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Our Purpose

 We provide independent scrutiny of the UK’s border and 
immigration functions, to improve their efficiency and 
effectiveness.

 Our Vision

 To drive improvement within the UK’s border and immigration 
functions, to ensure they deliver fair, consistent and respectful 
services.
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Stansted is the fourth-busiest airport in the UK, after Heathrow, Gatwick and 
Manchester. It is used by a number of major European low-cost carriers and in 
2012 over 17 million passengers used it to travel to 30 countries, mainly within 
the European Union. 

 I found that the requirements of the Border Force Operating Mandate were 
being met across both immigration and customs work. The operation of the civil 
penalty scheme was also working well and I was pleased that financial recovery was 

effective. Whilst passengers were subject to proper checks, I found some cases where the decisions 
to grant leave were unreasonable and I questioned why Temporary Admission had not been used to 
facilitate further enquires in other cases.  

 I was surprised to find so little visible Border Force presence in the customs channels. These 
resources are important both to detect smugglers and to provide a deterrent to others. In addition, 
it is important for former immigration staff, who are trained to undertake customs work, to get the 
opportunity to do so. 

 Resource constraints, coupled with an emphasis on queue management, meant that parcels were 
not being examined as often as was required. The Home Office must ensure that Border Force can 
adequately protect the border from customs risks as well as those related to immigration.  

 Once again I found basic errors in record-keeping and a lack of compliance with Border Force 
procedures and, in some cases, legislative requirements. To address these failings and to avoid 
possible legal challenge, the Home Office must act with some urgency to embed a much stronger 
management assurance framework in all areas of Border Force and ensure compliance with it.

 I have made 11 recommendations for improvement. 

 John Vine CBE QPM 
Independent Chief Inspector of Borders and Immigration

 

 Foreword from John Vine CBE QPM
  Independent Chief Inspector of Borders 

and Immigration
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Positive Findings

1.1   We observed 100% compliance with the Border Force Operating Mandate 
across both immigration and customs work. Stansted was also meeting 
service standards for passenger queuing times. All passengers who were 
the subject of high and medium scored intelligence alerts for suspected 
smuggling were also being met  by staff, who showed a great deal of resilience 
and professionalism in responding to the demands of fluctuating resources.

1.2   Border Force had a positive relationship with its operating partners, and a good understanding of 
its operating responsibilities. Border Force was using legislation effectively to impose and, more 
importantly, collect civil penalties on airlines which failed to prevent incorrectly-documented 
passengers from reaching the UK. 

1.3   We saw strong performance in safeguarding children. Border Force should be commended for the 
robust and effective actions that they have taken in this aspect of delivery.

Areas for Improvement

1.4   Immigration decision-making was sound in the majority of cases that 
we sampled. However, we were surprised at how infrequently the 
option of granting Temporary Admission1 was used in cases where 
further enquiries should have been made, and in two cases entry was 
granted when it should not have been. We also found a small number 
of immigration cases where decision-making was poor, or took an 
extended period of time. In relation to this latter point, staff told us 
that concerns over making a wrong decision had impacted upon the 
speed at which decisions were made.  

1.5   While many staff had undergone cross-training that allowed them to undertake both immigration 
and customs functions, it was only the former customs staff who had used their new skills, 
predominantly because they were frequently instructed to work on the Primary Control Point.2 In 
contrast former immigration staff rarely got opportunities to work in the customs area. This meant 
they were unable to put their training into practice. As a result they had become more reticent about 
undertaking customs work for fear of making mistakes. These concerns were illustrated in our file 
sampling, where we found errors being made in paperwork, some poor decision-making and some 
confusion about the correct legislation to use when dealing with passengers. 

1  Individuals may be granted leave to enter the UK on a temporary basis while a case for entry is being decided, or in compassionate 
circumstances where a person has been refused entry to the UK. Such admission will involve conditions for reporting back to Border Force 
or for removal.
2  The Primary Control Point (PCP) refers to the immigration control area where passengers present their travel documentation and may be 
questioned by Border Force Officers about their reasons for entering the UK.

1. Executive Summary

Staff showed 
a great deal of 
resilience and 
professionalism

Concerns over making 
a wrong decision 
had impacted upon 
the speed at which 
decisions were made
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1.6   The requirement to manage 100% checks on arriving passengers, 
combined with meeting service standards for passenger queuing times, 
meant that insufficient resources were allocated to customs functions. 
An absence of staff in the customs channels was evident throughout our 
on-site inspection; this removed an important visible deterrent of border 
security and could have allowed prohibited and restricted goods to be 
smuggled into the UK undetected, including those where the duty-free 
system was being abused. These factors, aligned with the issues around 
cross-training had contributed to an overall feeling of low morale in staff.

1.7   Poor record-keeping was apparent across most areas of operational work that we inspected. Reliable 
records are important in providing accurate statistical information, supporting immigration decisions 
and criminal prosecutions. Assurance activity was poor in most areas that we inspected and many 
of the failures we identified were either unknown to managers or undetected by their assurance 
procedures. 

1.8   We found that controls of fast parcels traffic were also adversely affected 
by the availability of resources. Targeting was not being performed as 
often as was required and delays in the examination of high-risk parcels 
regularly occurred. When examinations were undertaken, they were 
often rushed and were completed to varying standards. This increased 
the likelihood that prohibited and restricted goods might go undetected. 
Border Force must ensure that it adequately protects the border from 
customs risks as well as those related to immigration.  

1.9   We were concerned to find that Police and Criminal Evidence Act (PACE)3 procedures and 
guidance were breached on more than one occasion when passengers were arrested. Adherence to 
this legislation is key to ensuring that the Criminal Justice process properly represents the rights of 
arrested persons. We reported similar findings in our Freight Inspection.  

