POLICE STOPS TECHNICAL PAPER SERIES
REBEKAH DELSOL
PROGRAMME MANAGER
FAIR AND EFFECTIVE POLICING PROJECT

BRUSSELS
8TH NOVEMBER 2018

NEW PUBLICATIONS –
RELEASED END NOVEMBER
1) The Recording of Police Stops: Methods and
Issues.
Factsheets in: Dutch, French, German and Spanish

2) Toolkit for the Analysis of Police Identifications.
With the Plataforma Por la Gestión Policial de la Diversidad
Includes: manual, training powerpoint and Excel spreadsheet
Available in: Dutch, French, German and Spanish

3) Regulating Police Stop and Search: An
Evaluation of the Reasonable Grounds Panel.
With the London School of Economics

THE RECORDING OF POLICE STOPS:
METHODS AND ISSUES
➢ Research – 35 people (police officers and civil society
across 6 countries)
➢ Methods of recording police stops: Paper forms, Radio
dispatch, Mobile devises
➢ Limitations of body worn video
➢ Focus on: officer experience, data entry and accuracy,
supervisory value, geo-coding and mapping, public
experience and cost
➢ Focuses on the issues of implementing recording,
messaging for officers and the general public and
leadership.

WHY RECORD?
➢ Promotes fairness at the time and afterwards

➢ Provides the basis for regulation and oversight– and
addressing procedural and distributive concerns
➢ Promotes legitimacy and is ‘real police work’

PAPER AND PEN RECORDING
Strengths:

➢ Easy to complete
➢ Individual stopped receives
complete record at time of stop
(on-the-spot accountability)
➢ Low cost
➢ Ease of use for supervisors
Weaknesses:
➢ Viewed as old-fashioned
➢ Requires double data entry
➢ Inaccuracies in data entry due to
handwriting
➢ No geo-coding
➢ Non-compliance risks if recording
is not supervised

Inconvenient for officers, increasing resistance
“…one of the things police officers traditionally don’t like doing is
something bureaucratic and writing anything down… if you imagine the
scenario, it’s the middle of February, it’s pouring with rain and you're
trying to write that out on a streaming piece of paper, getting the detail
that was required, it’s not user friendly” (Police officer, England and
Wales).

Cheaper, easy way to record
“With regards to paper records, it cheaper straight off, you are not
reliant on IT. Officers are used to pen and paper, filling out forms… the
potential downside is that it wont be completed properly…As a starter, if
you don’t have mobile devices, paper will work well.” (Police officer,
England and Wales)

RADIO DISPATCH SYSTEMS
Strengths:
➢ Reduced bureaucracy (compared to
pen and paper)
➢ Viewed as affordable
➢ Integration with police systems
➢ Automatic geo-coding
➢ Can be used for “on-the-spot
supervision”
Weaknesses:
➢ Increased work for control room staff
➢ No complete record for the person
stopped
➢ Inaccuracies with data recorded
➢ Delays getting through to control room
staff

“We did a survey with staff. It hit, I think it was 94% of staff
said they thought it was a significant improvement and they
liked it. I mean it’s taken a 10-minute process down to two to
three minutes. It involves very little work for them. It’s easy,
it’s efficient, it takes other work away.
So the user
satisfaction of it is high….Initially, they [control room staff]
were concerned about it in terms of demand. But if you’re
doing a person’s check and you’re using the information
you’ve already got on your system, the large part of the work
is already done for them…So there is extra work in it for
them, but the benefits outweigh the cost and demands.”

(Police Officer, England and Wales)

MOBILE DEVICES
Strengths:
➢ Viewed as modern and
professional
➢ Easy to use and integrated with
other systems
➢ Automatic data entry done
directly by officers
➢ Automatic geo-coding
➢ Built-in supervision options

Weaknesses:
➢ No record for person stopped
➢ Costs, potentially significant
➢ Limits direct communication
with person stopped

Control over the recording:
“When we moved off the phone to the app, the overall
impression of officers is a lot better. They like the fact
that they have the control over what they are
recording. We saw an increase in the numbers of stop
and searches being recorded on the system. Our
searches have jumped by 20-30 percent.”
Professionalism:

“Officers love the tablets and handhelds because it
promotes professionalism and efficiency. They don’t
have to type things up when they get back into the
station and it looks more professional. The technology
is changing the way people working – officers are
spending more time on the streets.”

