
 

 

 

 

 

Body Worn Video 
 

A review by the Ethics, Transparency and Audit Panel 
(ETAP) on Body Worn Video used by Staffordshire Police. 

 

 
 
 

 
 

Report by: Adrian Bowen and David Davies from the 
Ethics, Transparency and Audit Panel (ETAP). 

 
 

Published: January 21, 2016. 



2 

 

 
 
 
About ETAP 
 
The Ethics, Transparency and Audit Panel (ETAP) is made up of members of the public, 
who test the accuracy of crime recording, examine the response of police to incidents and 
analyse the way they handle complaints about policing. 
 

ETAP was set up by Matthew Ellis the Police and Crime Commissioner for Staffordshire to 
make policing in Staffordshire the most open and transparent in the country. 
 

It rigorously challenges aspects of policing that are critical to us all. 

 

The panel is made up of members of the public. To find out more about ETAP go to 
www.staffordshire-pcc.gov.uk/eta/ .  

 

This report has been commissioned by Matthew Ellis the Police and Crime Commissioner 
for Staffordshire. 

 

Reports by ETAP can also be found on this website.  

 

 

http://www.staffordshire-pcc.gov.uk/eta/
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Report authors 
 
Adrian Bowen  
Ethics, Transparency and Audit Panel (ETAP) 
 

Adrian joined the panel when it was launched in 2013 and was appointed chair in 

September 2014. 

A South Staffordshire resident for 25 years, prior to being a member of the ETAP he was 
an independent member of Staffordshire Police Authority for ten years, where he served 
on various sub committees including Professional Standards, Property and Transport, as 
well as participating in the appointment of Chief Officers and holding regular public 
consultation sessions. 
 
Adrian also spent 33 years as a logistics manager in the automotive parts industry, 
followed by eight years as a project manager in the NHS.  
 
He said: “I fully support the PCC's ambition for greater transparency in local policing and 

hope that the breadth and relevance of my experience will enable me to make an effective 

contribution to ETAP.” 

 
David Davies,  
Ethics, Transparency and Audit Panel (ETAP) 

 
David Davies joined the Ethics and Transparency Panel in January 2015. He is a former 
Manager for Technical Training for a leading car manufacturer, responsible for the training 
of more than 2,000 employees in the dealer network. During this time he was also a 
member of a working party, linked to the Institute of the Motor Industry, to update 
qualification standards for the Industry. 

David also held management positions in various companies earlier in his career including 
two major motor industry companies. 

David said: “My training background has provided me with a keen eye for detail, and an 
ability to challenge working methods, which I believe will help in my role on the ETAP.   
The PCC’s ambition for greater transparency in local policing is to be admired and I’m 
pleased to offer my full support in achieving this.” 

 

ETAP is made up of members of the public. To find out more about ETAP go to 
www.staffordshire-pcc.gov.uk/eta/ .  

http://www.staffordshire-pcc.gov.uk/eta/
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Body Worn Video 
 

Executive Summary 
Body Worn Video (BWV) has been used for some time and its usage has reached a level 
where it was thought necessary to undertake a review of its application. A steering group 
was set up with an appetite to strengthen force policy.   
 
Following this review, a proposal is under consideration to mandate the use of BWV for 
Stop and Search, Domestic Abuse and the Use of Force or Anticipated Use of Force. The 
panel has been asked to consider public opinion if the recording of these incidents was 
made mandatory. 
 
Following a meeting with Chief Inspector Neil Hulme and seeking the views of some 
independent members of the public, the panel recommend the mandatory use of BWV for 
Stop and Search, Domestic Abuse and the Use of Force or Anticipated Use of Force. 
 
 
Objective 
The purpose of this report is to seek views on how the public may react if the recording of 
Stop and Search, Domestic Abuse and the Use of Force or Anticipated Use of Force on 
BWV was made mandatory. The force will consider these views, before arriving at any 
decision. 
 
 
Summary Conclusions 
Our recommendation is that the switching on of BWV should be mandatory for Stop and 
Search, Domestic Abuse and Use of Force or Anticipated Use of Force. 
 
However, there needs to be a caveat which allows the switching off of BWV if continual 
use aggravates the situation, or the time delay to switch on a BWV device, places the 
officer in a life threatening position or subject to personal injury. 
 
