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CUSTODY DETENTION SCRUTINY PANEL (CDSP) – EXTERNAL

Minutes of the meeting held on Monday 27th January 2025


PRESENT 

Brian Walker (BW) – (Chair)

Paul Barlow (PB)

Rachel Culverwell (RC)

Paul Siddall (PS)


IN ATTENDANCE

Anna Cooke (AC) – Governance Support Officer, OPCC (Secretary) 

Richard Harrison (RH) – Performance and Scrutiny Officer, OPCC

Megan Davidson (MD) – Communication and Engagement Officer, OPCC

Sergeant Mick Holt (MH) – Lancashire Constabulary


WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS
 
BW welcomed everyone to the meeting. 

APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 

Apologies for absence were received by the following: - 
· Glenda Andrews (GA)
· Victoria Blakeman (VB)
· Mark Hindle (MH)
· Glenn Ireland (GI)
· Reece Richards (RR)

· Chief Inspector Mark Douglas (MD) – Lancashire Constabulary
· Inspector Dave Johnson (DJ) – Lancashire Constabulary
· Sophie Temple (ST) – Lancashire Constabulary

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

Panel members were reminded of the need to consider and disclose any declarations of interest relating to any individuals, officers or matters under consideration. 

No declarations of interest were disclosed. 

MINUTES OF THE LAST MEETING

The minutes from the last meeting were agreed to be a true and accurate record.

ACTIONS FROM PREVIOUS MEETING

An action log was shared with members for discussion and updated accordingly.

ADVERSE INCIDENTS IN CUSTODY

The Chair informed that Inspector Dave Johnson had prepared information to present to the Panel. However, following the submission of his apologies, this information was not available for the meeting.

REVIEW OF CUSTODY DATA

The Panel received information in relation to annual custody data comparing 2023 to 2024.

On 19 July 2023, His Majesty's Inspectorate of Constabulary and Fire and Rescue Services (HMICFRS) published a report following their inspection visit to police custody suites in Lancashire. Information was presented to the Panel following the review of the inspection visit and the action plan for improvement.

The review of anti-rip suits was noted to be complete.

The Panel were informed that the review of resourcing was in process, following concerns raised by HMICFRS.

Staffing numbers across the full portfolio were shown to the Panel, including overtime expenditure from September to December 2024. 
Panel members expressed concern at the ongoing risk with staffing.  

Panel members raised concerns regarding Appropriate Adults, on occasion, waiting outside custody suites for up to 1.5 hours.  

The Commissioner's Performance and Scrutiny Officer stated that concerns around staffing in custody would be escalated to the Commissioner's Accountability Board, where this could be pursued further. 

MH noted that the concerns outlined by the Panel would also be escalated within the Constabulary. 

Action:  MH to raise concerns with the Constabulary in relation to staffing in custody and the AA waiting times outside custody due to the staffing. 

Action:  That the Commissioner's Performance and Scrutiny Officer raise with the Police and Crime Commissioner around staffing level concerns toward this being raised at the next meeting of the Accountability Board.

In respect of the review of diverse needs and the review of CCTV coverage, it was reported that estates work was required.  

The Panel were informed that Lancaster, Blackpool and Preston now had full CCTV coverage, with Greenbank scheduled for later in the year which required a full closure for 6-8 weeks. In respect of Burnley custody suite, consideration would be placed into opening this for the period of closure, as maintenance work on the suite was also required. 

Panel members expressed the view that CCTV was ineffective without staff to monitor it.

The Panel were informed of custody work throughout the last 12 months: - 

· CDSP meetings held quarterly, both internally and externally.
· Dame Vera Baird KC – links with GMP to build into the review of action plan.
· Work undertaken and ongoing: - 
· Introduction of arrest packs, Special Point of Contact (SPOC) for female detainees on handover to custody, female specific cells/wings, female hygiene packs question introduced on initial risk assessment, stopping strip searches for welfare and replaced with constant supervision/technical kits to scan.  
· HMICFRS review was completed in June 2024 which specified a need to reduce the usage of anti-rip suits, with alternative safety measures to be used including level 3 and level 4 observations.
· Detailed documentation on custody records with rationale.
· Areas for concern to be downgraded to areas for improvement.