BODY-WORN CAMERAS
➢ Many police departments now using body worn video.
➢ Provides an opportunity to review individual incidents and
respond to complaints about specific encounters.
➢ Concerns about perspective bias.

➢ Does NOT respond to concerns around ethnic profiling as
does not generate statistics or provide a record to the
person stopped.

CONCLUSIONS
How would I do it?
➢ Pen and paper, if technology not available
➢ Mobile devices, with in-house computer software
➢ Expanded receipt with written grounds and electronic
access to full record
➢ Supplementary use of body-worn camera footage (if
available) for supervision and training
Collecting data isn’t enough!
➢ Data collection processes must be designed WITH
communities.
➢ Data must be analysed and used
➢ Data must be shared

TOOLKIT FOR THE ANALYSIS OF
POLICE IDENTIFICATIONS

➢ Supporting stop recording in Spain
➢ Piloted training for police and civil
society in two cites: Fuenlabrada and A
Coruna.
➢ Stop manual, training powerpoint and
Excel spreadsheet
➢ Translated the tool into Dutch, French,
English and German.

EVALUATION OF THE REASONABLE
GROUNDS PANEL
Mixed methods process evaluation
➢ Observation and in-depth interviews with key stakeholders
➢ Quantitative analysis of stop data

Implementation
➢ Police are notoriously reform resistant
➢ Sceptical about programs invented by civilians and hostile to
involvement of civilians in defining police work or evaluating
performance
➢ Resistance is an inherent part of organisational change
Impact

➢ Number of stop-searches
➢ Quality of grounds
➢ Arrest rates
➢ Disproportionality

REASONABLE GROUNDS PANEL

THE PANELS IN PRACTICE
October 2014 to March 2017
➢ Considered grounds from 348 stop-searches
➢ 81 per cent were deemed not to be reasonable
➢ Identifications were issued to 244 officers
• 161 searching officers
• 83 supervising officers
• Approximately 15 per cent of regular officers
➢ 214 only received one identification
➢ 41 received a coaching requirement (18 searching and 23 supervising)
➢ 5 effectively suspended from using powers (4 searching and 1 supervising)

IMPACT
• Numbers of stop and searches: Large fall, higher than national
average

IMPACTS – GROUNDS AND
ARREST RATE
Improvement in the quality of grounds
➢ 2014/15= 98 / 2015/16 = 142 / 2016/17= 43
Increase in arrest rate

EQUAL STATUS CONTACT
A POLICE PERSPECTIVE

I got a briefing from her [the panel coordinator] and felt, hmm,
OK, we’ll see how that goes and I guess I was a little sceptical,
a bit cautious. I thought it’s going to be two hours of being
lambasted by the community, which I don’t mind. It’s part of the
job. But then, it was brilliant. I said to her afterwards, “I’ll do
those again, that was really good. I’ll do them again”… I thought
it was going to be two hours of hard work
Mid-ranking officer

EQUAL STATUS CONTACT
A COMMUNITY PERSPECTIVE

P1: It felt like we’ve dealt with normal people.
P2: And not police officers.
P1: It did to me because like I said going through the
experiences I’ve gone through and the police are there
sort of thing. And they did, they humanised themselves.
They were normal people. We sat and had a pint with
them… Chatting about the job, which is not something
we’d do normally because I don’t know many police
officers on a personal front if you know what I mean
Community panel members

CHALLENGES
Widespread pattern of compliance with pockets of resistance
➢ 1% of officers are responsible for > 33% of stop-searches
Black / white disproportionality has increased sharply
➢ 2.2 (2010/11), 3.1 (2013/14), to 8.7 (2016/17)
Increase in arrest rates particularly sharply for black people
➢ Disproportionality = 2.1 (2010/11), 4.1 (2013/14), to 12.9
(2016/17)
➢ No. of resulting arrests actually increased since 2010/11

What’s going on?
➢ Proactive policing
➢ Out of court disposals (cannabis warnings) and feedback loops

CONCLUSIONS
RGP is a considerable achievement
➢ Beacon of good practice
➢ But isolated development

Cannot make-up for strategic deficits
➢ Need to address disproportionality and feedback loops
➢ Does policing of low level drug possession fit with local priorities?
➢ Pockets of resistance

Ways forward
➢ Bolster RGP (isolated initiative dependent on goodwill)
➢ All grounds for stop searches of people from BME groups go to the
panel (dip sample if necessary)?
➢ Make RGP part of an integrated strategy
➢ Reassess role and management of proactive teams