 
Process 
Body Worn Video (BWV) has been in use for some time with around 550 cameras in use.  
They are worn on the body of officers, but only switched on when an officer considers it 
necessary to support an incident they attend.  This preserves the life of the battery, which 
is insufficient for the duration of a full shift.  Use of BWV has now reached a level where it 
was thought necessary to review its use and a steering group was set up with an appetite 
to strengthen force policy.   
 
Additionally, some months ago, the Home Office introduced a new policy, which required 
members of the public to ride along with police officers to observe Stop and Searches. 
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In Staffordshire, the PCC felt that this is not a particularly well thought-out or workable 
policy as there is never any guarantee that the member of the public will witness any stop 
and search on the day they are out with the police. In fact, it could drive behaviours to lead 
the force into carrying out unnecessary Stop and Searches in a bid to try to demonstrate 
them to the public.  The panel supported this view and felt the approach to seek public 
opinion through the ETAP a workable alternative.  
 
A meeting was held between panel members and Chief Inspector Neil Hulme who is the 
business lead for BWV. There are around 550 BWVs in use, operated by trained officers.   
At present, the decision whether to switch on the BWV is at the discretion of the officer at 
the time of the incident and is based on professional judgement, which will vary from 
officer to officer.  
 
All officers wear BWV but they do not all use it in the same way.  It is accepted that video 
does modify behaviour and the ETAP view is that this has a positive effect on the more 
sensitive of incidents. In particular Stop and Search, Domestic Abuse and deployment of 
Taser.  In all of these there is strong public opinion and occasionally there has been 
adverse national media coverage, which has led to criticisms of police behaviour. If cases 
are brought to court, or any complaint against the police is forthcoming, then questions 
may be asked about why BWV was not used when it could provide evidence. As it is 
impossible to “edit” recordings, they are often regarded as ‘Independent Witness’ 
evidence. 
 
All firearms officers deployed in a non-armed capacity wear a chest-mounted camera 
when involved in local policing duties.  Staffordshire Police is also participating in a 
national pilot where some firearms officers deployed in an armed capacity, wear head 
mounted cameras.  The purpose of this pilot is to evaluate if it overcomes the obstruction 
often created when adopting the ‘on aim’ position.  
 
BWV is used overtly and therefore not subject to the Regulation of Investigatory Powers 
Act (RIPA). 
 
In our discussion, a number of concerns were discussed on the impact on officers: 

 If the making of BWV were mandatory for certain incidents, would other incidents be 
regarded as less important? 

 Would some officers feel that their authority would be undermined if the decision to 
record were taken out of their hands? 

 
Chief Inspector Neil Hulme confirmed that the Police Federation was supportive of BWV, 
but that they were not supportive of routine mandatory use. He sought our views as 
members of the public. 
 
Since our joint meeting, the panel members have also sought opinions from a number of 
members of the public. They were of a similar view that mandatory recording if used 
appropriately, would not be an issue. They were aware of the use of BWV and felt it 
supported the work and protection of the police whilst giving them increased confidence in 
their methods of operation. 
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Recommendations 
Our recommendation is that the use of BWV and the switching on of the recording facility 
should be mandatory for Stop and Search, Domestic Abuse and Use of Force or 
Anticipated Use of Force.  The basis for this decision is on the following observations: 
 

 Any officer who makes the wrong judgment call on recording, is not placed at ‘risk' if 
the choice whether to record or not is taken out of their hands. 

 There is evidence to support that in the three incidents where recording would be 
mandatory, BWV is almost exclusively used now, so there will be little or no 
difference from a public perception. 

 The general use of BWV does not seem to be a public issue. 

 The majority of people are accustomed to ‘covert video’ surveillance and accept it 
as long as it is carried out with justification, used sensibly and responsibly. 

 Most people would support anything, which helps the suppression of bad behaviour, 
supports the police and any subsequent prosecution. 

 We do not accept that any conscientious policeman/policewomen would deviate 
from their normal behaviour to record other incidents if they were not mandatory. 

 It will enforce the use of BWV on those officers who, for whatever reason, do not 
make use of this technology.   

 
However, there needs to be a caveat to allow switching off BWV if continual use 
aggravates the situation.  This to be a ‘judgment’ call based on the evolving 
circumstances, with the reasons for the decision verbally recorded at the time.  At all times 
there must be consideration for the safety of the officer and allowances made if the time 
taken for switching on a BWV device endangers life, or places the officer in a position 
where personal injury could occur. 
 
We thank Chief Inspector Neil Hulme for his input to this report and his impartial view in 
putting forward views from within the force. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Adrian Bowen 
David Davies 