1.10   Senior managers’ ability to monitor the possibility of bias or discrimination in the selection of 
which passengers were searched in the customs channels was limited by the data collected. Passenger 
ethnicity was the only diversity data that was kept and this was not always recorded. Where it was 
recorded, it was the officer’s perception of the passenger’s ethnicity and not the passenger’s self-
defined ethnicity that was recorded.4 

1.11   Some staff were unaware of the health and safety risks to passengers 
who had, or who might have, swallowed Class A drugs in an attempt to 
smuggle them into the UK. We were told of instances where suspected 
smugglers had been made to wait until immigration queues had subsided 
before they were dealt with, and before any medical assistance was 
summoned. 

1.12   We were concerned that asylum claimants who used forged documents to reach the UK were 
issued with notices informing them of the likelihood that they would immediately be arrested and 
prosecuted for this offence. While we recognise that spurious asylum claims are possible, the notices 
that were issued were locally drafted and not reflected in national guidance. 

 

3 https://www.gov.uk/police-and-criminal-evidence-act-1984-pace-codes-of-practice
4  A requirement under the Equality Act 2010

An absence 
of staff in the 
customs channels 
was evident 
throughout our 
on-site inspection

Border Force must 
ensure that it 
adequately protects 
the border from 
customs risks

Some staff were 
unaware of the 
health and safety 
risks to passengers
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We recommend that the Home Office:

1. Should assess its priorities and review whether the planned additional recruitment will be 
sufficient to drive improvement across the whole range of immigration and customs activities. 

2. Ensures that staff know their legal powers, responsibilities and jurisdiction when operating 
between immigration and customs functions. 

3. Puts in place an effective quality assurance framework that provides senior managers with the 
confidence that all staff are complying with the policy, guidance and legislation that cover their 
work activities.

4. Ensures that staff dealing with passengers suspected of swallowing prohibited or restricted 
drugs are trained about risks to health and safety and the preservation of evidence.

5. Ensures that all fast parcels are subject to targeting and selection systems and that:
•	 resources are available to examine them; and
•	 staff reconcile the parcels they examine against those selected for examination. 

6. Ensures that the re-issued guidance relating to the prosecution of asylum applicants who 
present forged documents is communicated to all relevant staff and is adhered to.

7. Provides opportunities for staff to maintain their skill levels, particularly in a live operational 
environment.

8. Ensures that searched passengers are requested to self-classify their ethnicity, and gives full 
consideration to whether other diversity data should be requested and recorded.

9. Stops passengers buying duty-free goods and then leaving the airport without travelling. 
10. Ensures that the statistics it keeps accurately reflect the number of passengers who have been 

subject to further examination at the Primary Control Point.
11. Mandates a set period within which a summary report of a refusal is completed.

 

2. Summary of Recommendations
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Purpose and aim

3.1  This inspection assessed the efficiency and effectiveness of Border Force operations at Stansted 
Airport. The key issues examined were:

•	 whether decisions to grant or refuse leave to enter were in line with the Immigration Rules; 
•	 whether policy and guidance, including the Operating Mandate, were applied consistently and 

fairly, to include the deactivation of biometric passport chip reading, via the F10 key;
•	 whether risks to the border were appropriately identified and managed; 
•	 performance against Key Performance Indicators including port scorecard measures and customer 

service standards, including assessment of the appropriateness of these measures; and
•	 the effectiveness of customs controls at detecting and preventing the movement of restricted and 

prohibited goods and cash into and out of the UK. 

Background

3.2  Stansted is the fourth-busiest airport in the UK, after Heathrow, Gatwick and Manchester, with 
17.4 million passengers using it in 2012. It serves 30 countries, mainly within the EU/EEA. Figure 1 
provides details of passenger figures from April 2012 to March 2013.

Figure 1: Annual passenger figures April 2012 – March 2013

0
200
400
600
800

1000
1200
1400
1600
1800
2000

00
0s

Total Pax (000s) EU (000s) Non EU (000s)

Note: This data represents local management information, correct at the time of inspection.

3. The Inspection



7

3.3  On 16 September 2013, Ryanair and Manchester Airport Group (MAG), the new airport owner, 
announced they had concluded a 10-year growth agreement at Stansted which would see a growth 
in Ryanair traffic of over 50% from 13.2 million passengers in 2012 to over 20 million per annum. 
MAG have also announced an £80 million investment in the terminal, although we understand that 
any changes to the arrivals hall have yet to be finalised. 

3.4  MAG anticipates that a projected increase in passenger numbers will be organised to arrive on the 
edges of the current peak periods, rather than when the arrivals hall is less busy. This would result in 
Border Force’s peak activity periods being lengthened rather than spread out.

Border Force 
Responsibilities

3.5  Border Force manages two distinct areas of responsibility within the passenger terminal at Stansted. 
The first is the ‘Primary Control Point’ (‘PCP’), where passengers present their passports for 
examination. This control demands that 100% of passengers are checked to ensure that they are 
allowed to enter the UK. 

3.6  The second area of responsibility is known as the ‘Secondary Control Point5’ (‘SCP’) or ‘customs 
channels’, which consist of the three options for leaving the airport’s controlled environment – the 
red, green and blue customs channels, so designated to indicate that a passenger has ‘Goods to 
Declare’ (red), has ‘Nothing to Declare’ (green), or has started their journey to the UK from within 
the EU (blue). There is no requirement for 100% of passengers to be stopped and checked in these 
channels.

