangements, not less than two rest days) in 
respect of each week. 

ii) The provisions for compensation in lieu of public holidays and 
rostered rest days are such as are found in regulation 26 and 
the determination thereunder.  

 
b) Inspectors and Chief Inspectors 

  
Every member of a police force of the rank of inspector or chief 
inspector shall, so far as the exigencies of duty permit, be allowed a 
day’s leave on each public holiday and be granted rest days at the rate 
of two rest days in each week.  
 

 
c)  Ranks above Chief Inspector 
 

Every member of a police force of, or above, the rank of superintendent 
shall, so far as the exigencies of duty permit, be allowed a day’s leave 
on each public holiday and be granted in each month:  
 
i) in the case of a member of a police force of the rank of 

superintendent or chief superintendent, 8 monthly leave days;  
ii) in any other case, 1 ½ monthly leave days.  
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ANNEX H        Regulation 24 

Regulation 26 
                                                                                                                         
PUBLIC HOLIDAYS AND REST DAYS 
 
 
1) 

h) Where the exigencies of duty have precluded:  
 

(1) the allowance of a day’s leave on a public holiday, or 
(2) the grant in any month of eight monthly leave days,  
 

to a member of a police force of the rank of superintendent or chief 
superintendent, he shall, during the next twelve months and so far as 
the exigencies of duty permit, be allowed or (as the case may be) 
granted a day’s leave in lieu of any such day not allowed or granted.  
  

i) Where the exigencies of duty have precluded the allowance of a day’s 
leave on a public holiday to any such member other than a member of 
a police force above the rank of chief superintendent, he shall, during 
the next three months and so far as the exigencies of duty permit, be 
allowed a day’s leave in lieu of any such day not allowed.  
  

j) For the purpose of this paragraph “month” means that period of 28 
days beginning with such day as is fixed by the chief officer of police. 

 
 
 
The dictionary definition of exigency is: 
 
 The noun EXIGENCY has 2 senses: 
1.  A pressing or urgent situation 
2. A sudden unforeseen crisis (usually involving danger) that requires 
immediate action 
 
 
3. Supporting Evidence 
 
3.1 The problem is clearly evidenced through four credible sources of 
information: 
 
 
 

• SANI PRRB submission 
 

• PSAEW Pay Survey 2016 (reported 2017) 
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• The PSAEW Management of Individual Cases 
 

• The PSAEW Personal Resilience Survey 2016 (reported 2017) 
 
3.2 Please find a summary of the evidence from each source: 
 
3.3 SANI PRRB Submission 
 
The text below is a direct lift from the submission to the Police Remuneration 
and Review Body on behalf of the Police Superintendents’ Association of 
England and Wales and the Police Superintendents’ Association of Northern 
Ireland, dated 12th December 2016: 

21. Difficulties experienced with Rest Day working, on-call commitments as 
well as access to Monthly Rest Days; changes in how they are managed or 
additional financial recompense.  

The following submission is made:  

22. The issue of the ability of members of the Superintending ranks in the 
Police Service of Northern Ireland (PSNI) to take all of their Monthly Rest 
Days (MRDs), and to take those re-rostered MRDs which had to be 
worked in order to fulfil operational requirements and on-call functions, 
was covered extensively in our previous submission to the PRRB. The 
extent of the problem remains largely the same. This evidence will not be 
repeated here but can be refreshed by reference to our previous 
submission if required.  

23. It remains the case that, despite efforts to reduce the number of rest days 
owed by revised rostering arrangements, many officers are owed large 
numbers of days off. Officers are being faced with the prospect of losing 
these days after twelve months (in accordance with the limitations 
imposed through Police Regulations) with no compensation. SANI is 
aware that there appears to be no equivalent within the Northern Ireland 
policing architecture to the Police Consultative Forum (PCF) in England 
and Wales. This limits the opportunity to address matters which may not 
sit neatly within either the Police Advisory Group Northern Ireland (PAG) 
framework or the PRRB. In the case of MRDs, and the potential to explore 
financial reimbursement for lost days through encashment, a similar 
problem exists in England and Wales. The PSAEW will therefore raise this 
at PCF initially with a view to a resolution being reached which can then be 
considered for introduction in Northern Ireland.  

24. SANI intends to propose the establishment of a similar body to the PCF for 
Northern Ireland, or otherwise seek an extension to the remit of the current 
PCF to enable this and other matters that do not require consideration by 
the PRRB to be dealt with effectively and in a timely fashion.  

Unless the PRRB is particularly minded to make a recommendation in relation 
to this issue, notwithstanding its inclusion in the remit letter, it is our 
submission that it is initially progressed through the PCF. 
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3.4 PSAEW Pay Survey 2016 (reported 2017) 
 

• 70% of respondents said that their workload had increased over the last 

12 months; more than three quarters of respondents said that their 

workload had been too high in the last 12 months 

• 76% of respondents said that their responsibilities had increased in the 

last 12 months. 

• 46% saying that they have had additional responsibilities devolved to them 

from a person of a more senior grade. Commonly devolved responsibilities 

included strategic leadership of business areas, project management, line 

management, financial and budget management, additional attendance at 

meetings, Strategic Firearms Command and Gold Command 

responsibilities. 

• Three quarters of respondents had not taken all of their rest days in the 

last three months, 63% said that they had not taken all of their annual 

leave in the last year. Respondents had an average of 16 rest days and 7 

days annual leave outstanding. 