The following data was presented to the Panel: - 
· Throughput in custody data comparing 2022, 2023 and 2024. An overall increase was shown annually, which was in line with the increase in arrests.
· Throughput of domestic violence detainees, female detainees, and juvenile detainees.
· In relation to remanded children, compliance had been demonstrated with Police and Crime Evidence Act (PACE) certificate. It was noted that a certificate was required to be produced at court when children had not been transferred to local authority care. The Panel were assured that feedback was provided when PACE certificates were not supplied.
· Work underway to address waiting times.
· Regarding Criminal Record Office (ACRO)/National Cyber Crime Unit (NCCU) Foreign Nationals Checks, the Panel were informed that forms were submitted to check whether detainees had been previously arrested outside of the UK.  
· Regarding anti-rip suit usage, the Panel was shown data regarding the usage of suits throughout 2024, which demonstrated a drastic reduction since January 2024. The national average use of anti-rip suits was reported to be 25 per month, with Lancashire now well below this. The Panel were advised that the anti-rip suits were washed and re-used, and the use of every anti-rip suit was Quality Assured (QA) by a Custody Inspector, with 5 records scrutinised each quarter by the internal and external CDSP's.
· Strip search was explained to be the removal of more than outer garments, for the purpose of prohibited articles, safety, evidence and dignity. 
· Demographic data in respect of strip-searched detainees was presented to the Panel, with specifics provided for South, East and West Divisions.
· It was explained that strip searches of juveniles had been 100% quality assured via inspection and this was further broken down into ethnicity.
· Strip search by gender.  
· Concerning the utilising of 'use of force', there was a demonstrable- percentage reduction from 2023 to 2024.  Furthermore, trauma training in February and March 2024 demonstrated a positive impact upon these figures.
· In respect of use of force in custody and subsequent PRONTO submissions, there was 100% compliance between the months of July-November 2024. 
· There had been a reduction in the use of force against juveniles, with a percentage reduction from 2023 to 2024.
· Regarding adverse incidents and self-harm, there had been an increase in numbers consistent with throughput, with the January to November percentage provided for 2023 and 2024. 
· The Panel were informed around juvenile adverse incidents for 2023 and 2024.
· In relation to medical call outs, there was a new Contract with HCRG Care Group since 1 December 2023, with figures shown to the Panel.
· The Panel were presented with figures regarding bail and custody disposals with Bail for South, East and West, alongside bail to Release Under Investigation lapses without the Inspectors authority were very low in numbers and processes had been put in place approximately 18 months ago. 
· Regarding time spent in custody, the Panel were presented with figures 2023 and 2024 were reported to be similar to forces nationally, with juveniles spending less time in custody than adults.
· Demographic figures demonstrated no evidence of disproportionality.
· Domestic Assault (DA) v non-DA - DA detainees spent longer in custody, which supports VAWG strategy and in-line with the 'DA in a day' guidance.  There was no specific data to provide to the Panel, although they were assured that 'positive outcomes' were good. 
· In respect of complaints received from PSD relating to custody, there was a 30% reduction in complaints made in 2024 compared to 2023 across the force, with general themes being food and water requests ignored, strip search, medication requests ignored, and unreasonable force. The Panel received no data regarding upheld complaints.  
· It was explained that no live matters in relation to the custody portfolio were in process via the Independent Office of Police Complaints (IOPC).

  The Commissioner's Governance Support Officer requested that the PowerPoint slides be disseminated to the Panel following the meeting for reference. 

Risks, opportunities and learning

Risks were reported to the Panel in terms of staffing levels, the implementation of the CCTV upgrade, and the availability of PACE beds (which was outlined to be the responsibility of the relevant Local Authority area).