3.7  Border Force also has responsibility for detecting and preventing smuggling attempts made via the 
importation of ‘fast parcels’6 and air freight through Stansted.

3.8  At the time of our inspection, Stansted was 20 staff below full complement (100 shifts per week). 
Figure 2 shows the number of staff in post, compared with the budget allocated to this resource.

Figure 2: Number of staff in post against budgeted posts

 Note: Figures supplied by Border Force.

5  This area was formerly managed by HM Revenue and Customs until customs controls at ports transferred to the former UK Border Agency 
on 1 April 2008.
6  Commercial courier parcel post.
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3.9  Border Force deploys staff to match peak periods of passenger movement at the airport. This is 
illustrated in Figure 3, which shows passenger arrivals and staff deployment data combined. 

Figure 3: Passenger arrivals measured against staff deployment data – 5 to 8 August 
2013
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3.10  The chart shows that staff deployments roughly follow the times of peak passenger demand. Border 
Force told us that its peak periods for passenger arrivals were from:

•	 11:00 to 14:00;
•	 16:00 to 18:00; and
•	 22:00 to 01:00.

Primary Control Point

3.11  There are 19 immigration desks and five e-gates at Stansted. The maximum capacity of the arrivals 
hall for Health & Safety/Fire Evacuation purposes is 1,700. Restrictions on passengers entering the 
hall were implemented by estimating the queuing times rather than on a maximum capacity basis. 
Staff at the PCP could process a maximum of 3,300 passengers per hour (assuming an absence of 
extended enquiries for a high number of passengers). We observed passengers arriving and filling the 
hall within minutes. 

3.12  There were two main arrival points in the hall, one from the transit shuttle and one from the 
escalator/lift that serves Satellite 3. Ninety-four per cent of all visitors are from the EU/EEA, and all 
PCP-trained staff operate the EU/EEA desks. Staff told us that of the non-EU/EEA passengers, the 
vast majority will have already been in the UK and use Stansted to fly into Europe before returning to 
the UK. Border Force has fewer staff operating these desks due to the lower number of non-EU/EEA 
passengers.

3.13  For an arriving passenger, the non-EU/EEA channel is to the left of the arrivals hall, EU/EEA is 
in the centre, and the e-gates to the right. During the course of our inspection just over 276,000 
passengers arrived, with the lowest daily number being 25,789 and the highest being 29,317.
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Methodology

3.14  All ten of the Chief Inspector’s inspection criteria7 were used to assess the efficiency and effectiveness 
of Stansted Airport under the themes of:

•	 Operational Delivery;
•	 Safeguarding Individuals; and
•	 Continuous Improvement.

3.15  The inspection did not place a focus upon bulk air-freight operations, or the control of general 
aviation flights. Inspection activity has either recently been undertaken, or is planned for the future, 
in relation to these areas of Border Force responsibility.8 In advance of the on-site phase of the 
inspection, we undertook: 

•	 a pre-inspection familiarisation visit to Stansted; 
•	 an examination of management and performance information provided by Border Force; and
•	 a sampling exercise of 164 port immigration files.

3.16  The on-site phase took place between 5 and 14 August 2013. We observed approximately 50 hours 
of activity across all areas of Border Force operations, including at weekends and across all shifts 
(including nights). It included the sampling and inspection of 30 officers’ notebooks and witness 
statements, 21 sets of which were examined for consistency with each other. We also conducted:

•	 14 focus groups across all grades of Border Force staff; 
•	 interviews with senior Border Force managers;
•	 six open sessions to allow other staff to speak with the team; and
•	 five one-to-one surgeries. 

 We also interviewed local stakeholders including: 

•	 Manchester Airports Group (the airport operator); 
•	 airline operators, including Ryanair and easyJet; 
•	 local law enforcement staff, including Essex Police and Ports Police; and 
•	 fast parcels operators. 

3.17  The inspection team provided feedback on high-level emerging findings to the Home Office on 
18 September 2013. The inspection identified 11 recommendations to improve the efficiency and 
effectiveness of the Border Force operation at Stansted Airport. A full summary of recommendations 
is provided on page 7 of this report.

3.18  This report was submitted to the Home Secretary on 20 December 2013

7  Revised inspection criteria were published in August 2013 and can be found at: http://icinspector.independent.gov.uk/wp-content/
uploads/2010/03/Inspection-Criteria.pdf
8 http://icinspector.independent.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2012/04/ICIBI-Inspection-Plan-2012_13.pdf 
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  Decisions on the entry, stay and removal of 
individuals should be taken in accordance 
with the law and the principles of good 
administration. 
Management of arriving passengers

4.1   From June 2012 to May 2013, statistics received from Border Force 
showed that it was meeting its 95% queuing target9 for both EU/EEA 
and non-EU/EEA passengers. However, where the target was not met, 
particularly for non-EU/EEA, the time of the longest queue was high. 
For example, in April 2013 the longest queue was recorded as 1hr 38 
minutes and in May 2013 it was 1hr 24 minutes.

4.2   The average queue time, using data collected by MAG, was recorded as approximately 9-12 minutes. 
Both of the major airlines at Stansted (Ryanair and easyJet) stated that they had reservations about 
how Border Force might cope with increasing passenger numbers in the future.

4.3   Many areas of Border Force’s activity and decision-making at Stansted 
were driven by the requirement to clear the queues of passengers in 
the arrivals hall. Passenger arrival numbers could exceed 4,000 per 
hour (Figure 3 refers), but Border Force was only able to process 3,300 
passengers in the same period. This capacity was based upon the number 
of PCP desks provided by the airport operator, and on the basis that 
Border Force would not have to undertake extended checks on arriving 
passengers. 

