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Custody Detention Scrutiny Panel 
Meeting Minutes 

 

Date of Meeting  Thursday 29th January 2026 

 

Time of Meeting 1:00pm-3:00pm 

  

Location Force HQ 

  

PCC Contact Officer Ms. Phoebe Stott 

 

Constabulary Contact Officer  Head of Criminal Justice & Custody   

Attendees OPCC - Ms. P Stott 

OPCC - Ms. R Hilton 

 

Derbyshire Constabulary – EB 

Derbyshire Constabulary – ND 

Derbyshire Constabulary – MH 

Derbyshire Constabulary – AA 

Derbyshire Constabulary – LH 

 

Spokesperson - JR 

Panel Member - LT 

Panel Member - LB 

Panel Member - CS 

Panel Member - BM 

 

 

1. Welcome & Apologies 

 

PS welcomed everyone to the meeting, and everyone introduced themselves due to new 

force representatives in attendance. 
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2. Declarations of Interest 

 
PS asked if anyone had any declarations of interest before the meeting began - no panel 
members declared anything.  
 
PS explained that if during the meeting anyone realised that they did have any, then they 
should let her know.  
 
 

3. Minutes of Previous Meeting 
 

PS explained that reviewing the previous meeting’s minutes during this session was a bit 

challenging, as the current panel did not attend the last meeting due to the rotation system 

in place. Since the panels alternate attendance, the minutes were not directly applicable 

for discussion. 

 

However, PS noted that all panel members receive copies of the minutes from every 

meeting, regardless of attendance, to ensure everyone stays informed. She therefore 

invited any comments or questions.  

 

The panel confirmed they had no concerns or questions to raise. 

 

4. Review of Actions 

 

PS informed the panel that all the actions from the previous meeting have been completed 

and the action log has been uploaded to the website.  

 

 

SCRUTINY: STRIP SEARCH 

 
Prior to the meeting, JR sent PS her pre-meet report in which contained and collated all 
the panel members’ feedback in relation to the custody records ahead of the meeting.  
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5. Custody Records 

 

CXXXXX299 

Age – 42 

Gender – Female 

Ethnicity – White British  

Custody Suite – Derby 

 

Was the Strip Search authorised by 
identified officer? 

Yes 

Was the search rationale reasonable & 
proportionate? 

Yes 

Were the officers who conducted the 
search, identified? 

Yes 

Was the location recorded? No specific location given (though “cell” 
referred to at 22.18) 

Was the CCTV turned off in the back 
room/not being monitored? 

“off/not being viewed or ss conducted in 
area where no CCTV”- this feels like a 
generic entry but further entry at 22.18 
indicates that “cell was not on camera for 
the duration of the search and DP made 
aware of this prior to search” 

Was the outcome recorded Yes - Positive 

 

No major concerns were raised by the volunteers regarding this case however, they felt 

that the record entry relating to CCTV, “off/not being viewed or SS conducted in an area 

where no CCTV”, appeared generic and could have been more specific. They also noted 

that although they are unsure how the entry appears on Niche, they have seen better 

examples. 

 

• ND explained that this wording is a standard entry within the record, allowing 

custody officers to amend or remove it if required. He clarified that CCTV 

recording provides protection for both detainees and officers. It enables checks 

to be made in the event of complaints, inappropriate behaviour, or allegations. It 

also allows the force to review the quality of a search if a detainee manages to 
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retain an item after a search. ND further reassured volunteers that during 

searches, the relevant camera feed is not visible in the back office. 
 

• MH added that the back‑office monitors have a limited number of display windows, 

meaning CDOs cannot view every camera simultaneously. MH assured the 

volunteers that the live feed from the cell where a strip search is taking place, is 

always removed from view. While still recording for scrutiny and safeguarding 

purposes, the footage is only visible to the officers conducting the search. 

 

The volunteers then asked, ‘if the generic entry is always going to be on, why not just take 

that option away?’ 

 

• ND explained that the automated entry was introduced because previously no such 

wording existed and CDOs needed a way to assure detainees that their dignity 

was being respected and that only appropriate staff could view the search. As 

Niche is a national system, and Derbyshire is part of a five-force regional group, 

any amendments to entries must be approved across all five forces. The current 

wording allows each force to adapt the entry to their own CCTV arrangements. 

 

The volunteers further asked, ‘Do you think that comment should have been amended?’ 

 

• ND confirmed that yes it should have been. He also informed volunteers that the 

new Chesterfield custody suite will include designated areas for strip searches 

where the camera feeds from these areas, will only be accessible to an inspector 

for review where necessary, rather than being visible in general custody areas. 

