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      AGENDA NO:  6 
 
ETHICS AND APPEALS SUB COMMITTEE – 18 DECEMBER 2015 
 
DORSET POLICE USE OF FORCE AUDIT 
 
REPORT BY THE DEPUTY CHIEF CONSTABLE AND THE CHIEF EXECUTIVE  
 
PURPOSE OF THE REPORT 
 
To update members on the independent report on ‘An audit into The Use of Force by Dorset 
Police’ and the subsequent progress on the report recommendations.  
 
1. INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 In December 2014 the Police and Crime Commissioner (PCC) commissioned an 

independent audit on the Use of Force by Dorset Police. This followed concerns held 
by the PCC over the use of Taser, particularly within police custody and involving 
people with mental health issues. 

 
1.2 Geoff Feavyour of Fosse Event Associates was commissioned to do the audit and to 

report his findings. The following terms of reference were agreed: 
 

To commission an audit into the Use of Force by Dorset Police in order to establish 
that force used is the minimum necessary to achieve lawful outcomes, and which is 
proportionate an consistent wit he HMIC 10 key principles governing the Use of Force, 
ACPO guidelines and the IPCC lessons learned.  

 
1.2 The specific aim of the audit review was to: 
 

• Review the policies of Dorset Police in respect of the Use of Force to establish if 
they are lawful and proportionate as defined in law and the HMIC 10 key principles 
governing the Use of Force; 

• Examine the governance and recording practices on the Use of Force in Dorset 
Police; 

• Undertake a comparison in respect of the Use of Force by each type, utilising 
available data in respect of regional and/or most similar force comparisons, to 
establish if Dorset Police sits as an outlier in any area; 

• Audit the deployment of Taser in custody, to establish if its deployment complies 
with guidance and standards; 

• Identify good practice; and 
• Make recommendations in respect of potential improvement.  

 
2. REPORT AND FINDINGS 
 
2.1 The final report by Fosse Event Associates was published in March 2015 and a copy 

of the full report is attached at Appendix A for reference. The six key recommendations 
identified were: 
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1) That the PCC seeks clarity nationally towards developing clearer guidance on 
differing escalation in the Use of Force.  

 
2) Dorset Police to commission an overarching policy which covers the force's 

perspective and outlook on the Use of Force, the allocation of responsibilities and 
in particular governance in respect of recording, analysing and scrutinising the Use 
of Force in Dorset. 

 
3) Dorset Police to review the arrangements for recording, submitting and reviewing 

Use of Force reports at an organisational level which rationalises responsibilities 
and ensures proper scrutiny of higher level Use of Force incidents, regardless of 
whether the matters reported are subject of a complaint against police. 

 
4) The PCC CEO to work with the Dorset Chief Officer Team to introduce a process 

of analysis and oversight of the Use of Force using statistical data and establish an 
appropriate forum for its review and discussion at a strategic level. 

 
5) Dorset Police to develop and issue clear instructions as to expectations of Taser 

deployment in specific circumstances such as searching and cell exit. 
 

6) Dorset Chief Officer Team to direct a review of the Operational Support Armed 
Policing Standard operating Procedure for Taser to include specific requirements in 
respect of the notification of spontaneous Taser deployments and records 
maintained by the IFIC. 

 
2.2 A Use of Force Working Group was created to ensure that all recommendations were 

actioned and completed.  The group is also working in conjunction with colleagues in 
Devon and Cornwall to ensure that there is consistency in approach across both force 
areas, particularly as the Strategic Alliance programme continues to progress.  

 
2.3 With regard to recommendation 1, the PCC has been engaged with the national Use of 

Force Programme Board, chaired by Chief Constable David Shaw (West Mercia 
Police) who have been looking at a consistency of approach nationally with regard to 
the escalation of the Use of Force and also on the related data captured by Forces. A 
number of recommendations have been made to the Home Secretary as a result and 
we are currently awaiting a response.  

 
2.4 In relation to recommendation 2, a policy has now been developed and a copy of the 

latest working version is attached at Appendix B for reference.  
 
2.5 Work is also ongoing between the Corporate Development department and the Niche 

team to identify the best approach or capturing Use of Force events for ongoing 
monitoring purposes. The implementation of all the recommendations is being 
overseen by the Force Operations Board.  

  
3. DIP CHECKING PROPOSAL 
 
3.1 As part of the scrutiny arrangements, the PCC wishes to explore the potential for 

Ethics and Appeals Sub-Committee Members to carry out dip sampling of Use of 
Force reports, similar to the current complaints dip sampling arrangements. 
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3.2 If agreed, Members would look at a small number of reports each quarter to 

independently assess if due process was followed and to feedback their findings 
accordingly. Clearly Members would not be making any assessment of operational 
policing decisions taken but would be looking at compliance with locally agreed policy 
and procedure.  

 
3.3 At this stage it would be helpful if Members could indicate if they would be happy to 

take on this dip checking function. If agreed, the OPCC will liaise with the Operational 
Support Command of Dorset Police and Members to formalise these arrangements. 

 
4. RISK/THREAT ASSESSMENT 
 
 Financial/Resource/Value for Money Implications 
 
4.1 There are no immediate resource or value for money issues arising from this paper. 
 

Legal Implications 
 

4.2 In certain circumstances police officers may lawfully use force in the exercise of                        
their powers. The authority for the use of force arises primarily, but not exclusively, 
from the following legislation: 

 
• The Human Rights Act 1998. 
• Section 3 Criminal Law Act 1967 
• Section 117 Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984 
• Common Law 
• Section 76 Criminal Justice and Immigration Act 2008 
 
Implications for Policing Outcomes  
 

4.3 The report and subsequent policy supports improved policing outcomes, both in terms 
of improved internal governance over the Use of Force by Dorset Police and 
transparency for the public, providing reassurance that any such action is used 
proportionately and appropriately.   

 
Equality 
 

4.4 There are no immediate equality implications arising from this paper. 
 
5. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
5.1 Members are asked to note the report and the work being undertaken following the 

recommendations made by the independent audit of the Use of Force by Dorset 
Police.  

  
5.2 Members are also asked to consider the proposal for them to undertake regular dip 

sampling of Use of Force reports and indicate whether or not they would be happy to 
take on this function. 

 
James Vaughan       Dan Steadman 
Deputy Chief Constable     Chief Executive  
 
Members’ Enquiries to: Mr Jason Mumford, Information Research Officer, OPCC 
 (01305) 229084 
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Appendices 
 
Appendix A: ‘An audit into The Use of Force by Dorset Police’ – Fosse Event Associates 
report 
 
Appendix B: Use of Force Legislation and Guidance on the Recording of Use of Force – 
Dorset Police draft policy [RESTRICTED] 

 4   



1 

An audit into the Use of Force by Dorset Police. 

Author: Geoff Feavyour 
Fosse Event Associates 

Date:  20 March 2015 

Version Control 1.4 

Appendix A



2 

The Report: Introduction, Purpose and Scope 

 
 
The police in England, Wales and Scotland are rightly proud of a shared history as a 
(largely) unarmed service.  
 
Although there is a global image of a British police officer not far removed from the 'Dixon 
of Dock Green' character popularised in the 1960s and 70s, the last 25 years has seen an 
incremental but consistent change in the profile of non-specialist patrolling officers. This 
has included the adoption of high visibility clothing, protective vests, a variety of batons, 
rigid handcuffs and incapacitant sprays. Latterly, this has also included the issue of Taser, 
firstly to specialist firearms officers and then to Specially Trained Units (STUs). 
 