4.4   However, when extended checks on a greater number of passengers had to be carried out, the capacity 
to process 3,300 passengers per hour was diminished. This resulted in the build-up of queues in the 
arrivals hall. There were limited ways to delay passengers reaching the arrivals hall; these included 
slowing the automated transit shuttle or holding passengers in approach corridors or on board 
arriving aircraft. These actions all required the co-operation of the airport operator and airlines and 
were conducted to mitigate health and safety risks from an over-crowded arrivals hall. 

4.5   On one occasion during our inspection, we witnessed Border Force request and receive Police 
assistance to calm arriving passengers who were unhappy with the time it was taking to clear 
immigration controls. It was clear that there were significant pressures on the control for specific 
periods of the day, when the arrivals hall was very busy.

4.6   For the majority of the inspection, passengers queued without the assistance of ‘presenters’. These are 
staff provided by airlines and/or the airport operator, who manage the queues from the rear of the 

9  95% of passengers queuing for less than 25 minutes for EU/EEA and 45 minutes for non-EU/EEA

4. Inspection Findings –  
 Operational Delivery

Border Force showed 
that it was meeting 
its 95% queuing 
target

Decision-making 
at Stansted were 
driven by the 
requirement to 
clear the queues of 
passengers
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hall, encourage passengers to have documents ready, and direct them to the e-gates or immigration 
desks as appropriate. The lack of presenters led to delays while officers attracted the attention of 
the next passenger in line. This may seem relatively insignificant, but a delay of only a few seconds 
became noticeable when multiplied by the number of passengers arriving at the control.

E-gates

4.7   E-gates are an electronic immigration desk and are designed to speed passenger processing times, 
and reduce the length of queues. They allow a passenger who has a biometric chip in their passport 
to use an automated system to check their passport, and allow them to enter the UK. The e-gates 
also digitally scan and compare the passenger’s face with that on the photograph embedded in the 
biometric chip. The e-gates are monitored by a member of Border Force staff who has the option of 
directing a passenger to a staffed desk if more in-depth checks are required. .  

4.8   There was some promotion of the e-gates by presenters. This involved one of a two-person team 
holding up a clipboard with an e-gates passport chip symbol and calling out to arriving passengers. 
This was effective when the hall was relatively quiet, however, when the hall was reaching capacity it 
was too busy for the presenters to be heard or seen. The e-gates were also not clearly visible, being at 
the far right of the hall. As a result, it was difficult to encourage more people to use them, especially 
passengers arriving from the flight arrivals area of the airport known as Satellite 3.

4.9   We noted that there was a high rejection rate from the e-gates, predominantly caused by sunlight 
shining into the camera lens or onto the faces of the people using the e-gates, which impacted on the 
ability of the camera to make the appropriate facial matches. Managers told us they did not consider 
that the e-gates had a high rejection rate, that their gate processing times were only slightly higher 
than the national average (1-2 seconds per passenger transaction), and they were hopeful that the 
introduction of the second generation e-gates would speed up passenger processing even more.   

Queuing structure

4.10   Non-EU/EEA passengers queued in a ‘single-line’ and awaited the next available officer at whichever 
desk became free. The EU/EEA channel had multiple, separate straight-line queues and passengers 
decided for themselves which queue they would join. The latter queuing system presented a number 
of disadvantages over the former, including:

•	 passengers being delayed when an officer had to leave their desk to seek advice or undertake 
further checks;

•	 passengers who were subjected to further checks usually being required to sit and wait until the 
other passengers had been cleared (sometimes for an hour or more), before the officer could 
complete their actions (even if the further check would have been a relatively quick one to 
complete); and

•	 officers’ rest or meal breaks having to be carefully managed so that desks were not closed while 
there were still waiting passengers in the queue.

4.11   A single-line queuing system underwent a trial for EU/EEA passengers earlier in 2013 at Stansted. 
Senior managers told us that the trial had reduced the queuing times by an average of five minutes. 
They were therefore hopeful that the single queuing system would be introduced in the autumn.  

Processing delays

4.12   False documents continued to be a problem for Border Force. A false document can be a counterfeit 
document (i.e. one that is completely false) or a genuine document:

•	 which has been altered or tampered with;
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•	 that is being used by an imposter;
•	 which has been fraudulently obtained or issued; and/or
•	 which contains a falsified or counterfeit visa or endorsement.

4.13   Figure 4 indicates the top three countries from which false documents were detected at Stansted over 
the past three years.

Figure 4: False documents detected 

2011 2012 2013 (to June)

Italy 75 Italy 73 Italy 51

Greece 47 Romania 29 Poland 11

Poland 17 Greece 23 Romania 8
Note: Figures supplied by Border Force.

4.14   We were told that false paper identity cards in relation to one EU country were frequently used by 
Albanian nationals attempting to illegally enter the UK. There were particular difficulties when flights 
arrived from this particular country, because many passengers presented identity cards which were not 
machine-readable. As a result, passengers’ details had to be manually typed in to the Warnings Index 
(WI)10 and, if a large number of possible matches were returned, a different configuration had to be 
keyed to reduce the number of possible matches. 

4.15   Our observations showed that it could take over four times as long to clear 
passengers travelling on non-machine-readable identity cards. Between 
11:00hrs and 12:00hrs on Sunday 11 August and between the same hours 
the following day, queue breaches occurred in the EU/EEA queue areas 
when flights arrived from an EU country where passengers travelled using 
these identity cards. These queue breaches occurred even though the 
number of passport desks open was comparatively high for the number of 
arriving passengers. This was indicative of the problems that Stansted faced 
when dealing with these identity cards. 