 

To summarise this case, the volunteers noted that a later entry in the record stated: “Cell 

was not on camera for the duration of the search and DP was made aware of this,” was 

good practice, particularly the confirmation that the detainee was informed, as this is not 

always recorded. Overall, aside from comments regarding CCTV wording, the volunteers 

considered the case to be well documented. 
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CXXXXX673 

Age – 17 (identified as juvenile requiring AA) 

Gender – Male 

Ethnicity – White British  

Custody Suite – Derby 

 

Was the Strip Search authorised by 
identified officer? 

Yes 

Was the search rationale reasonable & 
proportionate? 

Yes – was a removal of clothing only for 
evidential purposes 

Were the officers who conducted the 
search, identified? 

Yes but no record of AA being present 
(detainee juvenile) 

Was the location recorded? No specific location given  

Was the CCTV turned off in the back 
room/not being monitored? 

Automated response again- not 
personalised to this situation 

Was the outcome recorded Not applicable- removal of clothing only 

 

Further to this case, the volunteers asked, ‘Even though this strip search was for removal 

of clothing only, should an AA have been present, as DP was a juvenile, and also because 

removal of clothing was for evidential purposes?’ 

 

• ND provided context regarding the wider scrutiny of strip searches involving 

juveniles and explained that following a strip search case a few years ago (not 

conducted in custody), national attention increased, and any search involving the 

removal of more than a jacket, outer garment, or gloves (JOG) is now classified as 

a strip search. 

 

For such searches, two entries should appear on the custody record. One 

confirmation that a strip search is taking place and the other detailing the specific 

reasons for removing the detainee’s clothing (e.g., evidential purposes, the item 

being soiled, or concerns around self-harm). 

 

ND also highlighted that the National Appropriate Adult Network (NAAN) produced 

detailed guidance addressing inconsistencies between legislation and case law 
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regarding what legally constitutes a strip search. Under one piece of case law, the 

removal of anything beyond “outer garment, jacket, or gloves” technically qualifies 

as a strip search, even where no intimate parts are exposed, which is what PACE 

Code A and APPG commentary typically focus on.  

 

He emphasised that it would not be reasonable to risk losing or degrading evidence 

by delaying the seizure of clothing while waiting for an Appropriate Adult (AA). In 

circumstances where items need to be taken immediately, seizing the clothing and 

providing replacements without an AA present is appropriate. 

 

• MH added that these ambiguities require forces to make sensible, balanced 

decisions that meet legal obligations while protecting the dignity of detainees. He 

noted that if a detainee arrives wearing multiple layers, the removal of the first layer 

technically becomes a strip search under the current definitions. 

 

The volunteers thanked ND and MH for the explanation and noted that aside from what 

again felt like automated wording around CCTV, they had no further comments. 

 

CXXXXX324 

Age – 36 

Gender – Male 

Ethnicity – White British  

Custody Suite – Ripley 

 

Was the Strip Search authorised by 

identified officer? 

Yes 

Was the search rationale reasonable & 

proportionate? 

Please see comments below 

Were the officers who conducted the 

search, identified? 

Yes - minimum number required for a strip 

search and “no more than necessary”  

Was the location recorded? Yes – cell M2 
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Was the CCTV turned off in the back 

room/not being monitored? 

“CCTV on but no live feed to the back 

office for the cell- covered with a window” 

– good specific entry for this search 

Was the outcome recorded Yes - negative 

 

The volunteers raised the following with regards to the rational recorded for this strip 

search: “‘WS (warning signal) for conceal’- previous drug concealment and use in cell on 

previous arrest November 24 (11 months ago). As a scrutiny panel we felt this was 

reasonable but historical rationale for a strip search, and we note that there was no 

documented intel regarding this specific arrest which might indicate the DP had drugs in 

his possession on this occasion. In fact, ‘possible he was expecting to be arrested so may 

have prepared for his arrest’. This could mean he had concealed drugs or may mean he 

was less likely to be carrying drugs on his person. Consensus opinion on our scrutiny 

panel was this rationale was appropriate, though we note the negative result.” 

 

• ND commented that there is always this question around how current the 

information is and generally speaking, the older a piece of information is, the less 

valid it becomes as a justification for doing something today. If it was the case 

that this person had a marker for concealing 11 months ago and there was 

nothing else there, then you are pushing it to justify a strip search. However, 

mentioning it as part of a pattern, noting that he disclosed crack and heroin 

misuse on his risk assessment and may withdraw, that one of the offences 

involved XXX, his arrest for XXX and his positive drugs saliva test, all point to a 

drug habit and a current one at that and therefore led to the strip search. ND 

confirmed that there was no concern from his ND with regards to the rational for 

the search. 

