
 

  

Scrutiny Report 
Stop and Search 

Stop & Search Scrutiny 9th November 2017 

Commissioned by Matthew Ellis 
 
Police and Crime Commissioner for Staffordshire 

The Safer Neighbourhood Panels (SNP) have been introduced by the Police and Crime 
Commissioner (PCC). It is a group that is open to residents and those closely associated with 
the community. The role of the panel is to hold the Local Police Commander to account. The 
panels can choose to monitor and scrutinise any aspect of local policing. 
 

 



 

 

 

   

Scrutiny Report Summary Lichfield Safer Neighbourhood Panel (LSNP) 

SNP Topic: 

Stop and Search Lichfield District 
LPT 

Report Author(s): 

David Ensor, Cllr. Diane Evans, 
Paul Maddox 

 

Date: 

9th November 2017 

Reason for Review: 

Stop and Search is an OPCC prescribed area of scrutiny for the SNP's work programme. 
The OPCC has asked the Lichfield Safer Neighbourhood Panel to carry out a scrutiny how ‘Stop and 
Search’ is used by the Lichfield District local police teams. 
Terms of Reference  
The scrutiny is to review Stop and Search records to make sure powers are being used appropriately, that 
individuals who are stopped are properly informed of their rights and that the reasons for using Stop and 
Search are clearly recorded. 
This scrutiny of the Stop and Search process will review the contents of body camera video and associated 
documentation, records and supporting information to ensure that the process meet legal requirements 
laid down in Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984 ( PACE ) and the Misuse of Drugs Act 1971 

Documents & Information Reviewed: 

Prior to the scrutiny the LPT Commander collated and supplied the panel with a list of all Stop & Search 
records for the scrutiny period - June to August 2017. During the scrutiny the LPT Commander also made 
the DEMS records and videos filed on police system available along with other associated electronic 
reports filed on police system. 
The working group decided to review a small sample set of records selected “semi-randomly” to limit the 
amount of preparation time needed. Further records were available if required.  
To this end the scrutiny method has been modified from other SNP's, without compromising its integrity 
as seen in the ToR above. 
A pre-scrutiny preparation meeting was held and four records were selected from the last quarter data 
set: 

1953/2017 on 28/05/2017 - Terrorism - Unknown outcome - No body worn camera 

2129/2017 on 26/06/2017 - Offensive weapon - Arrested - Body worn camera 

2177/2017 on 26/06/2017 - Drugs - Community resolution - Unknown BWC 

2411/2017 on 30/06/2017 - Drugs - Summons/Postal Requis - Unknown BWC 

Each had caused some questions or concern within the working group and it was thought that these 
would prove the most useful to understand the process. 
An additional record was asked to be available as it spanned two records, or two searches on same day: 

002/2017 on 04/06/2017 - Drugs & Stolen Property - Arrested - Body worn camera 

As part of the scrutiny the working group also discussed with the LPT Commander the following: 
1. The large number of "No further action" outcomes and what this means. 
2. The term (and implications) of the 6 "Unauthorised Searches"  
3. What the records "Failed to send to CMS2" and "Search returned to officer" means. 



 

 

 

   

4. To understand the ratio of the number of Stop and Searches compared to the low number of 
outcomes. 

Background Summary to Review Process: 
Objective 

The working group reviewed the Stop & Search records and Body Worn Video (BWV) information and 
how the officers applied the GOWISELY and JOG protocols (See added supporting information at end 
of this report). 

 A police officer in implementing a Stop and Search should follow the GOWISELY guidance. This 
outlines the main procedure the officer should follow when conducting a Stop & Search. 

 A police officer in implementing a Stop and Search should also follow the process named JOG 
that explains what items an officer may request a person to remove in a public place. Anything 
outside of JOG is an intimate search and must be conducted at a police station or other suitable 
private place. 

 An officer should conduct searches with respect and those being searched should understand 
the reasons for it. 

  Method 

A small team was selected from the available SNP members who had received appropriate training on 
Stop & Search to cover the scrutiny as a working group. 
The LPT Commander provided a list of the Stop & Search details currently on record and prepared this 
list to remove personal or other security details. Enough information was provided to enable a smaller 
sample to be selected for the scrutiny. 
There were some 25-30 Stop & Searches in Lichfield District supplied as a comprehensive list with some 
supporting statistics. 5 records were requested to be checked in detail by the work group. 
The 5 sets of records were made available for scrutiny and the following records were examined cov-
ered viewing any BWV for each Stop & Search, and following through the associated records and other 
information to scrutinise the overall Stop & Search procedure and process involved. 
The LPT Commander arranged for these records and BWV to be viewed outside of the secure system 
by the SNP work group in an appropriately secure manner at Lichfield Police Station. 
The scrutiny watched each BWV, read the DEMS records, and asked background questions on any as-
sociated records. 