4.16   Border Force was working with the airlines to try to prevent passengers travelling on false documents. 
While airlines appeared largely satisfied with the working arrangements with Border Force, they had 
concerns that they could not always see the forged document before it was returned to the country of 
origin. They stated that they would like a central location where they could examine these documents 
to identify what they had missed in order to assist training methods for staff.  

Decision-making

4.17   This section provides detailed results and analysis of the 164 immigration files that we sampled, 
concerning decisions to grant or refuse leave to enter the UK. The files were chosen randomly from 
decisions made in Stansted between 1 November 2012 and 30 April 2013 (Figure 5 refers). 

10  A database of names available to the Border Force of those with previous immigration history, those of interest to detection staff, police 
or matters of national security. Also known as the Home Office Warnings Index.

It could take over 
four times as long 
to clear passengers 
travelling on non-
machine-readable 
identity cards
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Figure 5: Numbers of files sampled in each category

Category No. of files

Refused leave to enter (RLE) 103

Granted leave to enter (LTE) 61

Total 164

Refusals

4.18   The top three nationalities in the 103 refusal cases we sampled were:

•	 Albania	–	19	refusals	(18%);

•	 Brazil	–	12	refusals	(12%);	and

•	 USA	–	12	refusals	(12%).

4.19   There were inconsistencies in the way that staff categorised refusals. We found that three different 
codes had been used when refusing passengers who had all presented a forged document (E1 – no 
passport, E2 – spurious passport and D5 – non-conducive to the public good). Two different codes 
had also been used when refusing passengers in transit (A6 – transit passenger and E4 – lack of 
entry clearance). Using codes consistently is important in ensuring that decision-making is recorded 
accurately for management purposes. 

4.20   We found that decision-making quality in cases was generally 
good where passengers were refused leave to enter. Of the 103 files 
we sampled in this category, there was only one case where we 
disagreed with the initial decision. In this case Border Force had 
subsequently agreed to overturn the decision, recognising that it 
was incorrect – but not before the passenger had been removed 
from the UK. 

4.21   The correct rights of appeal were given in all appropriate cases and, in 102 of the 103 applicable files, 
we had no concerns about the content of the refusal notice served on the passenger. In the remaining 
case, a passenger was refused as a visitor even though they were in transit. 

4.22   However, we did have concerns about the standard of the 
written interview notes taken by staff in 57 of the refusal 
cases we examined (55%), where we found that an error (or 
errors) had been made, including: 

•	 14 cases where the questions regarding whether the passenger had understood all the questions put 
to them, and whether they had anything else to add, had not been asked; 

•	 22 cases where officers had failed to sign every page; and
•	 27 cases where interview pages were not numbered correctly or at all, even though each page had a 

location for this information.

4.23   During our inspection we observed a number of passenger examination interviews conducted by 
officers. Higher Officers (HOs - including Chief Immigration Officers) told us that they rarely 
observed these proceedings, contradicting standards laid down in operational guidance and assurance 
documentation. They told us they retrospectively looked at officers’ interview notes. However, our file 
sampling found that this oversight was ineffective in identifying errors. 

We found that decision-
making quality in cases 
was generally good where 
passengers were refused 
leave to enter

We did have concerns about 
the standard of the written 
interview notes
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4.24   We have made recommendations previously about the need to introduce 
more effective management assurance.11 Without such assurance there is a 
risk that standards and performance will suffer and people will be adversely 
affected by poor decision-making, both of which could result in reputational 
damage to Border Force. We therefore repeat the recommendation we made 
in our Birmingham Airport inspection report:

We recommend that the Home Office:

Puts in place an effective quality assurance framework that provides senior managers with the 
confidence that all staff are complying with policy, guidance and legislation that covers their work 
activities.

Leave To Enter cases

4.25   We found six (6%) cases where a decision had been made to grant LTE, without additional enquiries 
being carried out. Such checks are important in establishing the credibility of a passenger wishing 
to enter the UK, particularly when Border Force have been unable to establish whether they have 
a legitimate reason to enter the UK. In two of these cases the decisions to grant LTE occurred after 
midnight, when it can be harder to contact potential sponsors or friends of the passenger. However, 
in all six cases we found that no consideration appeared to have been given to granting temporary 
admission while Border Force completed the necessary enquiries – Figure 6 refers to one such case.

Figure 6: Case study -  Passenger where TA should have been considered

The passenger:

•	 was a non-EU national, who held a valid Entry Clearance to visit their British partner and 
daughter;

•	 was the subject of an e-Borders alert in advance of their arrival as their partner had claimed 
that they and their child had been fraudulently used as sponsors in the passenger’s visa 
application; and   

•	 was being met at the airport by a family member, even though their visa application stated 
they had no family in the UK.

Border Force:

•	 attempted to contact their partner to verify the details of the allegation, but as it was 
past midnight was unable to do so. They were subsequently granted LTE as ‘there was no 
evidence of visa abuse’ 

•	 told us they were not sure what else they could have done.

Chief Inspector’s comments:

•	 It is not clear how Border Force was satisfied that there was no evidence of visa abuse 
without having investigated the allegation.

•	 Given the late arrival of the passenger, it would have been more appropriate for the 
passenger to be granted TA to allow enquiries to be made with the partner at a more 
convenient time.

•	 Four months after the passenger was granted LTE as a visitor, they submitted an application 
to the Home Office for Leave to Remain in the UK on the basis of ‘Family & Private Life’. 
This could indicate that their intention on arrival was not to stay as a visitor. 