Whilst all forces aspire to a concept of neighbourhood engagement, communication and 
negotiation, the facts and perception of increasing risk to officers and the public, and 
employer responsibilities towards staff, has led to the increasing codification of officer 
safety tactics and guidance in respect of the Use of Force. Indeed, it will be commented 
further in this report, a printed copy of the current ACPO/College of Policing Personal 
Safety Manual runs to some 1,115 numbered pages, plus sundries. 
 
The increasing options available to officers when dealing with violent or potentially violent 
people has complexified a relationship with the public which might be described as 
typically ill at ease with the 'higher-end' tactics available to police officers including baton 
strikes, incapacitant spray, often viewed as having been imported from the United States.  
 
This is particularly the case in respect of Taser, as outlined in the IPCC review of Taser 
complaints and incidents 2004-2013: 
 

There appears to be a difference between the way that members of the public view 
the significance of Taser use, and the way in which it is viewed – and therefore used 
– by the police service. In many cases the IPCC has examined, police officers have 
said that Taser was the most appropriate option available to them, and there was 
less risk of an injury being sustained than, for example, a baton strike. However, it is 
clear from many complainants, non-police witnesses and media reporting that Taser 
is viewed outside the police service as a relatively high-level Use of Force. 
 

It can be seen that the police Use of Force, in any context, has the potential to become an 
emotive and divisive issue. Albeit more often recognised as an attractive and idyllic 
destination, Dorset faces similar policing challenges to any other force in the country, and 
has equipped its officers in line with its own specific threat and risk assessment, including 
the provision of Taser. 
 
On 10 December 2014 Martyn Underhill, Police and Crime Commissioner for Dorset, 
wrote to Chief Constable Debbie Simpson QPM to formalise his concerns in respect of the 
use of Taser, specifically within the environment of police custody suites and involving 
individuals with mental health issues.  
 
 
 
Following further correspondence and consideration, it was agreed to commission an audit 
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of the police Use of Force in Dorset as follows: 
 

Purpose 
 
To commission an audit into the Use of Force by Dorset Police in order to establish 
that force used is the minimum necessary to achieve lawful outcomes, and which is 
proportionate and consistent with the HMIC 10 key principles governing the Use of 
Force, ACPO guidelines and the IPCC lessons learned. 
 
Aims 
 

1. To review the policies of Dorset Police in respect of the Use of Force to 
establish if they are lawful and proportionate as defined in law and the 
HMIC 10 key principles governing the Use of Force. 

2. Examine the governance and recording practices on the Use of Force in 
Dorset Police. 

3. To undertake a comparison in respect of the Use of Force by each type, 
utilising available data in respect of regional and/or most similar force 
comparisons, to establish if Dorset Police sits as an outlier in any area. 

4. To audit the deployment of Taser in custody, to establish if its deployment 
complies with guidance and standards. 

5. Identify good practice. 

6. Make recommendations in respect of potential improvement. 
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Summary and Recommendations 

 
This report seeks to review available documentation and data in respect of the Use of 
Force in Dorset and make specific recommendations in respect of: 
 

 The law and policy, 

 Governance and recording practises and Use of Force data comparison, and 

 The use of Taser in custody 
 

The law and policy 
 

The review of  documentation and guidance clearly identifies that officers and staff are 
subject of volumes of guidance in relation to the Use of Force, but that this guidance 
routinely avoids giving direct guidance in respect of which tactic may be appropriate in 
given a situation. 
 

Whilst it is clear that officers are absolutely required to justify and account for their actions, 
part of this malaise is the number of ambiguous statements which invite officers and 
outside observers to make their own observations, without clear direction. 
 

It must be possible to consider that there comes a point where the sheer volume of 
incidents, investigation and commentary has to consider the development of advice and 
guidance covering commonly occurring situations, which does not leave both officers and 
those subject to the Use of Force as vulnerable to regional variation and subjective review 
as is now the case. 
 

A focus of this audit is the use of Taser in custody, also featuring in the recent IPCC review.  
Within the IPCC report it appears that officers have justified their Use of Force decisions in 
a number of different and sometimes contradictory ways. Given the sheer volume of 
guidance now existing in respect of the use of force, this report suggests that it is now time 
to consider giving officers specific guidance in respect of commonly occurring situations 
and the most appropriate Use of Force tactics. 
 
 

Recommendation 1 

 

That the PCC seeks clarity nationally towards developing clearer guidance on 
differing escalation in the Use of Force.  
 

Recommendation 2 

 

Dorset Police to commission an overarching policy which covers the force's 
perspective and outlook on the Use of Force, the allocation of responsibilities and 
in particular governance in respect of recording, analysing and scrutinising the Use 
of Force in Dorset. 
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Governance and recording practices and Use of Force data comparison  

 

It has become apparent that there are significant gaps in reporting of the Use of Force in 

Dorset. 

 

Some comfort should be taken from the fact that reporting is undertaken and that 

individual reports are subject of some scrutiny. Attempts at comparison with other (most 

similar or regional) forces in respect of Use of Force generally have been unsuccessful 

because of a lack of performance information in this area. 

 

It is noted however that  management responsibilities and performance analysis in respect 

of the Use of Force  appears to be divided between the Public Order and Officer Safety 

Unit, PSD, possibly Corporate Development and the Chief Firearms Instructor (in relation 

to Taser). 

 

Recommendation 3 

 

Dorset Police to review the  arrangements for recording, submitting and reviewing 

Use of Force reports at an organisational level which rationalises responsibilities 

and ensures proper scrutiny of higher level Use of Force incidents, regardless of 

whether the matters reported are subject of a complaint against police. 

 

Recommendation 4  

 

The PCC CEO to work with the Dorset Chief Officer Team to introduce a process of 

analysis and oversight of the Use of Force using statistical data and establish an 

appropriate forum for its review and discussion at a strategic level. 
 

Use of Taser in Custody 

 

Details were provided of the ten occasions during 2013/14 where Taser was deployed in 

Dorset. None of the records disclosed give prima facie concern that Taser is being 

deployed in Dorset custody suites in a manner which is disproportionate to the threat 

perceived by the officers concerned. 

 

As detailed in four of the cases reviewed, it appears that officers were present in significant 

numbers, often dealing with individuals who were restrained with handcuffs (indeed, 

actually deploying Taser to allow the safe removal of handcuffs). In some of these cases, 

clear impact factors have been articulated in respect of the physical size and level of 

threat/violence demonstrated by the subject, but not in all.  

 

In the minority of cases where a Taser authority has been granted, there is a lack of 

detailed rationale leading to the authority. Additionally the recording of notifications to an 

Initial Firearms Incident Commander (IFIC) following the spontaneous deployment of Taser 

is not routine – which may or may not reflect the reporting rate. 
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In only one case of certainty, and possibly one other, Taser appears to have been 

deployed spontaneously where it could be argued that the provision of space and time 

would have allowed for an authority to be sought and may have secured compliance 

without a deployment.  

 

Recommendation 5 

 

Dorset Police to develop and issue clear instructions as to expectations of Taser 

deployment in specific circumstances such as searching and cell exit. 

 

Recommendation 6 

 

Dorset Chief Officer Team to direct a review of the Operational Support Armed 

Policing Standard operating Procedure for Taser to include specific requirements in 

respect of the notification of spontaneous Taser deployments and records 

maintained by the IFIC. 
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The Law and policy 
 
Police officers (and staff) are required to work within a framework comprising legislation, 
policy, codes of practice and guidance which sets the environment in which they can work 
and operate. Legislation sets both the permissive environment under which coercive 
powers may be exercised and a series of restrictions designed to moderate the Use of 
Force and prevent excess. 
 