MH asked the volunteers if the data was presented to them in that way (as set out 

above), would they have been more positive around the rationale with the use of a strip 

search? To which the volunteers responded yes, it is just the way that it comes across 

in the way it was written. MH assured the volunteers he was going to take this feedback 

away and ask the custody sergeants to think about the way in which they write their 

rational. 
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To conclude this case, the volunteers referred back to the entry in the custody record 

regarding CCTV which stated, ‘CCTV on but no live feed’, and confirmed they liked this 

wording, and it’s a good specific entry for this search. Thought overall it was quite well 

documented. 

 

CXXXXX684 

Age – 24 (allocated AA because of MH issues) 

Gender – Male 

Ethnicity – White British  

Custody Suite – Derby 

 

Was the Strip Search authorised by 

identified officer? 

Yes 

Was the search rationale reasonable & 

proportionate? 

Yes - Well documented in rationale for 

strip search. 

Were the officers who conducted the 

search, identified? 

Yes – Noted AA present during strip 

search and waited outside cell. 

Was the location recorded? Not specifically recorded (though AA 
noted to outside cell during search) 

Was the CCTV turned off in the back 

room/not being monitored? 

Recorded as not being viewed at time of 

search. – Please see comments below. 

Was the outcome recorded Yes - negative 

 

The panel raised a couple of concerns in relation to this case. 

 

The first concern related to the lack of a specific location noted on the record. Volunteers 

questioned whether custody staff would still be able to identify the location if required. ND 

confirmed that they would. 

 

The second concern focused on the CCTV entry, which stated: “not being viewed at time 

of search.” The panel felt this wording was vague and did not clearly demonstrate 

sufficient oversight. They asked how searching officers could be confident that no one 

was watching the CCTV feed. 
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• ND explained that it is the responsibility of the custody officers and not the officers 

carrying out the search, to ensure the CCTV feed is not being viewed. 

 

• MH added that officers remain at the custody desk until they have received 

confirmation that the relevant cell is not on camera. The fact that the record states 

“not being viewed” indicates that staff made a conscious effort to check this. 

 

Volunteers also queried whether this case first involved a ‘removal of clothing’ for 

self-harm concerns before progressing to a full strip search. 

 

• ND confirmed that having two strip search entries on a record is entirely 

appropriate, one relating to the search itself and another for the replacement of 

clothing. In this case, the risk assessment highlighted a history of self-harm, so 

issuing replacement clothing was justified. 

 

 

5a. General Observations – Strip Search 

 

The panel also raised more broader observations and questions after reviewing the 

custody records. 

 

“How would we know whether the officer conducting the strip search is male or female 

when scrutinising the cases?” 

 

• ND explained that custody staff can easily identify this by searching collar numbers 

within their internal system, which displays officer details. However, he 

acknowledged that volunteers do not have access to this information. To support 

independent scrutiny, and particularly when it comes to providing information to 

the panel members around strip search, they can add the gender of the officers 

conducting the strip search to the custody record moving forward, if only collar 

numbers are noted on the log.  
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• MH added that there is an additional consideration around equality, diversity and 

inclusion. Custody sergeants may make assumptions about an officer’s gender 

that do not reflect how the officer identifies. He advised this should prompt a wider 

discussion with the Equality Department, which is already planned. 

 

Action: EB to include the gender of officers conducting the strip search to the 

custody record for future panels if only collar numbers are noted.  

 

The volunteers also raised a further concern that none of the custody records noted that 

the detainee (DP) had been informed of the reason or procedure for the strip search. They 

highlighted that the SOP states: 

 

• “Staff should explain to the detainee why they are being searched…” 

• “The custody officer must fully explain the reason(s) for the search.” 

• “Consider repeating this later during custody if the circumstances of the search 

were volatile.” 

 

• ND reassured the panel that he is confident officers are explaining the reasons to 

detainees but acknowledged that this is not always being recorded. He recalled 

this being raised at the previous meeting and confirmed that guidance had been 

circulated to staff and incorporated into the SOP. However, it is clear that a further 

reminder is needed. 

 

Action: ND to remind custody managers that officers must record in the custody 

record that the rationale for the search has been explained to the detainee. 

 

A panel member asked about the ICV process and whether volunteers should be asking 

detainees if they have been strip searched during a visit, and if so, whether they were told 

the reasons for the search. 