11  http://icinspector.independent.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2012/02/Inspection-of-Border-Control-Operations-at-Terminal-3-Heathrow-
Airport1.pdf
http://icinspector.independent.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2013/02/Birmingham-Report-FINAL-PDF.pdf

People will be 
adversely affected 
by poor decision-
making
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4.26   In another two cases we found that passengers were granted LTE without the required entry 
clearance. One case concerned a Colombian visa national, who was not in possession of a visa but was 
granted LTE, despite having no compelling or compassionate reasons to be allowed to enter the UK. 
In such cases Border Force guidance states:

‘You must refuse entry if the applicant does not have an entry clearance’,  
and also:  
‘A visa national who seeks entry without a valid UK visa must be refused under 
paragraph 320(5): failure, in the case of a visa national, to produce to the Immigration 
Officer a passport or other identity document endorsed with a valid and current United 
Kingdom entry clearance issued for the purpose for which entry is sought.’

4.27   In this case the following was noted: 

‘[the] CIO considered the circumstances of the passenger’s arrival and the current staffing 
situation along with the amount of cases in the SEA12 and the flights due to arrive. They 
authorised the landing of the passenger until the date of their return ticket to Spain on a 
Code3 with a warning’. 

4.28   When we raised this case with Border Force, it stated that it had, perhaps, been lenient; it was 
Christmas Eve and the file notes indicated that there was a shortage of staff, numerous cases on hand 
and more flights imminent. This contrasts with a number of similar cases (passengers resident in an 
EU country but who did not hold a visa for the UK) who were refused and removed on the same day. 

4.29   We consider that this decision was wrong as there were no compelling or compassionate reasons 
for the grant of LTE in this case. Guidance should be followed in all cases rather than based on the 
conditions at the control point. 

4.30   We also had concerns that a passenger who admitted they were working in breach of their conditions 
in another European country was granted LTE with no further checks being undertaken. This might 
have resulted in them not being admitted on their return to that European country, and sent back to 
the UK. We also found a case where a passenger should not have been granted leave to enter for other 
reasons, Figure 7 refers.

12  The ‘Secondary Examination Area’ within the PCP/Immigration controls
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Figure 7: Case study -  Passenger granted LTE in error 

The passenger:

•	 was a Ghanaian national, who:
 - had previously committed an immigration offence for which he was convicted and 

imprisoned;
 - had an adverse immigration history; and
 - was unable to confirm that his marriage to a French national was subsisting.  

Border Force:

•	 granted him leave to enter the UK, stating that, even though the passenger admitted he had 
been separated from his French wife for over six months, the EEA residence permit would 
stand until a decree absolute was granted.

Chief Inspector’s comments:

•	 The Border Force Operations Manual paragraph 3.1 clearly states: ‘If they are joining the 
EEA national, the onus is on the passenger to prove that the EEA national is in the UK’. If 
they cannot, Regulation 20 gives power to revoke the family permit. There was no evidence 
to suggest that the French wife was actually resident in the UK, and this line of enquiry 
should have been pursued. 

•	 Border Force accepted that they had made an incorrect decision when subsequently 
reviewing the case with us.

4.31   We also had concerns over the standards of interview notes kept in these cases, for similar reasons 
to those we outlined earlier for refusal cases. Thirty-seven of the 61 LTE cases (60%) contained 
errors, which, when combined with the errors found in the RLE cases, resulted in an overall error 
rate of 57%. These errors support our earlier recommendation about the need for an effective quality 
assurance framework.

Timeliness of Decision-Making

4.32   An IS81 form is issued to passengers who have been subject to further examination by Border Force. 
Our file sampling showed that the average time between a passenger being issued an IS81 and 
Border Force granting LTE was 3 hours 52 minutes. Thirty-eight of the 61 cases (62%) were granted 
within four hours. The longest delay was eight hours 52 minutes. In this case, the passenger was not 
interviewed until over six hours had elapsed because of a lack of staff to undertake an interview. 

4.33   In another case there was a delay of 2½ hours between the time when the 
decision was made to grant LTE to the passenger, and the time the passenger 
was actually told of this and admitted to the country. The Officer commented, 
at the time of recording the original decision within the Port File: ‘however 
was instructed to leave this case and assist on PCP’. Both of these examples 
showed a poor level of customer service and we believe that these passengers 
would have had legitimate reasons to feel aggrieved by such extended periods 
of time before a decision was made. 

4.34   We also found that IS81s were not being logged until a port file was created. This meant that some 
IS81s issued to passengers who were delayed for further checks to be undertaken were not recorded 
because their cases were resolved without the need for further examination. This practice was not 
consistent with the Border Force Operations Manual, which sets out that all IS81s must be recorded 
accurately by port staff.  

These examples 
showed a 
poor level 
of customer 
service
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We recommend that the Home Office:

Ensures that the statistics it keeps accurately reflect the number of passengers who have been 
subject to further examination at the Primary Control Point. 

EU/EEA Nationals

4.35   There was a lack of clarity regarding the way in which EU/EEA nationals were treated for 
immigration purposes if they were arrested on suspicion of committing a customs offence 
(importation) – Figure 8 refers. 13

Figure 8: Case study – Confusion over powers available

The passenger:

•	 was an EU/EEA national, the subject of a WI record, who was intercepted in the customs 
channels in possession of a mobile phone which tested positive for heroin. They were 
subsequently arrested and cautioned on suspicion of internally concealing prohibited drugs 
and were served with an IS82A EEA13  refusing them Leave to Enter as ‘Non-conducive 
to the public good’, even though the passenger had only been arrested on suspicion of 
committing an offence.