• 63% of respondents found it difficult to balance their work and home life 

and 45% said that their current work-life balance was worse than it was 12 

months ago. 

• Generally there were few differences in respondents’ workload and 

working time across different groups; however Chief Superintendents were 

more likely than Superintendents to report difficulty balancing their work 

and non-work life. In addition, respondents in a force-wide role were most 

likely to have seen their workload and responsibilities increase in the last 

year. 

 

3.5 The PSAEW Management of Individual Cases 
 
The Secretariat of the Police Superintendents’ Association is receiving an 
increased level of enquiries about issues relating to the re-rostering of rest 
days and have recently advised several members close to retirement, who 
have built up a significant ‘bank’ of unused rest days/public holidays in lieu. 
 
3.6 The PSAEW Personal Resilience Survey 2016 (reported 2017) 
 
The most recent Personal Resilience Survey (published May 2017) also 
provided the following supportive evidence: 
 
 

Long working hours  

 

• 76% are working 50 or more hours per week (breaching the Working 

Time Directive).  The percentage working 50 - 60 hours per week is 

slightly higher than previous years.  
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• Only 9% of respondents agree that the demands placed on 

Superintending ranks are commensurate with normally working less 

than 48 hours per week. 

 

• Only 32% agree that working less than 48 hours per week is the 

accepted norm.  

 

• 56% of respondents said that they did not log their working hours 

accurately.  The three options most frequently selected for not 

recording hours accurately were: 

• it not being possible to record the hours worked (e.g. at home or 

elsewhere). 

• there isn’t any point as the hours are not monitored and respondents 

are too busy/it is not a priority.   

• respondents also reported that there is no appropriate system and that 

recording their hours truthfully might count against them.   

 

• The proportion of respondents taking zero sickness days has stayed 

between 76% to 88% in the last 16 years. Meanwhile, around a third 

(32%) report taking leave/rest days to avoid sickness absence in the 

past year. This suggests ‘presenteeism’. 

 

• Research suggests that the costs to employers of ‘presenteeism’ are 

greater than absenteeism and it is also associated with burnout. 

 

 

High Levels of demand 

 

• 97% agree that their role places them under high levels of demand. 

 

• 82% agree that their role includes an excessive breadth and depth of 

responsibility leading to excessive working hours.  

 

• 46% report that the demands of their job have increased in the last 

year by a manageable amount, but 40% agree that the demands of 

their job have increased by an excessive amount.   

 

• Respondents have also had to take on additional responsibilities such 

as public order, firearms, CBRN cadres etc. and Gold level command 

duties 
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• 68% disagree that there is sufficient consideration of the impact of 

additional responsibilities on their workload at the level of public order, 

firearms, CBRN cadres etc.  

 

• Increased work demands was the most frequently chosen concern; it 

was the greatest concern for 35% of respondents and the second 

greatest concern for 30% of respondents.   

 

• Only 44% of respondents report recognised that they are very good at 

managing their time 

 

• Only 27% agree that they have sufficient resources/staff (including 

administrative support) to do the job.   

 

• Rest days, Annual Leave & intrusion into non - work time: 

 

• The survey results show that 72% had not taken all their annual leave 

in the past 12 months. 

 

• 77% had not taken all their rest days in the past month, suggesting that 

respondents are not always taking the time off necessary for recovery.   

 

• 31% had concerns that they would not be able to take their carried 

forward leave in the future and 31% had concerns that they would not 

be able to take their rest days in the future having ‘banked’ them. 

 

• 54% agree that the force expects them to be at work and or answer the 

phone at unreasonable times. 

 

• 59% are expected to perform on call duties on their rest days.  

 

• Furthermore, only half of respondents (50%) are able to balance the 

demands of work with what they want/need to do in their non - work 

life. 

 

• Only 11% agree that the demands of their role ensure that they do not 

need to take home work to complete outside of normal working hours.   

 

• Only 26% ensure that they are rarely contacted when they are on a 

rest day.  

 

• Only half of respondents (50%) ensure that they are rarely contacted 

when they are on annual leave. 
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• Only 11% ensure that they are rarely contacted outside the normal 

working day.  

 

• Furthermore, 94% said that in the last 12 months when they were on 

leave that they still carried out work or ensured they were easily 

contactable. 

 

Support for health & well-being:  
 

• A quarter of respondents reported mild levels of anxiety symptoms 
26%, (225 people), 18% (160 people) report moderate symptoms and 
6% (54 people) report severe symptoms.  

 

• 18% of respondents (154 people) reported mild levels of depression 
symptoms, 8% (68 people) reported moderate levels of depression 
symptoms and 1% (11 people) reported severe levels of depression 
symptoms. 

 

• Only 27% of respondents said that their organisation provides them 
with annual or bi annual health screening.  

 

• 53% of respondents said that their organisation provides them with 
easily accessible health advice.  

 
 
 
4. Support for proposal 
 
4.1  The Superintendents Association of Northern Ireland (SANI) and The 

Association of Scottish Police Superintendents (ASPS) support this 
proposal. 