 

• PS confirmed she would take this away as an action and consider whether this 

would be an appropriate question for ICVs to ask during custody visits. 
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• MH advised caution around this, noting that strip searches may trigger trauma 

responses. Raising this topic during a routine custody visit may risk retraumatising 

a detainee, so the matter needs careful consideration. 

 

Action: PS to explore whether it would be appropriate for ICVs to ask detainees 

about strip searches during visits. 

 

The volunteers’ final general concern was that strip searches do not appear to be 

referenced during sergeant or inspector reviews. They felt that, as part of a detainee’s 

wellbeing check, it may be relevant to acknowledge if a detainee has recently undergone 

a strip search. 

 

• ND responded that while detainees can express their views during the review, the 

decision to conduct a strip search is ultimately a policing decision and not a matter 

of choice; a detainee’s preference cannot change the requirement for the search. 

 

5b. Strip Search Figures and Statistics 

 

Prior to the meeting, the panel members were given a data pack containing strip search 

statistics. They were asked if they had any concerns in relation to the data.  

 

No major concerns were raised by the panel and they confirmed that they found this data 

a lot more useful than previous data and when scrutinising it.  

 

Overall, the panel concluded that the data provided shows a lower proportion of children 

are strip searched compared to adults, and less women than men. There was a slightly 

higher percentage of B.A.M.E. detainees strip searched however, the data is not detailed 

enough to allow assessment of whether any demographic group is more or less likely to 

have a positive search outcome. 

 

5c. HMICFRS Recommendations and Force Progress. 
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The panel members were provided with the HMICFRS recommendations from the last 

inspection in 2018 prior to the meeting and an update as to where the Constabulary are 

at now.  

PS explained that there was no update to give on this as there has not been a new 

inspection since the panel looked at them last year.  

The panel was asked whether they had any comments regarding the documents provided, 

but no issues were raised. 

 

SCRUTINY: BAIL REFUSALS 

 

6. Custody Records  

CXXXXX036 

Age – 30 

Gender – Male 

Ethnicity – Black Caribbean inc. Black British 

Custody Suite – Derby 

 

Was the reason for refusal of bail 
documented? 

Yes - “on license for same offence and likely 
to continue to offend if given bail.” Please 
see further comments below. 

Was it reasonable and proportionate? All but one of the panel members thought 
this was this was sufficient justification for 
bail refusal. 

Was it reviewed by Sergeant? Yes. 

 

In this case, the rationale recorded for refusing bail was “on licence for same offence and 

likely to continue to offend if given bail.” 

The panel noted that while the decision to remand was marked on 26/10, the 

disposal/charge did not occur until 14:43 on 27/10/25, and they questioned whether this 

should have been discussed during the scheduled reviews. 
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• MH explained that the entry does not indicate that a final decision had been 

made at that early stage. Instead, it reflects the process: before evidence is fully 

developed, officers must outline how the matter would proceed if it were put to 

CPS. CPS can only make a charging decision in custody when remand is being 

considered. 

 

• ND added that it is an early indication rather than a formal decision. Significant 

investigative work is typically carried out during detention, and the wording 

signals the likely direction of travel rather than confirming an outcome. 

 

• MH further explained that where it is clear from the outset that a detainee is likely 

to be remanded if charged, officers must work within the tight timeframe for tasks 

such as downloading phones or testing drugs, skills not all officers are trained in. 

Setting this expectation early helps manage the investigative process. 

 

Regarding updating detainees on decisions to refuse bail during Inspector reviews: 

• ND clarified that Inspector reviews relate solely to assessing the necessity of 

continued detention. They do not concern decisions about bail. PACE is explicit 

that bail decisions rest with the Custody Officer, not the Inspector. In any case, 

such decisions should not be discussed with detainees during pre-charge reviews, 

as doing so may influence or impact their behaviour. 

• MH further noted that in the examples we have examined—where the decision to 

remand was made 24 hours before the point of charge—the decision would likely 

have been made by a different team on each day. We have also seen cases where 

two different sergeants reached differing decisions (yes/no) on remand. Although 

there are clear guidelines, the decision can at times involve an element of 

professional judgment. 

The volunteers noted this clarification was helpful, as most had assumed the remand 

decision had been made immediately. They concluded that the justification recorded was 

sufficient, and it had been appropriately reviewed by a sergeant. 
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CXXXXX036 

Age – 24 

Gender – Male 

Ethnicity – White British 

Custody Suite – Derby 

 

Was the reason for refusal of bail 
documented? 

Yes - “risk of serious injury to victim high” 

Was it reasonable and proportionate? Yes - appropriate and well documented. 

Was it reviewed by Sergeant? Yes. 