Without seeking to provide a comprehensive review, it is important to understand some of 
the fundamental rules that officers work to, and the complex set of mental equations this 
creates. 
 
The Law 
 
The basic proposition of law is that the Use of Force is unlawful unless it is justified. 
 
The law in relation to the Use of Force embraces the Human Rights Act 1998, Common 
Law, Section 3 of the Criminal Law Act 1967 and Section 117 of the Police and Criminal 
Evidence Act 1984. Additionally there are a number of cases stated. 
 
In respect of the Use of Force, police officers will often fall back on the concept of 
'reasonable force'.  
 
Common law states that a person may use reasonable force to defend themselves, or 
another person, or to protect their property. 
 
S3 (1) Criminal Law Act 1967 states that a person may use such force as is reasonable in 
the circumstances in the prevention of crime, or in effecting or assisting in the lawful arrest 
of offenders or suspected offenders or of persons unlawfully at large – it does not make 
reference to minimum force, proportionality or specific reference to police officers. 
 
The Human Rights Act 1998 (often mistakenly referred to as the European Human Rights 
Act) sets a superior framework against which other domestic law must be framed and 
which directs the actions of the state or its agents. This sets a different threshold in respect 
of the Use of Force. Article 2 imposes an obligation on the State to protect the right to life 
with a key test that any Use of Force is 'no more than absolutely necessary’ and requires 
that consideration be given to all dangers and risks and whether a situation was planned 
and controlled – particularly relevant for a planned event or, for example, in a custody 
environment where activity is often a planned rather than a spontaneous response. 
 
Under Section 117 Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984 (PACE), the police are also 
empowered to use ‘reasonable force’ if necessary when exercising the powers conferred 
to them under that act, with similar powers established under the Police Reform Act 2002 
and Criminal Justice and Immigration Act 2008. 
 
In addition to the principle above, Common Law also establishes that a person does not 
have to wait for the first blow to be struck before using force to defend himself or another. 
Actions in advance of a a first blow are referred to as a pre-emptive strike.  
Force may also be used to prevent or stop a Breach of the Peace. 
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In addition to Human Rights legislation, Acts of Parliament, Statutes and Common Law, 
there is a volume of case law captured in module 3 of the College of Policing Personal 
Safety Manual including R v Chisham, R v Palmer, R v Williams, R v Hegarty, R v 
Beckford, Oatridge, Ashley v Ch Const Sussex, Blackburn and others v Bowering and 
Others, R v Scarlett, R v Clegg, Shaw v The Queen, Rashford and R v Jones.  
 
The point of this commentary in respect of legislation is not to confuse, but rather to 
articulate that there is not a single, simple standard against which officers' actions are 
judged in law. 
 
Regulations, Policy and Guidance - Nationally 
 
In addition to criminal law, police officers are subject to comprehensive guidance on the 
Use of Force through policy and various reports: 
 

 The Police (Conduct) Regulations 2008 – Standards of Professional Behaviour. Use 
of Force. 

 The Police Code of Ethics. 

 The College of Policing Personal Safety Manual. 

 Ten Key Principles Governing the Use of Force by  the Police Service (HMIC [2011] 
The rules of engagement: A review of the August 2011 Disorders). 

 
Specifically in respect of the use of Taser:  
 

 The IPCC review of Taser complaints and incidents, and  

 Learning the Lessons Bulletin 21: Taser (both IPCC July 2014). 

 National Less Lethal Weapons Working Group letter 18 July 2014. 
 

Policy and Guidance – Locally  
 

In common with most forces, Dorset police maintains a number of documents relating 
generally to the area of the Use of Force including: 
 

 Use of Force Legislation and guidance on the Recording of Use of Force 

 Personal Safety Work Equipment – Carriage and Training SOP 

 PAVA Irritant Spray Training and Operational Guidance 

 Operational Support Armed Policing Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) 
 

What is apparent, on review of these local documents, is that their focus is largely on 
training and process. There appears to be an absence of policy which might cover the 
force's perspective and outlook on the Use of Force, the allocation of responsibilities and 
in particular governance in respect of recording, analysing and scrutinising the Use of 
Force in Dorset. 
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Commentary and Recommendations 
 

A review of documentation and guidance raises an interesting issue that whilst officers and 
staff are subject of volumes of guidance in relation to the Use of Force, they commonly, 
and studiously, avoid giving direct guidance in respect of what specific tactics may be 
appropriate in given situation, and in particular, of setting a hierarchy of tactics in response 
to specific situations. 
 

Whilst it is clear that officers are absolutely required to justify and account for their actions, 
part of the malaise is the number of ambiguous statements which invite officers to make 
decisions and outside observers to make their own observations without clear direction as 
to what is considered 'right' or appropriate. 
 

The frequency of such examples is marked, as outlined in the IPCC comments contained 
in the introduction to this document, and for example in Force guidance on the use of 
Taser (Operational Support  Armed Policing Standard Operating Procedure) p17: 
 

 5.1  STTO or AFO use outside a firearms operation 
 

  It is not practicable or possible to provide a definitive list of circumstances 
  where the use of Taser would be appropriate.  
 

The IPCC notes: 
 

It is important to ensure there has not been 'mission creep': that Taser is not being 
used inappropriately or as a default choice where other tactical options, including 
communication, could be effective.  
 

It is, for example, concerning that Home Office Data shows considerable differences 
between police forces: with some police forces having a proportionately much 
higher rate of Taser use in relation to their size than others. 

 

It is possible to consider that there must come a point where the sheer volume of 
incidents, investigation and commentary simply has to consider the development of advice 
and guidance covering commonly occurring situations, which does not leave officers and 
those subject to the Use of Force as vulnerable to regional variation and subjective review 
as is now the case. 
 

A focus of the Use of Force in Dorset has been the use of Taser in custody, and the issue 
is prominent in the IPCC review. How difficult would it be to articulate some clear guidance 
as to if, and when, the use of Taser in custody would be appropriate, and in particular if it is 
preferable to control/restraint based cell intervention or baton strikes, cited by many 
officers as a higher level of force because of the potential for blunt trauma injury and the 
risk to officers? 
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Recommendation 1 

 

That the PCC seeks clarity nationally towards developing clearer guidance on 
differing escalation in the Use of Force.  
 

In respect of the lack of an overarching 'Use of Force' policy in Dorset, it would be easy to 
note the irony in respect of the volume of bureaucracy in this area at all levels. 
Nevertheless the absence of such a policy appears to be a gap. 
 

Recommendation 2 

 

Dorset Police to commission an overarching policy which covers the force's 
perspective and outlook on the Use of Force, the allocation of responsibilities and 
in particular governance in respect of recording, analysing and scrutinising the Use 
of Force in Dorset. 
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Statistical Analysis 
 
Police officers and staff have a unique position in the manifestation of lawful powers to 
coerce citizens through the Use of Force and arrest. Subjectively, it can be suggested that 
the public has a greater concern over the Use of Force than over the use of arrest, which 
on its own rarely attracts comment.  
 
The volume of social and traditional media comment following  the arrests of 16 protesters 
at Balcombe in Sussex on 25 July 2013 illustrates the level of public concern where the 
actions of officers are seen to go beyond passive escort or handcuffing.  
 