 
 
5. Solution 
 
5.1 To remedy this problem for the Superintending ranks it is suggested that 
Annex H has the paragraph l) inserted. Please see below: 
 
1) 

i) Where the exigencies of duty have precluded:  
 

(1) the allowance of a day’s leave on a public holiday, or 
(2) the grant in any month of eight monthly leave days,  
 

to a member of a police force of the rank of superintendent or chief 
superintendent, he shall, during the next twelve months and so far as 
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the exigencies of duty permit, be allowed or (as the case may be) 
granted a day’s leave in lieu of any such day not allowed or granted.  
  

j) Where the exigencies of duty have precluded the allowance of a day’s 
leave on a public holiday to any such member other than a member of 
a police force above the rank of chief superintendent, he shall, during 
the next three months and so far as the exigencies of duty permit, be 
allowed a day’s leave in lieu of any such day not allowed.  
  

k) For the purpose of this paragraph “month” means that period of 28 
days beginning with such day as is fixed by the chief officer of police. 
 

l) Where the exigencies of duty have precluded a member of a police 
force of the rank of Superintendent or Chief Superintendent from taking 
a day’s leave in lieu as per sections H1)i) and/or H1)j) above, the 
officer will be entitled to request payment for that leave day or public 
holiday in lieu at a rate of time and a half. 

 
6. Conclusion 
 
6.1 The PSAEW would always seek to ensure our membership used all of 
their available rest days/public holidays as we recognise Superintendents 
undertake extremely stressful roles, and to remain healthy and productive 
officers need time away from work to rest and recuperate. However, the 
evidence shows that in the current policing context this is not possible for 
many Superintendents.  
 
6.2 The consequences are two fold in that officers are not receiving the 
necessary rest and are not being remunerated for the extra time worked. 
 
6.3 The long-term solution is to ensure Superintendents can use their 
entitlement to rest days and public holiday leave. However, at present there is 
a requirement to change regulations, to be able to recompense officers for 
rest days and public holidays in lieu that cannot be used within the twelve 
months and three months as set out in the current regulations. 
 
6.4   Even if the environment improves and the superintending ranks are able 
to take their rest days and annual leave entitlements, the enactment of this 
proposal would not negatively impact on industrial relations. 
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Appendix 4: proposal to the PCF by PSAEW to modernise police 
regulations to allow for more flexible working arrangements within the  
Superintending ranks. 

 
1. Background 
 
1.1 The current police regulations for the superintending ranks state that a 

superintendent is either on a rest day, annual leave day, public holiday or 
working day. 

 
1.2 There is nothing specific set out in regulations that determines a 

superintendent’s hours on a working day. 
 
1.3 The guide that superintendents work within is the Working Time 

Regulations 1998 (WTR). It is possible to opt out of the WTR, but the 
PSAEW advises against this and the Association’s records show that no 
officer from the superintending ranks has decided to opt out. 

 
1.4 The WTR set out that the maximum number of hours that can be worked, 

as no more than an average of 48 hours per week, measured over a 
seventeen-week period.  (Regulation 4 WTR). 

 
1.5 The Police Regulations 2003 state that a superintendent should have eight 

weekly leave days in 28 days. It follows; therefore, that there is an 
expectation they should be working, in whatever capacity, on those other 
twenty days. Regulation 22 Annex E paragraph 4(c). 

 
1.6 As there is no defined working day stipulated in police regulations the 

length of a working day for a superintendent can vary. However, it is 
standard practice across policing for annual leave to be taken in blocks of 
four hours, which is a view supported by the PSAEW (see website 
guidance). It therefore follows; although not specifically covered in police 
regulations that a working day should, in ordinary circumstances, be for a 
period in excess of four hours; otherwise half a day’s annual leave should 
be taken. 

 
1.7 The experience of superintendents is that the average working day is 

longer than eight hours and that the working week is significantly longer 
than 40 hours, with many members routinely breaching the limit of an 
average of 48 hours per week, measured over a seventeen week period 
as set by the WTR 4(3). 

 
1.8 Therefore under the current regulatory frame if a superintendent wishes to 

manage their work life balance and work part time or compressed hours 
there is no mechanism to allow for it because there is no definition of a 
working day included within police regulations. 

 
1.9 If an officer however, does make an informal arrangement outside of 

police regulations with their Chief Constable they are likely to be 
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penalised.  The following two hypothetical examples highlight some of the 
issues: 

 
Example 1: 
 
Superintendent ‘A’ has childcare responsibilities and wants to work six-hour 
days. The current regulations make no provision for part time working. 
However, Superintendent ‘A’ agrees a six-hour working day with his Chief 
Constable, as long as they maintain their commitment to the on-call cadre. 
 
As part of the part time working arrangements Superintendent A’s pay and 
pension contribution/entitlement are reduced by twenty five percent to reflect 
their reduction in hours worked. 
 
However, over the next month due to the exigencies of duty ten of the shifts 
that Superintendent ‘A’ works are twelve hours long, and on a further working 
day where they were on-call and had already worked six hours, they were 
called out in the night and worked for a further 6 hours. 
 
In this scenario Superintendent ‘A’ has worked more than full time hours, but 
will be paid at a reduced rate and the contribution to their pension will be at a 
reduced rate. There is currently no provision within the regulations for 
Superintendents to ensure that in this situation they are remunerated 
accurately. 
 
Example 2: 
 
Superintendent ‘B’ has caring responsibilities and wishes to compress their 
hours into a four-day week. They agree with their Chief Constable to work four 
ten-hour days. This provides Superintendent ‘B’ with four additional rest days/ 
non working days per month (28days). 
 