Border Force:

•	 was unsure as to whether an IS81 had been served on the passenger (it had not been 
because he was not delayed at the Primary Control Point), even though an IS81 issue-time/
date was recorded on CID;

•	 declared on the IS82A EEA that the passenger had swallowed ‘at least 98 packages of white 
powder – approximately 1 kilo – which later tested positive for cocaine’, but completed 
a separate document (IS93e – a review of the passenger’s detention) to show that the 
passenger had swallowed 72 packages of heroin;

•	 withdrew the IS82A EEA refusal as they decided it was ‘unlawful’.

Chief Inspector’s comment:

•	 It is clear from this example that Border Force staff had become confused over the extent of 
their powers and what procedures they should follow.

4.36   In another case we observed a passenger detained under immigration powers who had their baggage 
searched by a Border Force officer. In this case the passenger was a US-national, travelling with 
their partner. They were detained to allow Border Force to undertake additional checks to verify the 
legitimacy of their entry to the UK. 

4.37   Their baggage was searched by a legacy-customs Assistant Officer (AO), operating quite correctly 
under immigration powers. When the bag search was completed the passenger was told by the officer 
that they were ‘satisfied that there is nothing of customs interest in your bag’. The passenger queried 
why a customs search was done when they had been told that they were detained for immigration 
purposes. We noted that although the officer recorded the baggage search in their notebook, they 
failed to complete the immigration ‘baggage search record’ as required by guidance.

4.38   The AO in this case was searching the passenger’s baggage under immigration powers. However, the 
passenger was not informed that a search was also being undertaken under customs powers until 
after the search was completed. This should have been made clear to the passenger in advance. This 

13  A document telling a passenger why they are being refused entry to the UK
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supports our recommendation that Border Force officers, particularly when operating in areas where 
they are not experienced (however ‘multi-skilled’ they might be), must be confident that they are 
operating under the correct legislative powers, and must notify the passenger accordingly.

4.39   A finding that staff are unaware of the geographic extent of their 
powers and jurisdiction is consistent with one we made in the 
inspection of juxtaposed controls.14 Staff at the border must 
understand where their responsibilities start and finish in cases like 
this. Equally, they must be aware of where their jurisdiction extends 
to, under different legislation, and dependent on the nationality of 
the person travelling.

We recommend that the Home Office:

Ensures that staff are aware of their powers, responsibilities and jurisdiction when operating 
between immigration and customs functions. 

4.40   We also witnessed staff who had used the correct baggage search form subsequently destroying it 
when the baggage search revealed nothing of interest. This is in direct contravention of guidance, 
which requires these forms to be retained on the port file or, if no port file has been opened, to be 
retained locally in case of any enquiry or complaint.

4.41   We observed a passenger who was in possession of an amount of cash, when their baggage was 
searched - Figure 9 refers:

Figure 9: Case study – accounting for cash during baggage searches

The passenger: 

•	 was in possession of a small amount of Euro notes of mixed denominations and was asked, 
quite properly, to count the money which totalled 440 Euros.

Border Force:

•	 did not watch the passenger count the money and did not count the money for themselves 
but wrote the 440 Euros figure into their notebook without knowing whether this was an 
accurate figure; and

•	 subsequently returned the cash to the passenger and obtained the passenger’s signature as 
proof that the money was all returned.

Chief Inspector’s Comments:

•	 It is essential that cash and valuables are properly managed and recorded when passengers 
and their baggage are searched.

•	 On this occasion the passenger was honest regarding the cash they had in their possession. 
Had they told the officer that they were in possession of 500 Euros, the officer would have 
had difficulty when subsequently finding that they could only account for 440 Euros that 
they had recorded in their notebook.

On-site Decisions

4.42   We found that passengers received a professional service and were processed in adherence with the 
Border Force Operating Mandate, including the requirement for the biometric passport chips to be 

14  http://icinspector.independent.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2013/08/An-Inspection-of-Juxtaposed-Controls-Final.pdf

 

Staff at the border must 
understand where their 
responsibilities start and 
finish
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opened in all instances. However, staff in focus groups told us that some staff lacked confidence as to 
how many questions they needed to ask in order to satisfy themselves that a passenger qualified for 
entry, and what level of evidence they required. 

4.43   The views they expressed were supported by our own observations during the on-site phase of 
our inspection, when we found that some officers, particularly on the non-EU/EEA desks, were 
thorough and quick. However, others had a poor ‘desk routine’ (examining the passport and landing 
card, making the necessary WI and fingerprint checks, and interviewing the passenger to establish 
nationality, identity, length of stay and purpose of visit). This resulted in some officers asking 
unnecessary questions and causing delays in processing passengers. 

4.44   We observed one passenger interview where we had concerns regarding the decision that was made – 
Figure 10 refers.

Figure 10: Case study – Concerns over decision made by Border Force

The passenger:

•	 was a Japanese national with a Tier 4 visa who had been studying in the UK for over 
12 years, had just completed their studies at the London School of Economics and was 
returning to the UK after a weekend break in Croatia; and

•	 stated that they were coming back to the UK ‘seeking employment’, to finalise their degree 
award and to clear their flat before their onward journey home to Hong Kong.

Border Force:

•	 interpreted ‘seeking employment’ as seeking employment without the necessary work 
permit, although the passenger had stated that their intention was to seek sponsorship for 
employment with the potential of job interviews; 

•	 did not always consider the relevant immigration rules in the case. During the referral to 
the HO, the Officer queried whether the passenger should have permission to work ‘20 
hours as a student’ even though the passenger had confirmed that they had completed their 
studies.