In terms of opportunities, custody work concerning AI with the College of Policing was explained to the Panel. 

Further opportunities were outlined in terms of Pronto for CDO visits; superintendents live link; CDO's - appointments/control and restraints; and reducing staff injuries/assaults.

In terms of learning, it was acknowledged that CDSP and ICV's had both raised concerns regarding staffing levels in custody.

An update was provided to the Panel regarding drug testing on arrest, with the use of the kits explained to the Panel.

The Panel did not express any other concerns with the data presented other than the highlighted resource issue.

Action: That MH disseminate the PowerPoint slides presented, to the Commissioner's Governance Support Officer.

Action: PB asked MH to share figures regarding the requests for beds for remanded children.

REVIEW OF STRIP SEARCH / ANTI-RIP SUIT CASES 

For the cases reviewed, the Panel scanned a QR code and answered questions as follows:

1. Do you feel the use of an Anti-Rip Suit was necessary and proportionate?
2. Do you feel the rationale gives clear justification of that Anti-Rip suit was used?
3. What is your overall feedback? Positive/Neutral/Negative
4. Any feedback overall?

The Panel reviewed Anti-Rip Suit Case 1 after being shown the incident log, with the following outcomes:

1. 100% felt the use was necessary and proportionate.
2. 100% felt the rationale gave a clear justification of use.
3. Overall feedback was positive.
4. Specific feedback captured via free text comments would be forwarded to the Constabulary following the meeting. 

The Panel reviewed Anti-Rip Suit Case 2 after being shown the incident log, with the following outcomes:

· The use of an anti-rip suit was documented incorrectly in this case, with the detainee only placed in custody greys; therefore, an error in recording and would remain included on anti-rip suit figures.

· The Panel asked about health conditions and if AA was required. In response it was explained that the Custody Sergeant, Liaison and Diversion and the detainee made the decision.

· Specific feedback captured via free text comments will be forwarded to Constabulary. 

The Panel reviewed Anti-Rip Suit Case 3 after being shown the incident log, with the following outcomes:

1. 100% felt the use was necessary and proportionate.
2. 75% felt the rationale gave a clear justification of use.
3. 50% feedback was positive, 50% was neutral.
4. Specific feedback captured via free text comments will be forwarded to Constabulary. 

Feedback from MH was that the Internal Custody Detention Scrutiny Panel said there had been evidence of room for improvement in terms of recording, as details were not logged regarding other options available/full breakdown. It was explained that direct feedback had already been given. 
  
The Panel reviewed Anti-Rip Suit Case 4 after being shown the incident log, with the following outcomes:

1. 100% felt the use was necessary and proportionate.
2. 100% felt the rationale gave a clear justification of use.
3. Overall feedback was positive.
4. Specific feedback captured via free text comments will be forwarded to Constabulary. 

The Panel agreed the details recorded were very thorough, which MH outlined was an example of a 'gold standard' for the force.

The Panel reviewed Anti-Rip Suit Case 5 after being shown the incident log, with the following outcomes:

1. 100% felt the use was necessary and proportionate.
2. 100% felt the rationale gave a clear justification of use.
3. 75% feedback was positive, 25% was neutral.
4. Specific feedback captured via free text comments will be forwarded to Constabulary. 

REVIEW OF USE OF FORCE CASES AND ASSOCIATED CCTV FOOTAGE 

No CCTV was available for this meeting, as abovementioned. 

For the below cases, the Panel scanned a QR code and answered questions as follows:

1. Do you feel the use of force was necessary and proportionate?
2. Do you feel the rationale gives clear justification of why the use of force was used?
3. What is your overall feedback? Positive/Neutral/Negative
4. Any feedback overall?