This would create issues under the regulations because they only allow for a 
Superintendent to have 8 rest days per month. 
Also, if due to the exigencies of duty, Superintendent ‘B’ worked on one of 
their ‘additional’ rest days they would then work more than 40 hours, but 
would receive no additional remuneration. Additionally, in this circumstance 
they would not be able to use the provision in Annex H of the 2003 regulations 
to reschedule the ‘non-working’ day within the next 12 months.  
 
 
1.10 The Police Superintendents’ Association of England and Wales records    

show that there are at least three officers from the superintending ranks 
who have entered into informal agreements with their Chief Constables. 

 
1.11 In order to attract a more diverse work force and ensure 

superintendents are remunerated fairly a remedy must be found. 
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2. Current Regulations 
 
2.1 The relevant police regulations that govern this issue are: 

 
 

POLICE REGULATIONS 2003 AND SECRETARY OF STATE 
DETERMINATIONS UNDER THOSE REGULATIONS. 
 
ANNEX E         Regulation 22 

 
DUTY 

 
 
5) PUBLIC HOLIDAYS, REST DAYS AND MONTHLY LEAVE DAYS 
 

 
d)  Ranks above Chief Inspector 
 

Every member of a police force of, or above, the rank of superintendent 
shall, so far as the exigencies of duty permit, be allowed a day’s leave 
on each public holiday and be granted in each month:  
 
iii) in the case of a member of a police force of the rank of 

superintendent or chief superintendent, 8 monthly leave days;  
iv) in any other case, 1 ½ monthly leave days.  

 
 
 
ANNEX H        Regulation 24 

Regulation 26 
                                                                                                                         

PUBLIC HOLIDAYS AND REST DAYS 
 
 
1) 

j) Where the exigencies of duty have precluded:  
 

(1) the allowance of a day’s leave on a public holiday, or 
(2) the grant in any month of eight monthly leave days,  
 

to a member of a police force of the rank of superintendent or chief 
superintendent, he shall, during the next twelve months and so far as 
the exigencies of duty permit, be allowed or (as the case may be) 
granted a day’s leave in lieu of any such day not allowed or granted.  
  

k) Where the exigencies of duty have precluded the allowance of a day’s 
leave on a public holiday to any such member other than a member of 
a police force above the rank of chief superintendent, he shall, during 
the next three months and so far as the exigencies of duty permit, be 
allowed a day’s leave in lieu of any such day not allowed.  
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m) For the purpose of this paragraph “month” means that period of 28 

days beginning with such day as is fixed by the chief officer of police. 
 

 
2.2.  The relevant sections from the WTR are as follows; 
 
 

STATUTORY INSTRUMENTS 
1998 No. 1833 

TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF EMPLOYMENT 
The Working Time Regulations 1998 

 
Maximum weekly working time 

4.—(1) Subject to regulation 5, a worker’s working time, including overtime, 
in any reference period which is applicable in his case shall not exceed an 
average of 48 hours for each seven days. 

(2) An employer shall take all reasonable steps, in keeping with the need to 
protect the health and safety of workers, to ensure that the limit specified in 
paragraph (1) is complied with in the case of each worker employed by him in 
relation to whom it applies. 

(3) Subject to paragraphs (4) and (5) and any agreement under regulation 
23(b), the reference periods which apply in the case of a worker are— 

(a) 
where a relevant agreement provides for the application of this regulation in 
relation to successive periods of 17 weeks, each such period, or 
(b) 
in any other case, any period of 17 weeks in the course of his employment. 
(4) Where a worker has worked for his employer for less than 17 weeks, the 
reference period applicable in his case is the period that has elapsed since he 
started work for his employer. 
(5) Paragraphs (3) and (4) shall apply to a worker who is excluded from the 
scope of certain provisions of these Regulations by regulation 21 as if for 
each reference to 17 weeks there were substituted a reference to 26 weeks. 
(6) For the purposes of this regulation, a worker’s average working time for 
each seven days during a reference period shall be determined according to 
the formula— 

 
where— 
A is the aggregate number of hours comprised in the worker’s working time 
during the course of the reference period; 
B is the aggregate number of hours comprised in his working time during the 
course of the period beginning immediately after the end of the reference 
period and ending when the number of days in that subsequent period on 
which he has worked equals the number of excluded days during the 
reference period; and 
C is the number of weeks in the reference period. 
(7) In paragraph (6), “excluded days” means days comprised in— 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/1998/1833/images/uksi_19981833_en_001
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/1998/1833/images/uksi_19981833_en_001
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(a) 
any period of annual leave taken by the worker in exercise of his entitlement 
under regulation 13; 
(b) 
any period of sick leave taken by the worker; 
(c) 
any period of maternity leave taken by the worker; and 
(d) 
any period in respect of which the limit specified in paragraph (1) did not apply 
in relation to the worker by virtue of regulation 5. 
 
2.3. It should be noted that there are exceptions to the WTR: 
 

PART III 
EXCEPTIONS 

Excluded sectors 
 

18.  Regulations 4(1) and (2), 6(1), (2) and (7), 7(1), and (6), 8, 10(1), 11(1) 
and (2), 12(1), 13 and 16 do not apply— 

(a) 
to the following sectors of activity— 
(i) 
air, rail, road, sea, inland waterway and lake transport; 
(ii) 
sea fishing; 
(iii) 
other work at sea; or 
(b) 
to the activities of doctors in training, or 
(c) 
where characteristics peculiar to certain specific services such as the armed 
forces or the police, or to certain specific activities in the civil protection 
services, inevitably conflict with the provisions of these Regulations. 