The College of Policing Personal Safety Manual notes: 
 

It is an indisputable fact in today's society, that law enforcement officers carrying out 
their duties and the tactics used by them, are under greater scrutiny than ever 
before. 

 
As such, it might be expected that Police Use of Force data would be subject of 
comprehensive collection and analysis.  
 
Two elements of this work have a specific emphasis on an analysis of the frequency with 
which force is used and the degree to which data is used to monitor force performance: 
 

 Examine the governance and recording practices on the Use of Force in Dorset 
Police. 

 To undertake a comparison in respect of the Use of Force by each type, utilising 
available data in respect of regional and/or most similar force comparisons, to 
establish if Dorset Police sits as an outlier in any area. 

 
Governance and Recording Practices on the Use of Force in Dorset 
 
It is important to note that despite forming part of ACPO Conflict Management and 
Strategic Firearms Portfolio guidance, reflected in the 2009 ACPO/NPIA Guidance on 
Personal Safety, there is no national requirement for forces to undertake Use of Force 
recording or reporting generally (there is a separate requirement to record and report the 
use of Taser). 
 
In Dorset, standards in respect of recording the Use of Force are contained in the 
document  'Use of Force Legislation and guidance on the Recording of Use of Force'. 
 
Page 7 of this document contains a balanced and rational explanation of the need to 
record and justify each Use of Force which goes beyond compliant handcuffing or escort 
positions and requires the completion of a pocket note book entry and a 'Use of Force' 
reporting form to be submitted to the Public Order and Officer Safety Unit at Force 
Headquarters.  
 
Inasmuch that Dorset Police require the completion of a Use of Force form and that it is 
submitted for scrutiny by a central unit, this is recognised as best practice. 
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The following comments are made however: 
 

 The content of the Dorset form is significantly shorter than the good practice 
example contained within the College of Policing Personal Safety Manual (sec 3 
p31) and absent some detail. 

 There is no statistical analysis of the frequency of Use of Force incidents, or of the 
frequency with which specific tactics are used. 

 Scrutiny of Use of Force data is undertaken entirely within the Public Order and 
Officer Safety Unit, without corporate oversight. 

 
It is acknowledged that the adoption of the Niche command and control system includes 
the facility for the paperless recording of Use of Force reports.  
 
It is understood that Use of Force in Dorset is scrutinised and subject of analysis by the 
Force Professional Standards Department where it is linked to a complaint against police,  
but not otherwise.  
 
There is some scrutiny of Use of Force in Dorset by the Officer Staff Safety Group 
(OSSG), but it is clear that this is a tactical level forum, with a focus on staff safety as 
opposed to issues of proportionality and necessity in the Use of Force. It is noted that 
whilst this meeting has a terms of reference, it is not minuted. 
 
The most appropriate strategic group where data in respect of the Use of Force may be 
considered would appear to be the Ethics and Appeals Sub-Committee. It is noted that the 
terms of reference for this group includes the dip sampling of all complaints but does not 
include a reference to the Use of Force and would not, in its current format, consider the 
Use of Force in cases where a complaint has not been made. Of note, scrutiny of previous 
meetings show that the Use of Force has not featured as a minuted issue over the 
previous twelve months. 
 
Dorset Police have adopted, and use, the national reporting form in respect of Taser use.  
 
In line with current policy, the use of Taser in Dorset requires the completion of the Dorset 
'Use of Force' form, a pocket book entry and the national reporting form.  
 
The latest version of the Force PSD Hindsight newsletter (issue 45) highlights the following 
issue in respect of  a Use of Force complaint: 

 

Use of Force - A recent complaint identified that officers failed to fully record their 

justification and rationale for their Use of Force in their pocket notebooks as per the 

Use of Force policy. All officers are reminded of this requirement. It is vitally 

important that officers document the circumstances prior to, during and after their 

Use of Force. These should detail the subject’s actions and the officer’s 

counteractions. Poor or non-explanatory Use of Force reporting and writing can 

seem evasive and suggest that the police have something to hide and may 

unnecessarily lead to officers becoming defendants in civil or criminal proceedings. 
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Whilst not strictly within the terms of reference of this report, it is commented that the 

current arrangements for Use of Force reporting include the potential for an individual 

incident (where, for example, Taser is used in custody), to have the same data recorded on 

a national Taser form, the local Use of Force form, the custody record, statements and 

officers' pocket books, which appears both bureaucratic and has the potential to create 

organisational risk where the same incident is subject of several different accounts. 

 

Use of Force Data Comparisons 

 

Whilst data and statistics on their own do nothing more than indicate where there may be  

performance issues, when subject to professional analysis and investigation they can 

provide an excellent insight into culture and activity.  

 

The Public Order and Officer Safety unit have been able to provide a Use of Force data for 

2012, 2013 and 2014 in the form of a log which includes details such as time, date, officer, 

station, the specific tactic used, and factors in respect of the subject including whether they 

were subject to alcohol, drug or mental health issues.  

 

It is apparent that the data disclosed does not easily lend itself to manipulation for 

statistical purposes, but on first examination appeared to offer the potential for comparison 

with data from other forces.  

 

During the course of this work, comparative Use of Force data has been sought from 

HMIC most similar forces, and from forces in the South West region. 

 

Ultimately only two forces were able to respond, one with the barest data which suggests 

only 151 Use of Force incidents in a three year period, with no breakdown in respect of the 

type of force used.  

 

Devon and Cornwall Police have been able to disclose Use of Force data as part of a 

single log running from May 2013 through to February 2015.  The absence of clear data 

points, and consecutive numbering through this entire period suggest that this information 

is not subject to routine analysis or performance management. 

 

Absent of any other opportunity for data comparison, some considerable work was 

undertaken to manually compare the data collected by Dorset with that supplied by Devon 

and Cornwall over the only coincidental time frame between January 2014 and December 

2014, and concentrating on the use of Taser over that period.  

 

Ultimately, attempts to manipulate this data for comparison purposes have been defeated 

by a number of factors, including: 

 

 intriguingly, at neither national or local level, there appears to be no requirement to 

record pre-planned incidents where Taser is authorised but not drawn. 
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 Home Office records refer to incidents where Taser is Drawn, Aimed, Arced, Red 

Dot, Drive-Stun, Angled Drive-Stun or Fired. Devon and Cornwall records refer to a 

slightly different data set: Drawn, Red Dot, Drive Stun and Discharged. Dorset 

records Drawn, Red Dot, Drive Stun, Deployed and one incident recorded as 

'Authorised not used'. 

 For 2014, the Dorset Use of Force log contains 12 incidents where Taser is 

indicated as having been used, but the actual use is either blank or recorded as not 

known – accounting for almost 23% of Taser incidents. This in itself renders 

statistical analysis ineffective. 

 Comparison of Dorset Use of Force records from 2012 and 2013 and the respective 

Home Office Taser data tables suggests a differential that would render 

comparisons based on local Use of Force data inaccurate. 

 

Commentary and Recommendations 

 

Whilst it is apparent that there are significant gaps in reporting of the Use of Force in 

Dorset, some comfort should be taken from the fact that reporting is undertaken and that 

individual reports are subject of some scrutiny. 

 

Attempts at comparison with other (most similar or regional) forces in respect of Use of 

Force generally are unlikely to be effective because of the significant variation in recording 

practices (or lack of them). 

 

Current management responsibility and performance analysis in respect of the Use of 

Force  appears to be divided between the Public Order and Officer Safety Unit, PSD, 

possibly Corporate Development and the Chief Firearms Instructor (in relation to Taser). 