Findings of Review: 
Although only a limited number of cases were viewed,  the review can be regarded as a good 'snapshot' 
of the stop and searches undertaken in the third quarter of 2017 (June to August). The semi- random 
selection sample provides a good idea of how the standards are maintained.  
The Stop & Search Records: (Short description and notes only) 
Case 1 

 1953/2017 on 28/05/2017 - Terrorism - Unknown outcome - No body worn camera 

 Vehicle at Drayton Manor reported by their security as suspicious to police. Vehicle insecure 
reported as having gas bottles inside, and unattended.  This was at time of other terrestrial attacks 
around country. 2 officers attended. No body cameras as this was a vehicle search. 

 No further action was required. 
Case 2 

 2129/2017 on 26/06/2017 - Offensive weapon - Arrested - Body worn camera 

 Acting on intelligence and CCTV 3:21am 2 males seen brandishing knife at Cross Keys car park. 
Armed response officers attended. Initial Stop & Search, controlled substances. Protocols adhered 



 

 

 

   

to, including hand cuffs. Both arrested, legislation then changes following arrest. Remaining video 
covers waiting for correct vehicle and personnel to arrive as weapons involved to transfer both 
prisoners. 

 Arrest made, at this point this ceased to be Stop & Search. BWV ended whilst awaiting other 
transport. 

Case 3 

 2177/2017 on 26/06/2017 - Drugs - Community resolution - Unknown BWV. 
 Same incident as Case 2 but for the other male involved – this time a Stop & Search for weapon 

and drugs. Camera was aimed very low only, but the knife was clearly visible during search. Two 
officers attending one for each search. 

 No further action was recorded in this case. 
 Case 4 

 2411/2017 on 30/06/2017 - Drugs - Summons/Postal Requis - Unknown BWV. 
 At 13:25 two well known local criminals were stopped in a car by two officers working on 

intelligence received that they were about to deal in drugs. Officers went through whole of JOG. 
A possible weapon was found in the car (a large threaded rod modified with handle) thus possible 
crime of “going equipped”, but officers needed some proof. Car found to be uninsured during 
checks.  

 No further action was taken. All records seen. 
Case 5 

 002/2917 on 04/06/2017 - Drugs & Stolen Property - Arrested - Body worn camera. 
 Person searched heading towards Station. Reported as shoplifter, and met the descriptions. 

Stopped outside Lichfield City Station. Found to be in possession of stolen razor blades, meat, 
perfume. During search found to be a Birmingham criminal with a known previous history. 

 Arrest made, at this point this ceased to be Stop & Search. 
General Comments 

The exercise was very worthwhile showing that the officers demonstrated very good application of stop 
and search protocols across a range of situations, mostly from body worn videos evidence. There were 
only a few points that were identified for comment. 
Good practise was recognised in all instances. The police officers demonstrated professionalism, 
efficiency and confidence in conducting the searches. Both the GOWISELY and JOG protocols were 
adhered to. Also an exemplary attitude and consideration was shown for the people being searched. 
Particularly comment has to be made of the good interactions between the police and the staff of Drayton 
Manor Park in Case 1. Although this turned out to be a “false alarm” it still require organisation and 
correct procedure in the face of a potential terrorism incident. This was handled calmly and sensibly, 
especially in light that this was undertaken at the time of heightened countr wide alert due to terrorism 
incidents elsewhere in the country. 
It was clear that the training of officers in Stop & Search, was well understood and the GOWISELY and 
JOG protocols were used and very obvious. In at least one case (case 3), even though acting on 
intelligence and with people well known to the police, the officer still followed protocols, and even 
showed extra consideration by taking the “suspect” off the highway onto the pavement. This was 
evidenced on the BWV and the voice recording it was understood to save the person any extra 
embarrassment and for safety.  
Technical Observations 

The only criticism of the process that could be raised is with the linkage of electronic records, DEMS video 



 

 

 

   

and other records. There was not a direct, automated link between the “written” electronic records to a 
particular events video record, or vice verse. It was well demonstrated that the notes, dates and other 
records made it perfectly possible to find the information. But this does rely on a more ‘expert user” to 
do this easily. When asking questions or cross checking info the only link there was from the electronic 
record to the video was the date and time. This did not stop the video being found, but left the panel 
unsure that all video could be found without an understanding of the system. 
The link to the video and police system was very slow and sound level poor quality. This resulted in the 
BWV evidence being very blocky and occasionally a little difficult to interpret. Various possible causes 
were discussed from encryption, slow network, or more likely the fact that the videos were not being run 
on the full police system but remotely, due to security etc. It is hoped that future scrutiny it will be 
possible to view the records and video on more up to date equipment. 
Body Worn Video Observations 

The panel again noted the poor quality of some of the videos. The majority of videos were dark as to 
miss any detail whatsoever. 
When using the cameras the officer’s arms often mask the BWV field of view. Similarly the mounting 
positon of the camera offers a view point that is not always connected to the conversationor incident  in 
progress. This was typically overcome by reference to the recorded sound, STORM and written records. 
But it was considered useful to mention a better positioning of the camera, or wider field of view could 
offer better information on the overall Stop & Search. 
The BWV does allow the whole process to be assessed, including items being removed from pockes, or 
from vehicles. More importantly the  attitude and interactions of all parties can be more easily inderstood 
than from written records etc. 
A major concern is that the battery life of the units is quite limited (1.5 hours or so) such that some video 
evidence becomes curtailed, or even missing, as the camera loses power, especially towards the end of 
a busy shift. This leads to a large number of Stop and Search records without BWV. 
Discussion 