 
 

 
3. Evidence 
 
3.1 The PSAEW records currently show that in 2016/17 three officers from the 

superintending ranks had negotiated an informal arrangement with their 
Chief Constable to work part time or compressed hours. Two of these 
officers were male and one female. In the year 2015/16 there were five 
officers with informal arrangements one male and four female. 
 

3.2 The PSAEW pay survey of 2016 questioned superintendents and 
federated ranks on whether they were satisfied or dissatisfied with their 
working hours. Respondents in the PSAEW survey were less likely to be 
dissatisfied, and more likely to be satisfied, with many aspects of their pay 
and conditions compared to respondents in the PFEW survey. This 
included their remuneration, pensions, promotion prospects and training. 
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There were several notable areas where PSAEW members were however 
more likely to be dissatisfied. The largest difference between the two 
surveys was concerning dissatisfaction with working hours and this was an 
increase in dissatisfaction on the previous year.  Please see the table 
below: 
 

 

 
 
 

3.3 In April/May 2016 the College of policing completed the Chief Officer 
Appointments Survey. The findings clearly show that work life balance is a 
significant consideration when seeking promotion and that a negative work 
life balance will prevent officers from applying for promotion. It also 
reinforced the fact that there is a significant lack of diversity at senior ranks 
within the police. The paragraphs below in italics are taken from the 
executive summary: 

 
 

Domestic circumstances  

The impact a promotion may have on an individual’s family includes the time 
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spent away from their children, difficulty in finding a suitable school and 

house, disruption to a child’s education as well as the impact on a partner’s 

job. While this did influence a chief constable’s decision, it was the most 

prominent barrier to promotion for potential applicants in the ranks between 

superintendent and deputy chief constable.  

Lack of diversity  

Chief constables reported that, due to the limited number of eligible applicants 

from which to attract candidates, there was a lack of diversity and ability to 

share ideas, thoughts and experiences. Responses included; ‘lack of diversity 

in command teams’, ‘lack of diversity in the process in the widest sense’ and 

‘lack of cross-fertilization of ideas and experiences’.  

3.4 The latest Statistics (31st March 2016) from the College of Policing shows 
that the level of black and minority ethnic officers in senior policing ranks 
are as follows: 

  
Chief Insp        Total = 1628                BME = 50                    % BME = 
3.1% 
Supts                 Total = 824                  BME = 36                    % BME = 
4.4% 
Chief Supts      Total = 327                  BME = 15                    % BME = 
4.6% 
Chief officers  Total = 200                  BME = 2                       % BME = 
1.0% 

  
*Stats are FTE (rounded) and are for all 43 forces plus BTP. 
 
PSAEW records show that the total number of superintendents as of 
March 2017 was 1261, and the break down between male and female 
officers is as follows: 
 

 
 
The percentage of BME officer and LGBT officers within the 
superintending ranks are 4.2% and 1.5% respectively. 
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3.5 The most recent Personal Resilience Survey (published May 2017) also 

provided the following supportive evidence: 
 
Working Hours 
 

• 76% of Superintendents are working 50 or more hours per week 
(breaching the Working Time Directive).  The percentage working 50 - 
60 hours per week is slightly higher than previous years.  
 

• Only 9% of respondents agree that the demands placed on 
Superintending ranks are commensurate with normally working less 
than 48 hours per week. 
 

• Only 32% agree that working less than 48 hours per week is the 
accepted norm.  
 

• 56% of respondents said that they did not log their working hours 
accurately.  The three options most frequently selected for not 
recording hours accurately were: 

- it not being possible to record the hours worked (e.g. at home or 
elsewhere). 

- there isn’t any point as the hours are not monitored and 
respondents are too busy/it is not a priority.   

- respondents also reported that there is no appropriate system 
and that recording their hours truthfully might count against 
them.   

 

• The proportion of respondents taking zero sickness days has stayed 
between 76% to 88% in the last 16 years. Meanwhile, around a third 
(32%) report taking leave/rest days to avoid sickness absence in the 
past year. This suggests ‘presenteeism’. 

 
 
Rest Days, Annual Leave & intrusion into Non - Work Time: 

 

• The survey results show that 72% had not taken all their annual leave 
in the past 12 months. 

 

• 77% had not taken all their rest days in the past month, suggesting that 
respondents are not always taking the time off necessary for recovery.   

 

• 31% had concerns that they would not be able to take their carried 
forward leave in the future and 31% had concerns that they would not 
be able to take their rest days in the future having ‘banked’ them. 

 

• 54% agree that the force expects them to be at work and or answer the 
phone at unreasonable times. 
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• 59% are expected to perform on call duties on their rest days.  
 

• Furthermore, only half of respondents (50%) are able to balance the 
demands of work with what they want/need to do in their non - work 
life. 

 

• Only 11% agree that the demands of their role ensure that they do not 
need to take home work to complete outside of normal working hours.   

 

• Only 26% ensure that they are rarely contacted when they are on a 
rest day.  