 

Recommendation 3 

 

Dorset Police to review the arrangements for recording, submitting and reviewing 

Use of Force reports at an organisational level which rationalises responsibilities 

and ensures proper scrutiny of higher level Use of Force incidents, regardless of 

whether the matters reported are subject of a complaint against police. 

 

Recommendation 4  

 

The PCC CEO to work with the Dorset Chief Officer Team to introduce a process of 

analysis and oversight of the Use of Force using statistical data and establish an 

appropriate forum for its review and discussion at a strategic level. 
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Post script. 

 

During the process of examining Dorset and Devon and Cornwall Taser data, and 

acknowledging the difficulties over the accuracy of this data, it was striking that, where a 

specific tactic was used, regardless of which tactic this was, there would then often be runs 

of the same tactic being used successively, going beyond statistical chance. At its extreme, 

data showed runs of 10 consecutive red dot incidents and 7 discharges, and of incidences 

where Taser has been used on multiple occasions on the same day (by different officers), 

where equally there can be runs of several days without a Taser deployment. 

 

It is impossible to offer evidenced conclusions in respect of these occurrences, but their 

existence does suggest that the use of Taser (or a specific Taser tactic) in itself, in what is 

a fairly small operator community, may cause some form of de-sensitising or conditioning 

effect on other users which makes similar deployments more likely. This is potentially an 

area of interest for further academic research to inform training and deployment of officers. 
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The Deployment of Taser in Custody 

 

The final leg of this report is based on the requirement: 

 

To audit the deployment of Taser in custody, to establish if its deployment complies 

with guidance and standards. 

 

The IPCC review of Taser complaints and Incidents states: 

 

Use of the Taser on people who are in custody is of particular concern, given that 

the threat of severe violence, which is not otherwise containable, would appear to 

be much lower than in the community.  

 

It is, however, important to acknowledge that the people police officers are dealing 

with often have just arrived in a custody environment, may be in an emotional state, 

have had weapons or a history of concealed weapons and may have a history of 

self-harm. The IPCC does not, therefore, believe that Taser should never be used in 

custody. However, its use in this setting will need to be justified and appropriate in 

light of the controlled environment and should be subject to robust local scrutiny and 

monitoring. (IPCC review 2014) 

 

10 records were disclosed occurring during 2013 and 2014. As part of this audit a request 

was made for documents including the custody records, Taser deployment form, Dorset 

Police Use of Force form and a copy of any relevant command and control log, including 

notes completed by the Initial Firearms Incident Commander (IFIC). 

 

In each case a document review has been conducted against the following criteria: 

 

1. Was there a lawful basis for the initial activity which was supported by the 

deployment of Taser? 

2. Did the deployment comply with the requirements of the Operational Support Armed 

Policing Standard Operating Procedure in respect of Taser? 

3. Was the deployment in line with the recommendations in respect of Taser use in 

Custody Suites issued by the National Less Lethal weapons Working Group Lead 

on 18 July 2014? 

4. From a subjective viewpoint, are there any elements of the deployment which would 

lead the reviewer to conclude that the deployment of Taser was inappropriate or 

disproportionate, based on the requirements of law or detail from the IPPC Lessons 

Learnt bulletin? 
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Custody Number 013C0000461 

 

Brief circumstances – A 27 year old man, arrested at 5 am on 16/01/2013 for failing to 

surrender to bail. Recorded on arrival as affected by drink/drugs and agitated, aggressive, 

angry. Not recorded as having apparent mental health issues (MH). 

 

The custody record notes that the man 'appears to have taken cocaine' and a strip search 

was authorised. The man refused to remove his underpants and the custody record notes 

'He was acting in a very volatile and aggressive manner. He was waving his arms around 

and kept tensing up his arms and chest. The dp is a large and very well built strong 

man....he “squared” up to myself and xxxx, lowering his jaw and flexing his muscles. He 

was continually making threats towards us, threatening to “smash us up” and “knock out 

our teeth”. Fearing an immediate attack xxxx drew his taser. The dp continued to make 

threats, but eventually complied with the rest of the search'. 

 

The Taser deployment form does not reveal any further detail of note. 

 

No Use of Force form, command and control incident  or IFIC log disclosed. 

 

Was there a lawful basis for the initial activity which was supported by the 

deployment of Taser?  

 

The requirement for search had a rational basis and the support of law. 

 

Did the deployment comply with the requirements of the Operational Support Armed 

Policing Standard Operating Procedure in respect of Taser? 

 

This incident involved the self-deployment of Taser by an STTO who perceived a 

personal threat to himself and colleagues. The absence of a force incident log 

suggests that this incident may not have been reported or recorded as required in 

section 10 of the SOP. 

 

Was the deployment in line with the recommendations in respect of Taser use in 

Custody Suites issued by the National Less Lethal weapons Working Group Lead 

on 18 July 2014? 

 

There is no information to suggest that any of these recommendations were not 

followed. 

 

From a subjective viewpoint, are there any elements of the deployment which would 

lead the reviewer to conclude that the deployment of Taser was inappropriate or 

disproportionate, based on the requirements of law or detail from the IPPC Lessons 

Learnt bulletin? 

 

There is no suggestion from the documents disclosed that officers' actions were 

either inappropriate or disproportionate. 



18 

Custody Number 013C0000654 

 

Brief circumstances – A 29 year old man, arrested at 2.55 pm on 21/01/2013 for making 

threats to kill and breach of prison recall. Handcuffs used on arrest. Not recorded as 

drink/drugs.  

 

The custody record notes that the man was subject to a strip search having intimated that 

he had a razor blade in his cell. There is no reference to the deployment of Taser in the 

Custody Record. 

 

The Taser deployment form makes reference to both the aiming and subsequent drawing 

of Taser on arrest (i.e. away from the Custody Suite), but no reference to deployment in 

custody. 

 

This does not appear to have been a Taser deployment in custody and has not been 

subject to the review criteria, however, in respect of the man's history, actions and 

demeanour, the deployment appears to have been wholly justifiable. 
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Custody Number 013C0000803 

 

Brief circumstances – A 34 year old man, arrested at 5.10 pm on 25/01/2013 for theft from 

store. Not recorded on arrival as MH/drink/drugs. 

 

Over the course of the following four hours the man has been disruptive and aggressive, 

writing on his cell wall with a pen he appears to have concealed on his person through the 

custody procedure. After he is seen to apparently self harm with the pen and has made 

threats to any officer entering the cell the custody record records a request for a Taser 

authority to facilitate a strip search and treatment by the 'HCP' (Healthcare professional).  

 

Officers attend and the man is subject to red-dotting. Of note, whilst the man is under the 

control of Taser, he is subject both to medical treatment, his cell is cleaned and he is 

issued a replacement mattress for the one he has damaged. This appears to demonstrate 

a very high level of care for someone who has done nothing but antagonise and threaten 

officers since his arrival. 

 

Two Taser officers were deployed and the Taser deployment forms both record the man as 

having 'Psychological issues', albeit neither of two custody risk assessments do so. There 

is no further detail of note. 

 

A command and control incident log was opened, in which the IFIC records the fact of the 

Taser authority but no notes or rationale other than the form of words which form the 

authority itself. 

 

Was there a lawful basis for the initial activity which was supported by the 

deployment of Taser?  

 

The requirement for search had a rational basis and the support of law. 

 

Did the deployment comply with the requirements of the Operational Support Armed 

Policing Standard Operating Procedure in respect of Taser? 