[bookmark: _Hlk167800332][bookmark: _Hlk176953833]The Panel reviewed Use of Force Case 1 after being shown the incident log, with the following outcomes:

1. 75% felt the use was necessary and proportionate.
2. 100% felt the rationale gave a clear justification of use.
3. Overall feedback was positive.
4. Specific feedback captured via free text comments will be forwarded to Constabulary. 

It was explained that CCTV had been shown to the Internal Custody Detention Scrutiny Panel, who concluded there had been a controlled use of force and efficient removal of clothing, with no resistance from the detainee. MH informed the Panel that this case had been well-documented.

The Panel reviewed Use of Force Case 2 after being shown the incident log, with the following outcomes (1 panel member did not comment):

1. 67% felt the use was necessary and proportionate. 
2. 100% felt the rationale gave a clear justification of use.
3. 33% feedback was positive, 67% was neutral.
4. Specific feedback captured via free text comments will be forwarded to Constabulary. 

It was explained that the CCTV shown internally was 57 minutes long, with an explanation provided by MH regarding what had ensued during the case.  

It was noted that there was a lack of control demonstrated with the arresting officer placing his hands in his pockets. The Panel was informed that use of force was finally initiated when screen monitor was knocked and could have been de-escalated prior to this occurrence.  The Panel were informed there were no further incidents in the cell.  

The Panel questioned whether the incident could have been controlled by the officer via the DP being kept in one place.  The Panel noted there was a lack of control enabling the DP to wonder around the custody suite. 

The Panel were informed that feedback was provided to both the custody officer and immediate response officer.

The Panel reviewed Use of Force Case 3 after being shown the incident log, with the following outcomes:

1. 100% felt the use was necessary and proportionate. 
2. 75% felt the rationale gave a clear justification of use. 25% were unsure.
3. Overall feedback was positive.
4. Specific feedback captured via free text comments will be forwarded to Constabulary. 

The Panel commented that they were happy with the documentation.

The Panel reviewed Use of Force Case 4 after being shown the incident log, with the following outcomes:

1. 100% felt the use was necessary and proportionate. 
2. 75% felt the rationale gave a clear justification of use, 25% were unsure.
3. Overall feedback was positive.
4. Specific feedback captured via free text comments will be forwarded to Constabulary. 

The Panel agreed the documentation was good.

The Panel asked questions concerning how transgender strip searches were conducted in terms of the gender of the officer who undertook them. 

It was explained that information concerning this would be reported back to the Panel. 

Action: That the Panel receive information concerning how strip searches were conducted involving transgender detainees. 

REVIEW OF STRIP SEARCH CASES

For the below cases, the Panel scanned a QR code and answered questions as follows:

1. Do you feel the Strip Search was necessary and proportionate?
2. Do you feel the rationale gives clear justification of why that Strip Search was carried out?
3. What is your overall feedback? Positive/Neutral/Negative
4. Any feedback overall?

The Panel reviewed Strip Search Case 1 after being shown the incident log, with the following outcomes:
1. 100% felt the use was necessary and proportionate.
2. 100% felt the rationale gave a clear justification of use.
3. Overall feedback was positive.
4. Specific feedback captured via free text comments will be forwarded to Constabulary. 

The Panel commented they were happy with the way in which the strip search was conducted.

The Panel reviewed Strip Search Case 2 after being shown the incident log, with the following outcomes:

1. 100% felt the use was necessary and proportionate.
2. 100% felt the rationale gave a clear justification of use.
3. Overall feedback was positive.
Specific feedback captured via free text comments will be forwarded to Constabulary. 

The Panel reviewed Strip Search Case 3 after being shown the incident log, with the following outcomes:

1. 100% felt the use was necessary and proportionate.
2. 100% felt the rationale gave a clear justification of use.
3. Overall feedback was positive.
4. Specific feedback captured via free text comments will be forwarded to the Constabulary for consideration. 

The Panel reviewed Strip Search Case 4 after being shown the incident log, with the following outcomes:

1. 100% felt the use was necessary and proportionate.
2. 100% felt the rationale gave a clear justification of use.
3. 67% of feedback was positive. 33% was neutral (1 panel member did not make a selection).
4. Specific feedback captured via free text comments will be forwarded to the Constabulary for consideration. 