 

The panel felt that the rationale recorded for refusing bail in this case was appropriate 

and reasonable. The detainee was later released from the investigation without charge 

for two of the three offences due to insufficient evidence, although the outcome regarding 

the XXX charge was unclear from the record. 

 

• ND clarified that custody records list all offences for which a detainee has been 

arrested, but the system does not automatically provide detailed reasons when 

certain offences are later removed. It is therefore common to see multiple 

disposals without accompanying explanations. 

 

• He explained that the detainee was charged with XXX, XXX and XXX, and that 

the rationale for these decisions is given directly to the detainee at the time, so 

they understand the charges and reasons. At the review point, neither the 

charges nor the circumstances had changed, so the rationale for continued 

detention remained the same. 

The panel thanked ND for the explanation and confirmed their confusion had arisen 

because the position regarding the XXX charge was not clearly reflected in the record. 
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CXXXXX861 

Age – 18 

Gender – Male 

Ethnicity – White British 

Custody Suite – Derby 

 

Was the reason for refusal of bail 
documented? 

Yes - “On suspended prison sentence, 
community order, previous failed to appear 
and offended whilst on bail” 

Was it reasonable and proportionate? Yes. 

Was it reviewed by Sergeant? Yes. 

 

The panel members were happy with everything in this case and had no concerns to raise. 

 

CXXXXX630 

Age – 19 

Gender – Female 

Ethnicity – White British 

Custody Suite – Derby 

 

Was the reason for refusal of bail 
documented? 

Not clear- but we think this is because she 
was recalled to prison following revoking of 
licence. 

Was it reasonable and proportionate? Seems to be given her behaviour in custody 

Was it reviewed by Sergeant? Yes. 

 

The panel members asked for further clarification on the reasoning for the refusal of bail 

as they found it to be unclear but assumed it is because she was recalled to prison 

following revoking of licence. 
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• ND confirmed that yes this was the case. 

Following confirmation, panel members stated that they thought it was reasonable and 

proportionate and it was reviewed. Noted that the DP had autism and was allocated an 

appropriate adult, on constant watch due to ‘creative’ self-harm risk and repeated UoF 

during custody which appeared well documented. 

 

6a. General Observations – Bail Refusals 

The volunteers did raise some general observations however, these were addressed 

throughout the review of the cases and data.  

 

6b. Bail Refusals Figures and Statistics  

It was agreed by the panel members, and confirmed separately by EB, that reviews of 

bail refusals should focus solely on case‑specific analysis, as wider aggregate data is not 

particularly meaningful in this context. The force has no control over which cases come 

into custody, and when a case meets the criteria for charge and remand, the appropriate 

action must be taken. The number of refusals will naturally fluctuate depending on crime 

types and associated risk factors. However, data can be provided in future if there is a 

clear and genuine need for it. 

The volunteers also queried whether some of the comments in their report, particularly 

those relating to the statistics they had reviewed, could be considered statistically 

significant, and whether this was something EB could easily comment on. 

EB confirmed that this is not straightforward, especially in relation to ethnicity data. 

Drawing meaningful comparisons is extremely challenging; for example, census data 

categorises groups in ways that do not align neatly with police custody data—such as 

separating “Black,” “Black British,” and “Black Caribbean.” This makes it almost 

impossible to compare the two datasets reliably. Additionally, census data is collected 

only once every ten years, meaning that we are currently reliant on figures from 2021. EB 

noted that it would not be possible to accurately describe the demographic picture five 
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years later, and although some smaller local datasets exist, these cannot be reliably 

applied across the whole of Derbyshire Police. 

Another complication is that census data for children is only separated into “White” and 

“B.A.M.E.” categories, providing no nuanced breakdown. EB highlighted that the force 

now has access to the new Home Office‑approved disproportionality questions, which will 

be adopted going forward. These align with NHS survey categories and will also be used 

for offender and victim datasets, which should help create a more consistent and 

streamlined approach in future. 

6c. HMIC Recommendations and Force Progress.  

The panel members were provided with the HMICFRS recommendations from the last 

inspection in 2018 prior to the meeting and an update as to where the Constabulary are 

at now.  

 

PS explained that there was no update to give on this as there has not been a new 

inspection since the panel looked at them last year.  

 

The panel was asked whether they had any comments regarding the documents provided, 

but no issues were raised. 

 

  6d. Other topics at the request of the panel 

 

PS asked if anyone has any other business to raise which no one did. 

 

7.  Any other business 

 

PS asked if the panel had any other business.  

 

No one had any other business.  

 

Meeting concluded. 

 

Next Meeting: Tuesday 28th April 2026 1:00pm-3:00pm 