 

• Only half of respondents (50%) ensure that they are rarely contacted 
when they are on annual leave. 

 

• Only 11% ensure that they are rarely contacted outside the normal 
working day.  

 

• Furthermore, 94% said that in the last 12 months when they were on 
leave that they still carried out work or ensured they were easily 
contactable. 

 
4. Support 
 
4.1 The Superintendents Association of Northern Ireland (SANI) and The 

Association of Scottish Police Superintendents (ASPS) support this 
proposal. 

 
4.2 The ASPS have recently secured agreement from the Scottish 

Government and Executive, via the Scottish Police Negotiating Board, that 
a superintendents’ working week will be 40 Hours. 
 
  

5. Solution 
 
5.1 A forty-hour working week should be defined for superintending ranks and 

incorporated into Regulations. 
 
 
6. Conclusion 
 
6.1 If the police service aspires to create a flexible and representative 

workforce at all levels/ranks it will require a regulatory framework that 
supports flexible working arrangements. 

 
6.2 The current police regulations do not define a working day or working 

week and therefore prevent officers within the superintending ranks from 
obtaining flexible working arrangements that are justified by regulation. 
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6.3 The evidence shows that those in the superintending ranks are dissatisfied 
with their work life balance and that a negative work life balance is a 
significant factor that prevents officers applying for promotion. 

 
6.4 The evidence also shows that female officers and BME officers are 

significantly under represented in the senior police ranks. The three 
superintending officers who are working informal flexible agreements are 
all female. 

 
6.5 To remedy these issues the a forty hour working week should be defined 

for superintending ranks and incorporated into Regulations.
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Appendix 5: PSAEW Bonus Proposal following Recommendation 3 of 
the PRRB report 2017, November 2017 
 
Police Regs 2003, Annex U, states: 
  

“8) BONUS PAYMENTS 
A chief officer may award a payment of between £50 and £500 to a 
member of his force where he is satisfied that the member concerned has 
performed a piece of work of an outstandingly demanding, unpleasant or 
important nature.”  
 

Suggested addition to regulations in blue ink. 
 
Guidance notes in green ink. 

 
Additional: 
 
Sections 8a) – 8c) and the associated guidance notes will only apply 
until 30th September 2020. 

 
8a) For the purposes of this regulation bonus payments may be made to 
those officers of superintendent rank who either: 
 

i. Undertake on-call and/or cadre functions. 
ii. Work within or as part of a collaboration/regionally and/or nationally. 
iii. Are responsible for a large or complex command.  
 

8b) It is also permitted for Chief Constables to award multiple bonus 
payments for the same reason, to the same officer, in any financial year 
(April – April). Therefore, each superintendent may be eligible to receive 
more than one payment at any time, provided that no more than £4,000 shall 
be payable to any superintendent in any financial year 
 
8c) For each of the following years; 2017/18; 2018/19; 2019/20, every Chief 
Constable will be required to provide a detailed breakdown of how they have 
applied the provisions within paragraphs 8a and 8b. 

 
GUIDANCE NOTES 
 

1. In relation to paragraph 8ai. No officer from the superintending ranks 
should be expected to work more than 56 days on-call to qualify for a 
bonus payment. 

2. An officer cannot be on-call on a rest day or annual leave day.  

3. To qualify for the term ‘Undertake on-call and or cadre functions’ an officer 
needs to be qualified to undertake the on-call/cadre function and be part of 
the nominated cadre and be available to undertake the function. The 
definition of a cadre for the purposes of these regulations is ‘a group of 
people trained for a particular purpose or role’. 
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4. To ensure fairness, consistency and equality, Chief Constables are 
expected to pay any officer who fulfils the requirements of paragraphs 
8ai and guidance note 3, a bonus of £500 for every 3 months for which 
they undertake on-call/cadre functions. 

5. If an officer is posted to a national/regional role, has a national/regional 
portfolio or supports national/regional NPCC activity this would qualify 
as working nationally or regionally for the purposes of paragraph 8aii. 

6. If an officer has line management, policy, process, command or on-
call/cadre responsibilities in a force in addition to their own force then 
this would qualify as per the definition of ‘work within or as part of a 
collaboration/regionally’ for the purposes of paragraph 8aii. 

7. To ensure fairness, consistency and equality, Chief Constables are 
expected to pay any officer who fulfils the requirements of paragraphs 
8aii and either guidance notes 5 or 6, a bonus of £500 for every 3 
months for which they work within or as part of a force collaboration, 
regionally or nationally. 

8. In relation to paragraph 8aiii, ‘being responsible’ means undertaking 
the superintending function for that command. In relation to paragraph 
8aiii to qualify as a ‘Large or complex’ command a Chief Constable 
would need to be satisfied by evidence from the Superintendent that 
since 2010 the command has had a measurable growth in one or more 
of the following: 

• Staff 

• Budget  

• Risk management  

• Accountability 

 A collaborative, regional or national post does not qualify as a ‘large or 
complex’ command. 

9. To ensure fairness, consistency and equality, Chief Constables are 
expected to pay any officer who fulfils the requirements of paragraphs 
8aiii and guidance note 8, a bonus of £500 for every 3 months for 
which they are responsible for a large or complex command. 