This case was documented initially as anti-rip in error.

The Panel reviewed Strip Search Case 5 after being shown the incident log, with the following outcomes:

1. 100% felt the use was necessary and proportionate.
2. 100% felt the rationale gave a clear justification of use.
3. Overall feedback was positive.
4. Specific feedback captured via free text comments will be forwarded to the Constabulary for consideration. 

REVIEW OF REMANDED CHILDREN CASES – EXLCUDING BREACH OF BAIL

For the below cases, the Panel scanned a QR code and answered questions as follows:

1. Do you feel the remanding of the child was necessary and proportionate?
2. Do you feel the rationale gives clear justification of why that child was remanded?
3. What is your overall feedback? Positive/Neutral/Negative
4. Any feedback overall?

The Panel reviewed Remanded Children Case 1 after being shown the incident log, with the following outcomes:

1. 100% felt the remanding of the child was necessary and proportionate.
2. 100% felt the rationale gave a clear justification of the remand.
3. Overall feedback was positive.
4. Specific feedback captured via free text comments will be forwarded to the Constabulary for consideration. 

The Panel reviewed Remanded Children Case 2 after being shown the incident log, with the following outcomes:

1. 100% felt the remanding of the child was necessary and proportionate.
2. 100% felt the rationale gave a clear justification of the remand.
3. Overall feedback was positive.
4. Specific feedback captured via free text comments will be forwarded to Constabulary. 

The Panel expressed the view that the documentation that had been drafted was to a good standard. 

The Panel reviewed Remanded Children Case 3after being shown the incident log, with the following outcomes:

1. 100% felt the remanding of the child was necessary and proportionate.
2. 100% felt the rationale gave a clear justification of the remand.
3. Overall feedback was positive.
4. Specific feedback captured via free text comments will be forwarded to Constabulary. 

The detainee was seen by L&D and Mental Health.
    
The Panel reviewed Remanded Children Case 4 after being shown the incident log, with the following outcomes:

1. 100% felt the remanding of the child was necessary and proportionate.
2. 100% felt the rationale gave a clear justification of the remand.
3. Overall feedback was positive.
4. Specific feedback captured via free text comments will be forwarded to Constabulary. 

The detainee was seen by health care professionals and L&D.  Good rationale.
    
The Panel reviewed Remanded Children Case 5 after being shown the incident log, with the following outcomes:

1. 75% felt the remanding of the child was necessary and proportionate.
2. 100% felt the rationale gave a clear justification of the remand.
3. 75% feedback was positive, 25% was neutral.
4. Specific feedback captured via free text comments will be forwarded to Constabulary. 

The detainee was seen by heath care professionals and Learning and Development.  
  
The Panel provided feedback regarding the use of language utilised in the incident log with regards to the phrase 'sexual predator' could be argued to be extreme. This was noted by officers in attendance. 

It was agreed that the documentation was good. 

ANY OTHER BUSINESS

The Panel expressed children should be prioritised in relation to reduced wait times.

It was noted that evidential physical action and details would be useful.

Action:  That MH consider the prioritisation of children to reduce waiting times, and the inclusion of evidential physical actions and details. 

The Panel were informed that Inspector Dave Johnson was due to retire later this year. Consequently, MH informed the Panel that he was unaware who would take on the responsibility of lead Constabulary officer to the Panel going forward. 

The Panel expressed their appreciation to MH for presenting the data.

The Panel outlined that they wished to see adverse incident data/information at its next meeting.

Action: That Constabulary Officers present adverse incidents data/information at the next meeting.  





DATE OF NEXT MEETING 

The next meeting will take place on Wednesday 16th April 2025, The Exchange, Ribble Suite, County Hall (Please note the change of room).

Anna Hopkins
Chief Executive Officer
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