 

Albeit the Taser response had a degree of urgency due to the nature of the man's 

behaviour, authority was sought from the IFIC, which appears to be good practice. 

 

Was the deployment in line with the recommendations in respect of Taser use in 

Custody Suites issued by the National Less Lethal weapons Working Group Lead 

on 18 July 2014? 

 

There is no information to suggest that any of these recommendations were not 

followed. 
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From a subjective viewpoint, are there any elements of the deployment which would 

lead the reviewer to conclude that the deployment of Taser was inappropriate or 

disproportionate, based on the requirements of law or detail from the IPPC Lessons 

Learnt bulletin? 

 

There is no suggestion from the documents disclosed that officers' actions were 

either inappropriate or disproportionate.  

 

Examination of the IPCC report for those cases involving a prior authority suggest 

that the IFIC may have faced criticism for a lack of rationale in the command and 

control incident log. It may be that such detail is included in separate notes which 

have not been disclosed. 
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Custody Record 013C0001833 

 

Brief circumstances – A 31 year old man, arrested at 7.57 pm on 23/02/2013 for failing to 

provide a specimen of breath and being drunk and disorderly in a public place. Recorded 

on arrival as MH but not drink/drugs, extremely large, aggressive and potentially violent. 

 

The custody record notes that the man was continually abusive to officers on arrest. 

During search procedure in the cell the record states 'Threatening towards officers, 

particularly xxxx threatening to fight when cuffs removed. DP cuffed with 2 pairs of cuffs to 

rear due to size. DP appears very strong, large heavy build and has made officers aware 

that he is a fitness trainer and ex military and with MH issues...At point of removal of 

handcuffs xxxx advised DP of presence of Taser although not removed from holster or red-

dotted. DP calmed slightly at this point and ceded'. 

 

The Taser deployment form does not reveal any further detail of note excepting that it 

notes that the Taser was drawn, contradicting the custody record. 

 

No Use of Force form, command and control log or IFIC log disclosed. 

 

Was there a lawful basis for the initial activity which was supported by the 

deployment of Taser?  

 

The requirement for search had a rational basis and the support of law. 

 

Did the deployment comply with the requirements of the Operational Support Armed 

Policing Standard Operating Procedure in respect of Taser? 

 

This incident involved the self-deployment of Taser by an STTO who perceived a 

personal threat to himself and colleagues. The absence of a force incident log 

suggests that this incident may not have been reported or recorded as required in 

section 10 of the SOP. 

 

Was the deployment in line with the recommendations in respect of Taser use in 

Custody Suites issued by the National Less Lethal weapons Working Group Lead 

on 18 July 2014? 

 

There is no information to suggest that any of these recommendations were not 

followed. 

 

From a subjective viewpoint, are there any elements of the deployment which would 

lead the reviewer to conclude that the deployment of Taser was inappropriate or 

disproportionate, based on the requirements of law or detail from the IPPC Lessons 

Learnt bulletin? 

 

There is no suggestion from the documents disclosed that officers' actions were 

either inappropriate or disproportionate. 
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Custody Number 013C0002869 

 

Brief circumstances – An 18 year old man, arrested at 10.10 am on 27/03/2013 for 

conspiracy to supply a class A drug. Not recorded on arrival as drink/drugs/MH. 

 

The custody record records an attempt to obtain a photograph at the custody desk where 

at least five officers failed to restrain him due to violent resistance, including spitting at 

officers. The record notes 'Eventually xxx drew Taser & DP was advised that he was likely 

to be tasered if he continued to struggle with officers...DP was ordered to comply and did 

so'. After being subject to handcuffing the man again began struggling but was taken to a 

cell. 

 

The Taser deployment form does not reveal any further detail of note except that the man 

was red-dotted, as opposed to the verbal warning detailed in the custody record. 

 

No Use of Force form. The command and control incident record supplied relates to the 

initial arrest.  

 

Was there a lawful basis for the initial activity which was supported by the 

deployment of Taser?  

 

The requirement for a custody photograph has the support of law. The detail in the 

custody record suggests that the restraint was required at the point of the 

photograph being required, which appears to have negated the potential to delay a 

non-urgent process until the man had become calmer. 

 

Did the deployment comply with the requirements of the Operational Support Armed 

Policing Standard Operating Procedure in respect of Taser? 

 

This incident involved the self-deployment of Taser by an STTO who perceived a 

personal threat to himself and colleagues. The absence of a force incident log 

suggests that this incident may not have been reported or recorded as required in 

section 10 of the SOP. 

 

Was the deployment in line with the recommendations in respect of Taser use in 

Custody Suites issued by the National Less Lethal weapons Working Group Lead 

on 18 July 2014? 

 

There is no information to suggest that any of these recommendations were not 

followed. 
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From a subjective viewpoint, are there any elements of the deployment which would 

lead the reviewer to conclude that the deployment of Taser was inappropriate or 

disproportionate, based on the requirements of law or detail from the IPPC Lessons 

Learnt bulletin? 

 

There is no suggestion from the documents disclosed that officers' actions were 

either inappropriate or disproportionate. 
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Custody Number 013C0005351 

 

Brief circumstances – A 26 year old man, arrested at 2.45 am on 02/06/2013 for being 

drunk and disorderly in a public place. Recorded as drunk but not drug/MH on arrival. 

 

The custody record states 'attended block in the rear of a PSU van. I was informed he was 

drunk and violent and had been banging his head in the van holding cell. I directed officers 

to move DP to a holding cell and dp was restrained, hc to rear, on the floor by xxxx and 

other officers. He was constantly shouting abuse and threats to cause officers harm. I was 

not able to engage with him so directed officers to (xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx) cell F5 with 

dp and to conduct a strip search due to his violent and non compliant manner. DP 

informed. He just shouted constantly. 

 

Non compliant search conducted and due to level of violence offered dp red dotted by 

xxxx. Cell vacated dp when door shut still shouting and offering violence'. 

 

The Taser deployment form states 'Extremely violent male in custody making threats to 

officers. Taser drawn and threatened to enable strip search and safe removal of handcuffs 

prior to officers exiting cell'. 

 

No Use of Force form. The command and control incident log relates to the initial arrest 

rather than the Taser deployment. 

 

Was there a lawful basis for the initial activity which was supported by the 

deployment of Taser?  

 

The requirement for search had a rational basis and the support of law. 

 

Did the deployment comply with the requirements of the Operational Support Armed 

Policing Standard Operating Procedure in respect of Taser? 

 

This incident involved the self-deployment of Taser by an STTO who perceived a 

personal threat to himself and colleagues. The absence of a force incident log 

suggests that this incident may not have been reported or recorded as required in 

section 10 of the SOP. 

 

Was the deployment in line with the recommendations in respect of Taser use in 

Custody Suites issued by the National Less Lethal weapons Working Group Lead 

on 18 July 2014? 

 

There is no information to suggest that any of these recommendations were not 

followed. 
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From a subjective viewpoint, are there any elements of the deployment which would 

lead the reviewer to conclude that the deployment of Taser was inappropriate or 

disproportionate, based on the requirements of law or detail from the IPPC Lessons 

Learnt bulletin? 

 

This incident absolutely illustrates the dilemma facing both police officers/staff and 

reviewers where Taser has been deployed. 

 

Superficially, the man was in custody, handcuffed to the rear, and in the presence of 

at least six officers/staff. There is no detail of impact factors such as physical size or 

known violent history. Equally, although the term 'very violent' is used on more a one 

occasion, no detail is given in respect of the specific violence shown or threatened 

to others.  