10. Those within the Superintending ranks can request the payment of 
bonus payments as per paragraphs 8a & 8b retrospectively beginning 
on the 1st April 2017. To qualify for a 3 monthly bonus payment a 
Superintendent must have fulfilled the requirements of paragraph 8a i – 
iii for the entire three month period. For the purpose of requesting a 
bonus payment the three month periods are split within the year as 
follows: October – December inclusive; January- March inclusive; April 
– June inclusive; July – September inclusive.  If an officer has fulfilled 
the requirements of paragraphs 8ai-iii between March to May inclusive, 
this would not qualify. If an officer has fulfilled the requirements of 
paragraphs 8ai-iii between March to June inclusive they would qualify 
for one bonus payment period. 

11. To monitor for issues of inequality Chief Constables are required for the 
years 2017/18, 2018/19 & 2019/20 to provide a report to the PRRB that 
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details how the bonus provisions within paragraph 8, 8a & 8b have 
been applied in their force. These reports must be provided to the 
PRRB in the first quarter of the following financial year. This report 
must include the following details: 

• The total amount of bonus payments made 

• The amounts paid for each bonus payment 

• The gender, age, race, and sexuality of those who received a 
bonus payment, the amount and what the bonus payment was 
awarded for. 

 
Notes:  

 
1. 1250 superintendents nationally. 

If each one received max £4k cost per year 4000 x 1250 = £5 million 

18/19 & 19/20 = £10 Million 
 
2. Force with 25 Superintending ranks all being paid: 

25 x 4000 = £100k 

2 year cost = £200k 
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Appendix 6: PSA response to PEQF Entry Routes, 13th December 2017 
 
 
Policing Qualifications and Experience 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to your letter dated 5th December 
2017 and the Associated Appendix A which outlines the draft ‘Determinations 
of the Secretary of State under the Police regulations 2003’. 
 
On the 18th of August 2017, our Association wrote a joint response with the 
Police Federation setting out our concerns to Interim CEO of College, Rachel 
Tuffin. 
 
On the 2nd of October 2017, we were grateful to receive a response from 
Rachel Tuffin, but the focus of the response was on the consultation process.  
 
On the 26th October 2017 at PABEW the proposals were discussed and the 
following is the minute of that conversation: 
 

Amendments to Annexes BA and C – qualifications for appointment 
and probationary periods 

1.    The Chair advised that the Federation’s letter in response to the College’s 
consultation on ‘Amendments to Annexes BA and C – qualifications for 
appointment and probationary periods’ had been circulated to members 
before the meeting. Andy Fittes said that the Federation had some major 
concerns around processes which had become stark. Sam Peach said that 
the College went through a consultation period on the amendments and 
received helpful feedback. She said they were waiting on changes that were 
with Home Office lawyers to be updated. The College had produced a 
response document which outlined how they had responded to the feedback 
and advised that this would be issued as soon as possible to the College 
Regulatory Consultative Committee, and would also be circulated to the 
Discipline Sub-Committee for any views on the probationary period.  
 
2.    Andy Fittes said that this seemed a good approach. He said that the 
College’s core area was to produce consistency in standards, however they 
had seen a lot of inconsistency. He understood that the College was not 
proposing to make any changes to regulation 13, but it was the application 
that was a concern. 
 
On Friday 22nd November 2017, our Association received a further email 
from Michelle Yore, with a number of emails attached that linked to the 
proposals that were to be discussed at the College Regulatory Consultative 
Group on the 22nd November 2017. PSAEW was represented by our National 
Secretary at this meeting and we note significant work has been done by the 
College, with the assistance of the Police Federation, to change the proposed 
regulations to allow for the entry routes. However, we still have concerns 
about the practical issues that were raised in our letter of the 18th August 
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2017. These issues were raised again at the meeting on the 22nd November 
2017 but we are still awaiting for the minutes to be produced 
 
The issues raised on in the letter on the 18th of August 2017 and on the 22nd 
November 2017 have remained consistent, so for ease I have copied the 
issues raised in the letter: 
 

• Practical implementation 

It is unclear from the consultation document provided what consideration has 
been given to  

some practical issues that may arise on implementation. For instance:  

• Will it be possible for an officer undertaking the PCDA to transfer forces? 
We accept that this is now covered by 4B 5(c ) 

• Can an officer work part time while undertaking the PCDA? 
We accept that part time working is now catered for in the Determination 

• What will happen in the event that an officer undertaking the PCDA is 
satisfactorily performing the duties of a police officer but struggles to 
obtain the degree apprenticeship? 

• What will happen should an officer undertaking the PCDA not be granted 
the appropriate learning time, due to operational imperatives? 

• If an officer undertaking the PCDA were to be suspended would they be 
able to continue with any elements of the learning? 

• Risks  

As stated above there are a number of significant implications arising out of 
these proposals and in particular, from the introduction of a three year 
probationary period for officers on the PCDA. I would have expected these to 
have been addressed in the consultation document and the EIA. In addition to 
the risks listed below please see comments on the attached tracked change 
version.  

The risks include:  

•Officers on the PCDA will not be confirmed in post until they have completed 
the PCDA i.e. at 3 years. However, it is not entirely clear from the paperwork 
provided when they will be signed off as “fully operationally competent”. The 
consultation paper says that this is part of year 3. In contrast a paper provided 
to the PEQF Board states that before the apprentice enters the third year – 
End Point Assessment, the employing force must be satisfied that the 
Operational Competence Portfolio has been appropriately completed and 
compiled, providing evidence that the candidate has met the full operational 
competence criteria”. Can you clarify the position?  

