
 
 

 

SCRUTINY REVIEW REPORT (2018) 
 

Safer 
Neighbourhood 
Panel 
 

Staffordshire Moorlands 

Working Title: 
 

Review of Stop & Search  

Reason for enquiry: 
 
 

To meet the requirement of the Staffordshire PCC, that Stop & Search is 
reviewed annually by all Safer Neighbourhood Panels 

Overview of 
Performance 
Information to 
support need for 
enquiry: 
 

The need to do the review is stated in the terms of reference for all 
Staffordshire panels 

Links to Police & 
Crime Plan: 
 
 

We understand that it is a national requirement that Stop & Searches 
be independently reviewed and Staffordshire has decided to meet this 
requirement through its SNP network 

Background: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A subcommittee of the Moorlands SNP was formed, comprising four 
members who had been on the Stop & Search training.  They were 
provided by the office of the PCC with a list of nearly 50 Stop & 
Searches recorded as having been done by Moorlands officers from 
February to April 2018.   The subcommittee selected seven cases, 
representing a cross section of circumstances. 
 
Unfortunately, four of the seven selected recordings were not available 
as they had been deleted.  Four replacement cases were selected, but 
only one of these ‘reserve’ cases was available.  Rather than selecting 
further ‘reserves’ the panel decided to just view the four recordings that 
were available. 



 

Review Details: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

An appointment was made for the subcommittee to attend the Leek 
Police Station on 21st June to watch the agreed four recordings, aided 
by Sgt Rob Peacock and a PCSO.  Two hours was set aside for this, and 
the plan was to assess the recordings against the ‘GOWISELY’ checklist.  
Unfortunately Sara Mann, the subcommittee leader for this review, 
was unable to attend at the last minute due to family illness; however 
the co-ordinator Sally Hampton was present along with the other three 
sub-committee members (Kenn Griffiths, Linda Lea and Glenys 
Roberts). 
 

1.  The group expressed concerns that so many of the videos we 
had asked to see were not available, and asked why they had 
been deleted; Sgt Peacock stated that they may not have been 
deleted - at times the BWV used did not work correctly so the 
recording may never have been made, or it may not have been 
uploaded in time by the officer. The group commented that these 
circumstances may indicate training needs. 

 
2. The group viewed the first video (suspicion of drugs use in an 

alley in Cheadle) and quickly established that the search officer 
had satisfied the ‘Go Wisely’ principles. The PCC checklist that 
was being used then required the group to look at the 
accompanying paperwork including any complaints received, 
however the Sgt had not been asked to produce the paperwork, 
so the checklist could not be fully completed. 

 
2.1  It was clear from this video that two other officers were 

conducting searches there at the same time – another stop & 
search was being conducted by a less experienced officer, and 
a third officer was emptying a handbag. The subcommittee 
asked if the other officers had made recordings and whether 
they could watch those too – they could not remember 
whether these other recordings had been on the list. 
Consequently, the Sgt went on to the ‘in house’ data screen 
for more information. 

 
 
 
 



 

 
2.2   When the Sgt had input the incident id number for the 

recording the group had viewed, to try to find the other 
recordings, the information that came up was about another 
incident where the same officers had seen the same suspects 
using drug equipment in a field and that there had been a 
strip search carried out. There was no record of the first Stop 
& Search incident that we viewed, within that data card. It 
was not clear how the two incidents had become linked, or 
whether there were recordings of the other two searches in 
the alley. 
 

3.  The group began viewing the second selected Stop and Search 
video which was in fact a cursory vehicle search with no 
individual being searched. It was not clear why this had been 
recorded as a Stop & Search - the Sgt suggested that officers may 
have included it as they were not sure.  The group felt this may 
indicate a training need. 

 
Unfortunately, there was not time to view either of the other 
recordings. 
 

Conclusions: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The group were only able to view two recordings.  One met the 
GOWISELY criteria, the other didn’t but was not a Stop & Search.  
 
There appear to be some issues around how recordings are being 
stored, categorised, and linked.  These may point to training needs or 
equipment/system failures.   
 
Overall the group did not feel that the review had enabled them to 
satisfy themselves as to the quality of Stop & Searches.  We propose 
that a second session is organised once the recommendations and the 
LPT Commander’s comments have been considered 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

Recommendations: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. LPT commander should investigate whether the review had 
highlighted any procedural or training anomalies, and then talk 
to the SNP panel (or subcommittee) about any actions he will 
take as a result.   

2. When we were first given the list of recordings by PCC, there was 
no information about the time of day that the search had taken 
place.  We asked for this so we could be sure we were examining 
a fair selection of circumstances.  When preparing this data, the 
office of the PCC realised that some cases appear to be being 
duplicated and appearing twice in the statistics.  The reasons and 
implications of this must be investigated. 

3. The Guidance Document for conducting Stop & Search reviews 
(central scrutiny topic A) do not reflect the current practice that 
the office of the PCC are working on this with the panels.  The 
document should be updated to ensure all panels are working in 
the same optimal way.  This should include clarity as to whether 
the review is just of the GOWISELY checklist, or also of other 
documentation eg search records and complaints. 

4. Although the PCC only requires the Stop & Search core topic to be 
examined once a year, the panel feel that this review was 
unsatisfactory for a number of reasons, and would like to 
conduct a further review later in the year when the above 
recommendations have been addressed.  More than 2 hours 
should be set aside for this depending on the outcome of 
recommendation 3. 
 

LPT Commander 
Report Feedback: 
 
 
 

 
Following the post scrutiny meeting held with the PCC’s office and SNP 
member it was identified that there were a few issues with the 
expectations of the SNP scrutiny group which in turn led to a 
breakdown of communication prior to and during the review process. 
I am satisfied that Stop search was reviewed and a further scrutiny 
session is not required earlier than planned but I am reassured that 
following the de-brief the next scrutiny will be better understood and 
likely to run far more smoothly. 
 
 



 

 
 

OPCC Response: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Recommendation 2: 
Duplicated references have been raised with the Force Performance 
Team to investigate and is featuring as an agenda item within the Stop 
Search Workgroup, which includes an OPCC Representative. 
Recommendation 3: 
The issue raised by the Safer Neighbourhood Panel regarding clarity on 
complaints and additional information has been noted and will be 
reflected in a review of the Guidance Document prior to the next round 
of Stop Search scrutiny.  

 