 

Arguably, absent of further aggravating factors, it should have been within the 

capabilities of this number of officers and staff to complete the task of searching a 

handcuffed man without recourse to Taser.  

 

This said, officers are then left with the dilemma of leaving an aggressive man in 

handcuffs within the confines of a cell, or of using control and restraint skills to affect 

the removal of the handcuffs and cell exit. Both of these options involve the 

potential application of significant physical force to the detained person, and risk to 

officers.  

 

The lack of clear guidance for such commonly occurring situations is not helpful and 

it is difficult to offer a view in the absence of such guidance. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



26 

Custody Number 013C0009094 

 

Brief circumstances – A 39 year old man arrested at midnight on 05/09/2013 for GBH and 

assault with intent to resist arrest, possession of class B drug and Assault. Risk 

assessment not completed due to violence. 

 

PAVA, Taser and handcuffs had been used prior to arrival in custody. The custody record 

states 'Strip search authorised as DP in possession of cannabis. On search DP aggressive 

and refused to calm as a result clothing was cut off taser was drawn by xxxx. Dp 

threatened with Taser still refused to calm. Taser discharged on floor so that dp could hear 

noise. DP at this point calmed'. A later entry indicates that the man was left in handcuffs at 

this point. 

 

The Taser deployment form confirms the device as being 'arc'd' (sic) but does not reveal 

any further issues of note. 

 

The command and control incident log confirms the use of Taser as having been notified to 

the IFIC. There is no Use of Force form. 

 

Was there a lawful basis for the initial activity which was supported by the 

deployment of Taser?  

 

The requirement for search had a rational basis and the support of law. 

 

Did the deployment comply with the requirements of the Operational Support Armed 

Policing Standard Operating Procedure in respect of Taser? 

 

This incident involved the self-deployment of Taser by an STTO who perceived a 

personal threat to himself and colleagues. The force incident log confirms that it was 

subsequently referred to the IFIC. 

 

Was the deployment in line with the recommendations in respect of Taser use in 

Custody Suites issued by the National Less Lethal weapons Working Group Lead 

on 18 July 2014? 

 

There is no information to suggest that any of these recommendations were not 

followed. 

 

From a subjective viewpoint, are there any elements of the deployment which would 

lead the reviewer to conclude that the deployment of Taser was inappropriate or 

disproportionate, based on the requirements of law or detail from the IPPC Lessons 

Learnt bulletin? 

 

See comments for Custody Number 013C0005351 above. 
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Custody Number 014C0000036 

 

Brief circumstances – A 32 year old man arrested at 3.10 am on 01/01/2014 for ABH. 

Recorded on arrival as drink/MH. 

 

The custody record notes that Taser and Kwikcuffs had been used prior to arrival in 

custody and the man was violent on arrival. The record states 'DP arrived at custody in a 

police van. I entered the outer yard where the DP was escorted into the cell block whilst 

handcuffed to the front. The DP had been acting aggressively to officers when in the rear 

of the van. He commented to officers that he would “bang out” the nurse when he arrived 

at custody. 

The DP was escorted to V8 and was immediately argumentative with officers. I authorised 

a standard search of the DP whilst in his cell. I spoke to the arresting officer who informed 

me the DP was under arrest on suspicion of domestic assault and the seizure of his 

clothes was required to assist in the investigation. I conveyed this to PS xxxx who 

requested the DP give up his clothes for seizure. The DP refused stating that he would not 

do anything until his solicitor was contacted and he had seen the nurse to have his lip 

stitched. 

I tried to explain to the DP that his solicitor would not stop us from seizing his clothing. The 

DP continued to refuse and stated that he would not talk to me any longer.  

I left the cell with PS xxxx talking to the DP. 

I was informed that the DP had been tasered by PS xxxx. I returned to the cell. DP was 

being restrained on the floor by xxxx, xxxx, xxxx, xxxx and xxxx. 

Clothing was seized and handed to the arresting officer. 

The DP was given replacement clothes. 

Taser barbs were removed by xxxx (suitably trained). 

All officers left cell. No officers injured. 

 

The Taser deployment form adds significant detail in respect of the man's demeanour and 

extremely violent behaviour on arrest, including slipping handcuffs from a rear to a front 

position. 

 

No Use of Force form. The command and control log includes detail of the Taser 

deployment but this has been completed by the STTO themselves, with no indication that 

the IFIC has been informed. 

 

 

Was there a lawful basis for the initial activity which was supported by the 

deployment of Taser?  

 

The requirement for the seizure of clothing had a rational basis and the support of 

law. 
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Did the deployment comply with the requirements of the Operational Support Armed 

Policing Standard Operating Procedure in respect of Taser? 

 

This incident involved the self-deployment of Taser by an STTO who perceived a 

personal threat to himself and colleagues The force incident log does not contain 

any entry in relation to the deployment other than by the STTO themselves, and 

there is no record that the IFIC has been informed as per section 10 of the SOP. 

 

Was the deployment in line with the recommendations in respect of Taser use in 

Custody Suites issued by the National Less Lethal weapons Working Group Lead 

on 18 July 2014? 

 

There is no information to suggest that any of these recommendations were not 

followed. 

 

From a subjective viewpoint, are there any elements of the deployment which would 

lead the reviewer to conclude that the deployment of Taser was inappropriate or 

disproportionate, based on the requirements of law or detail from the IPPC Lessons 

Learnt bulletin? 

 

There is no suggestion from the documents disclosed that officers' actions were 

either inappropriate or disproportionate. 

 

However, there are elements of the custody record and STTO account which are 

worthy of comment. 

 

In the first instance it is noted that the catalyst for a lack of compliance appears to 

have been a refusal to give up clothing for seizure. It can be assumed that such an 

intrusive request, so early after arrival in custody, might be likely to meet with a 

refusal. Equally the subject asked to speak to his solicitor prior to surrendering his 

clothing. It is a matter of conjecture whether the benefit of time and space, or of 

speaking to a legal representative may have produced a compliant response, and 

where the balance may sit in terms of the potential degradation of evidential 

product. 

 

It may also be worth giving some consideration to the level of control that could be 

exerted by the Custody Officer in respect of when the seizure of clothing could be 

effected, and whether this would also afford the opportunity to seek an authorisation 

from the IFIC. 

 

It is noted from the custody record that Taser was discharged whilst the Custody 

Officer was out of the cell and it is not absolutely clear whether the Custody Officer 

has overtly authorised the clothing to be seized, and for force to be used in doing 

so. The accounts are insufficiently detailed as to the exact catalyst for Taser to be 

fired but it might be expected that for such situations, the Custody Officer would 

want to be present personally, which was not the case here. 
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Custody Number 014C0000902 

 

Brief circumstances – A 37 year old man arrested at 11.20 pm on 27/01/2014 for threats to 

damage property. Recorded on arrival as MH, not believed drink/drugs. 

 

The custody record notes that the man will be sectioned under the Mental Health Act but 

that specific accommodation will need to be arranged due to threats of violence. It then 

states 'D/P is to be detained under Section 2of the Menatl (sic) Health ACT, attended cell 

M14 with Sgt xxxx, PC xxxx, PC xxxx, PC xxxx, PC xxxx & PC xxxx. Spoken to by Sgt 

xxxx through hatch but very aggressive and refused to comply with any requests. Cell floor 

was wet and invited out but refused. Door opened but d/p stood wit raised arms offering 

violence, PC xxxx entered with pad and PC xxxx with Taser shown to D/P. Advised that 

Taser would be deployed if he did not co operate, red dot used, moved towards the pad 

offering violence, pad kicked. Taser used and d/p fell to the floor and against the wall. 