•The length of the probation period for officers undertaking the PCDA is 
aligned to the duration of the apprenticeship. Can you explain why the 
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standard set for confirmation in post is not “full operational competence” as it 
is for officers entering via the pre-join degree in policing and the degree holder 
routes? This means that there are different sign off standards for officers 
entering the service at the same time. This issue has not been addressed in 
the EIA. What legal advice have you had, with regard to the lawfulness of 
imposing differing probation standards and periods for the same roles?  

•The introduction of the 3 year probationary period will also have an impact on 
operational resilience. Again this issue has not been addressed in the 
consultation paper or the EIA. For instance:  

• officers on probation cannot carry a Taser; 

• probationary officers are less likely to be sent to more serious incidents;  

• officers on probation are highly unlikely to benefit from enhanced 
training opportunities, which in turn will impact on the availability of such 
resources in the force. This includes advanced driver training, PIP, 
advanced public order training, TASER training and armed policing 
training etc; 

• promotion opportunities. Officers cannot start the promotion process 
before they have completed their probationary period, therefore the 
opportunities for officers entering via the PCDA route to seek promotion 
will be delayed by one year compared to officers entering by other routes.  

•It is PFEW’s and PSAEW’s view that the introduction of a 3 year 
probationary period will potentially actually discriminate against those whom 
the introduction of the PCDA is intended to benefit. The EIA fails to identify 
what, if any, actions have been taken to mitigate any detrimental impact 
resulting from the introduction of the three entry routes and different 
probationary periods for different entry routes including at constable rank, for 
investigative entry and for direct entry.  

For instance, the EIA notes that the number of women joining and progressing 
through the service has increased year on year and yet in the next paragraph 
the EIA simply notes that “the longer probationary period may be a deterrent 
for those seeking financial security, those with familial or caring 
responsibilities (primarily women) and for mature joiners”. 

In addition, the current average age for a new starter is approximately 27 
years old. Potentially these proposals will change the profile of new starters at 
constable rank, and yet the EIA does not consider what the impact of these 
proposals will be on both individual officers and service delivery.  

Further, consideration does not seem to have been given to the likely turnover 
rate of individuals coming in via the PCDA route. We believe that it is possible 
individuals may choose to stay only so long as is necessary to obtain the 
degree qualification. Has a full cost benefit analysis been undertaken, to 
consider what the impact of the additional cost to the public purse would be of 
such churn? What consideration has been given to the increased need for 
training and for new recruits to fill any vacancies thus left?  
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•The most significant gap in these proposals is pay and reward. It is 
impossible to undertake a full EIA without knowing what the pay 
arrangements will be for those entering via the PCDA and other entry routes. 
It is still unclear as to whether the offer made will be attractive, and to whom. 
We are aware of a piece of work undertaken by the Metropolitan Police 
Service, to market test the offer. However, the starting salary proposed in this 
was £29,000. We believe, from discussions with the NPCC, that this is 
unrealistic and not in keeping with the true likely offer, and for that reason the 
findings are fundamentally flawed.  

•A further matter that is outside of the remit of the College is how to deal with 
performance issues for officers entering via different entry routes. In 
particular, how will the Service deal with an officer who is fully operationally 
competent but who struggles academically to obtain the degree 
apprenticeship award? The use of Regulation 13 needs to be considered by 
the PABEW Discipline Sub-Committee. Again I would have expected the EIA 
to have addressed this issue, especially given that officers entering via the 
PCDA route will be on probation for an additional year, during which time they 
could be dismissed at any point.  

In conclusion, PFEW and PSAEW are extremely concerned about the 
potential detrimental impact of these changes on officers with protected 
characteristics including those who are already under-represented in policing, 
particularly as a result of the introduction of a three year probationary period 
for those entering via the PCDA. We also believe that this will have a potential 
detrimental impact on operational resilience and service delivery.  

We hope you find all of the above useful and I look forward to your response. 
As I have said in previous letters, the purpose of our comments is to try and 
ensure that what is incorporated into police regulations and determinations is 
workable, both for individual officers and the service as a whole, and avoids 
the need for further discussions about the interpretation of poorly drafted 
regulations and determinations, and reduces the need to resort to litigation.  

 
The Police Superintendents’ Association would also like to add three further 
issues of concern: 
 

a) We are keen to understand the impact these proposals will have on the 
transfer opportunities for officers from Police Service of Northern 
Ireland and Police Scotland. 

b) The practical impact of the challenges of the Apprenticeship Levy for 
Wales and the problem facing the four Welsh Forces 

c) The Regulations at 4B (e) refer to a part-time superintendent. Those in 
the Superintending rank are unable to work part time (other than by a 
local agreement) as they are not bound by a 40 hour working week. I 
appreciate that our Association has tabled a proposal to change that to 
protect those wishing to work part time and we await the outcome of 
that process. 
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Despite raising what we consider legitimate concerns, we remain resolute in 
working with all Key Stakeholders, including the College of Policing, to make a 
better working environment for our Officers, Police Staff and the organisation 
to ultimately benefit the service to the Public. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
Paul Griffiths 
 
Vice President 
 
Police Superintendents’ Association of England and Wales 
 
 
 
 


	Responsibilities
	Promotion