Meeting spent some time understanding procedural issues and terms used in the statistics on Stop and 
Search that had been provided.  
The term " Unauthorised Searches" on 6 records in the lists, was misunderstood by the panel. This does 
not refer to the Stop & Search itself being unauthorised; it refers only to the records on the system not 
being signed off by the inspector. A flag remains on the record until the Inspector has checked and agrees 
the record is complete and up to the required standards. 
Similarly, the records flagged as "Failed to send to CMS2" and "Search returned to officer" means some 
portion of the record needed clarification or additional information. Not that there was anything amiss 
with the Stop and Search itself. 
 This was considered all part of the management process and fully explained and understood. 
Conclusion of Review and Recommendations made: 

Five randomly selected Stop & Search records were scrutinised in detail with other supporting 
information made available as required from the DEMS and STORM records to establish context. 
The police inspector was very open and keen to assist the panel to review and understand the procedures 
being used. No irregularities were found, and the record keeping appears good. 
All queries that the panel had from the intiail data statistics were answered fully, and a few 
misinterpretations of terms fully explained.  



 

 

 

   

BWV was not used, during the suspected terrorist incident as this was essentially a vehicle only search; 
this was noted in the DEMS and management processes. This was thought acceptable and sensible. 
The Lichfield District police team have demonstrated good Stop & Search processes, recording; record 
keeping and operation. 
The electronic records, DEMS video and other records, are automatically recorded. There is a robust 
checking process to ensure all evidence is registered at the correct level, and uploaded to the system. 
There is a robust sign-off and authorisation of the records by the Inspector. During any review, such as 
scrutiny or evidential searches, the “written” records do not have a direct link between a particular event 
the  BWV record, or vice verse. 
The current level of BWV technology used requires a little review as commented in previous “Use of 
Taser Scrutiny” as the battery life needs to be improved, as does the visibility in adverse lighting, also 
the positioning of the camera could be better. 

It was surprising that there was no enhanced vision or equivalent especially as many police operations 
will obviously be conducted in adverse conditions, in dark, unlit or other secluded areas. The battery life 
of only 1.5 hours effectively limits the overall effectiveness of the BWV as many of the Stop & Search 
scenarios can take up a considerable amount of time. It was also concerning that not every officer is 
issued with BWV. 
Future purchase of BWV should try to improve quality of the evidence; include enhanced vision for 
adverse lighting, positioning of camera, steady frame etc.  It is essential that the recording time, pre-
triggering, and/or transmission time be increased. It should not be the officers responsibility, in  stressful 
situation, to have to remember to start recording before the procedure. A pre-trigger, would allow the 
incident of search to commence, then to press “record” and keep, say, the previous 2 minutes leading up 
to the search. 
The Lichfield Safer Neighbourhood Panels will periodically return to carry out more local scrutiny of stop 
and search as required, suggested in 6-9 months with continual review of the statistics by the panel every 
3 months. 

Comment by Inspector Rea – LPT Commander 

I have read the above report and I was present during the scrunity. I was given the random selection by 
the SNP members, BWV was utilised to demonstrate our policies and we watched the footage together 
each panel member also read the form provided. 
I agree with the above regarding the DEMS footage being quiet, of a low quality and limited battery life, 
however this has already now being solved with the new system and personal issue body camera being 
issued.  

Of the scrunity samples the panel picked I think it demonstrated the great work the LPT do everyday, all 
the examples were as per force policy and demonstrated professionalism by my officers. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 

   

Lichfield District Safer Neighbourhood Panel  Sunday, 23 July 2017 

SEARCH PROTOCOL - GOWISELY & JOG 

P 

Police searches should be conducted with respect and those being searched should understand the reasons 
for it. The guidance for a police officer in implementing a Stop and Search is provided by the acronyms 
GOWISELY and JOG. 

Application of GOWISELY 

Officers conducting a stop and search work through a process that has been given the name GO WISELY. The 
acronym assists police officers in following the Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984 ( PACE ) codes of 
practice, which establish the powers of the police to combat crimes while protecting the rights of the public. 

G Grounds for Search A clear explanation of the officer’s grounds for suspicion. 
O Object of Search A clear explanation of the items the officer is looking for. 
W Warrant Card If not in uniform or if it is requested 

I Identity of officer The officer’s name and number. 
S Station Police station to which the officer is attached. 
E Entitlement A copy of the search record (i.e. within 3 months), records are to be made 

for every stop and search. 
L Legal The power / law used. 
Y You That you are being detained for the purposes of a search. 

Application of JOG protocols 

When conducting a search it is important that police officers follow a process named JOG. This explains what 
items a police officer may request a person to remove in a public place. Anything outside of JOG is an intimate 
search and must be conducted at a police station or other suitable private place. 

J Jackets Any OUTER jacket. 
O Outer Garments Handbags, Suitcases etc 

G Gloves Gloves 

 