Officers entered the cell and fully restrained the d/p with handcuffs and leg restraints... 

carried to cell V1 and placed onto mattress on the floor still restrained'. 

 

The custody record subsequently notes that Taser was authorised by Chief Inspector xxx. 

 

The Taser deployment form states 'previous history of violence' but does not reveal any 

further detail of note. 

 

The command and control incident log contains confirmation of an authority for Taser to be 

deployed and includes the comment 'FULL RATIONALE AND NDM BRIEFING 

RECORDED ON ICCS PRIOR TO DEPLOYMENT'. This record has not been disclosed in 

the documents made available. 

 

Was there a lawful basis for the initial activity which was supported by the 

deployment of Taser?  

 

The requirement for the removal of the subject to a place of safety had a rational 

basis and the support of law. 

 

Did the deployment comply with the requirements of the Operational Support Armed 

Policing Standard Operating Procedure in respect of Taser? 

 

The use of Taser was pre-authorised by the IFIC. 

 

Was the deployment in line with the recommendations in respect of Taser use in 

Custody Suites issued by the National Less Lethal weapons Working Group Lead 

on 18 July 2014? 

 

There is no information to suggest that any of these recommendations were not 

followed. 
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From a subjective viewpoint, are there any elements of the deployment which would 

lead the reviewer to conclude that the deployment of Taser was inappropriate or 

disproportionate, based on the requirements of law or detail from the IPPC Lessons 

Learnt bulletin? 

 

See comments for Custody Number 013C0005351 above. 
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Custody Number C14001782 

 

Brief circumstances – a 25 year old man arrested at 3 am on 22/02/2014 for driving whilst 

unfit through drink and whilst disqualified. Recorded on arrival as not affected by 

drink/drugs/MH. 

 

The custody record notes 'As DP was leaving intox room, he had to be restrained by PC 

xxxx at the door and was becoming non-compliant. Joined by PC xxxx who both escorted 

DP to cell still cuffed. All the way to the cell, DP was making threats to bite officers at the 

earliest opportunity. Placed in cell M9 face down on mattress and standard search 

continued with DP being detained by xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx and xxxx. Search complete and 

cell exited technique used. DP warned not to get up an approach officers at door pava 

would be used. Attempted to leave cell, DP jumped up and aggressively ran towards door, 

growling loudly. Pava Deployed. Further restrained on cell floor until DP ad calmed suitably 

to attempt another cell exit. Cell exit complete. door closed and DP continued to shout 

abuse as we left'. 

 

The Taser deployment form confirms the above account but states that the red dot process 

was initiated at the final cell exit. 

 

No Use of Force form, command and control log or IFIC log disclosed. 

 

Was there a lawful basis for the initial activity which was supported by the 

deployment of Taser?  

 

The requirement to move to a cell had a rational basis and the support of law. 

 

Did the deployment comply with the requirements of the Operational Support Armed 

Policing Standard Operating Procedure in respect of Taser? 

 

This incident involved the self-deployment of Taser by an STTO who perceived a 

personal threat to himself and colleagues The absence of a force incident log 

suggests that this incident may not have been reported or recorded as required in 

section 10 of the SOP. It is noted that whilst the custody record states the use of 

Taser in the risk assessment completed at 6.13 am, there is no mention of Taser 

use in the Custody Officer's narrative at 4.18 am. There is clearly no attempt to 

conceal the use of Taser elsewhere and as such this would appear to be an 

oversight. 

 

Was the deployment in line with the recommendations in respect of Taser use in 

Custody Suites issued by the National Less Lethal weapons Working Group Lead 

on 18 July 2014? 

 

There is no information to suggest that any of these recommendations were not 

followed. 
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From a subjective viewpoint, are there any elements of the deployment which would 

lead the reviewer to conclude that the deployment of Taser was inappropriate or 

disproportionate, based on the requirements of law or detail from the IPPC Lessons 

Learnt bulletin? 

 

There is no suggestion from the documents disclosed that officers' actions were 

either inappropriate or disproportionate, but also see comments for Custody 

Number 013C0005351 above. 
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Commentary and Recommendations 

 

None of the records disclosed give prima facie concern that Taser is being deployed in 

Dorset custody suites in a manner which is disproportionate to the threat perceived by the 

officers concerned. 

 

As detailed in four of the cases reviewed, it appears that officers were present in significant 

numbers, often dealing with individuals who were restrained with handcuffs (indeed, 

actually deploying Taser to allow the safe removal of handcuffs). In some of these cases, 

clear impact factors have been articulated in respect of the physical size and level of 

threat/violence demonstrated by the subject. 

 

In the minority of cases where a Taser authority has been granted, there is a lack of 

detailed rationale leading to the authority. Additionally the recording of notifications to an 

IFIC following the spontaneous deployment of Taser is not routine – which may or may not 

reflect the reporting rate. 

 

In only one case of certainty, and possibly one other, Taser appears to have been 

deployed spontaneously where it could be argued that the provision of space and time 

would have allowed for an authority to be sought and may have secured compliance 

without a deployment.  

 

Recommendation 5 

 

Dorset Police to develop and issue clear instructions as to expectations of Taser 

deployment in specific circumstances such as searching and cell exit. 

 

Recommendation 6 

 

Dorset Chief Officer Team to direct a review of the Operational Support Armed 

Policing Standard operating Procedure for Taser to include specific requirements in 

respect of the notification of spontaneous Taser deployments and records 

maintained by the IFIC. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



34 

References (select) 
 

ACPO/College of Policing Personal Safety Manual.  Current Authorised Professional 

Practice 

 

IPCC review of Taser complaints and incidents 2004 – 2013. IPCC, July 2014  

 

IPCC Learning the Lessons Bulletin 21: Taser. IPCC, July 2014 

 

The rules of engagement: A review of the August 2011 disorders. HMIC 2011 

 

Taser use in Custody Suites (letter): National Less Lethal Weapons Working Group, July 

2014 

 

Police use of Taser statistics for England and Wales: January to June 2014. Home Office, 

October 2015 

 

Operational Support Armed Policing Standard Operating Procedure. Dorset Police, May 

2014 

 

Use of Force Legislation and guidance on the recording of the Use of Force. Dorset Police, 

January 2009 

 

Personal Safety Work Equipment – Carriage and Training SOP. Dorset Police, January 

2009 

 

PAVA Irritant Spray Training and Operational Guidance – SOP. Dorset Police, January 

2009 

 

Taser User Student Portfolio. Dorset Police, current 

 

Officer Staff Safety Group Statement of Purpose. Dorset Police, May 2011 

Ethics and Appeals Sub-Committee – Terms of Reference. Dorset Police, March 2013 

 

Dorset Police Use of Force Form A195 v2.1. 2013 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



35 

Interviews were conducted with: 

 

Dorset Police PCC Mr Martyn Underhill and Chief Executive Mr Dan Steadman 

 

DCC James Vaughan 

 

PS Richard Bader and PC Andy Pasker, Public Order and Officer Safety Unit 

 

Mr Paul Marsh, Corporate Development 

 

DCS Mark Cooper, Superintendents' Association 

 

PC Tony Tester, Police Federation 

 

Mr Tim Whittle, Professional Standards Dept. 

 

Ms Debi Potter, Unison 
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