•	 refused the passenger, despite their having an extant Tier 4 visa, on the basis of not having a 
valid work permit, 

•	 gave only limited appeal rights and immediately returned the passenger to Croatia; and
•	 overturned the refusal after the passenger contacted the Japanese Embassy in Hong Kong. 

They were subsequently re-admitted to the UK two days later.

Chief Inspector’s comments:

•	 The decision took the most negative interpretation of the passenger’s statement that they 
were ‘seeking employment,’ even though the passenger had clear plans to leave the UK the 
following month.

•	 The passenger was a non-visa national, with no previous adverse immigration history, and 
had spent a lengthy period of time in the UK. The referral between the Officer and Higher 
Officer was ineffective as it failed to consider the option of granting entry as a visitor in 
these circumstances.  

•	  Border Force subsequently overturned the decision promptly and agreed to facilitate the 
Japanese passenger’s return to the UK.
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4.45   Given the importance of an adverse decision for a passenger, particularly when it includes the 
cancellation/revocation of an entry clearance,15 we would expect all such decisions to be carefully 
considered and take into account all relevant information.

Summary Form IS125 

4.46   Form IS125 is the summary of the immigration case, including the refusal wording and the facts 
relating to how that decision was reached. It should be completed by the refusing officer as soon 
as possible after the refusal. It must then be checked and countersigned by the refusing officer’s 
manager and uploaded onto the WI as soon as possible following a person’s removal from the UK. 
This is because, although the WI will alert an officer to a previous refusal, the IS125 details the 
circumstances of the refusal. 

4.47   This is important when officers do not have access to the Casework Information Database (CID),16 
for example, in some overseas locations or when officers are working remotely with laptops. Officers 
frequently need to understand the reasons for a passenger’s refusal in order to inform their decision-
making process when encountering the passenger. If the IS125 summary has not been uploaded to 
the WI, the officer may make an incorrect decision. 

4.48   Our file sampling identified delays of several months before these reports were written, countersigned 
and entered onto the WI. One manager told us: 

‘IS125s are an important document. Border Force will look at that for an overview of 
the case. These are also relied upon by visa officers. There is a reason why these need to be 
done within a month. It would be ideal if they could do the IS125 as soon as they have 
been refused.’ 

4.49   Approximately two weeks before the on-site phase of our inspection, staff cleared their backlog of 
IS125s by placing them into storage, in advance of an assessment and subsequent completion of the 
files by a task force. We were subsequently shown approximately half of the backlog that had been 
removed and we noted that some of the as yet uncompleted files dated back to 2010.

4.50   It was clear on the final day of our inspection that a backlog of IS125s had once again started to 
build up. Officers’ pigeonholes that were devoid of Port Files (containing IS125s) on day one of our 
inspection were rapidly filling up and we counted over 100 on our final day, some 10 days after our 
inspection commenced.

4.51   Staff told us that they were rarely able to take advantage of scheduled ‘office days’ to clear any 
backlogs. This was because they were still required to cover the PCP on those days, during times of 
high passenger arrivals. However, we observed sufficient downtime between peak periods even on 
the busiest days, when, had staff been released from the PCP, attempts to clear backlogs could have 
commenced.

4.52   Staff gave us various timescales for the completion of these forms. We noted that the instruction on 
Port File Etiquette included a reference to the IS125, but only went as far as stating that it should 
be completed ‘as soon as possible after a passenger has been removed from the UK’. To remove any 
uncertainty, we believe the Home Office should set a deadline for the completion of these forms and 
then measure performance against it through effective audit and assurance activity.

15  Two cases, one referred to in Figure 10 and the other at Paragraph 4.21.
16  The Casework Information Database is an administrative IT tool, used by the Home Office to perform case working tasks and record 
decisions.
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We recommend that the Home Office:

Mandates a set period within which a summary report of a refusal is completed.

Carrier’s Liability

4.53   ‘Carrier’s Liability’ is a type of charge made against an airline under section 40 of the Immigration 
and Asylum Act 1999. It is also known as a ‘Section 40’ charge. A fine of £2,000 can be made against 
the owner of a ship or aircraft for every passenger who arrives in the UK without an immigration 
document which is in force and which satisfactorily establishes the identity and nationality or 
citizenship	of	the	passenger	and,	where	one	is	required,	a	valid	visa.	This	legislation	means	the	carrier	
should ensure that: 

•	 all passengers have a valid passport or travel document which is acceptable in the UK; 
•	 the passenger is the rightful holder of the document; 
•	 the document is valid; and 
•	 if the person requires a visa, that the visa is of the required kind and is valid for the holder and any 

other accompanying persons named in the visa.

4.54   Our file sampling identified 47 cases where a Carrier’s Liability file should have been raised. Of these, 
all but two had been considered for a penalty – in both cases, a penalty should have been considered 
by the port – Figure 11 refers.

Figure 11: Carrier’s Liability Penalties

  Outcome   No. of cases

  Charged (IS80D issued) 28          (26 paid)

  Waived after review (IS80C issued) 16

  Not identified by staff 2

  Waived immediately (IS80A issued) 1

  Total 47
Note: Figures supplied by Border Force.

4.55   In cases where financial penalties had been raised and an IS80D issued, 
26 had been paid and the remaining two invoiced, bringing in revenue of 
£56,000. This was a good performance. 

4.56   Although a carrier was identified in the majority of cases, the port acknowledged that there were a 
significant number of ‘no document’ cases where passengers held no evidence that could link them to 
a specific flight. The Stansted Intelligence Team had offered to undertake work to link them to flights 
using CCTV images or flight manifests, but the resulting information was not passed routinely to the 
operational part of Border Force to allow them to raise charges on the carrier. 

4.57   There were also concerns that the poor location of CCTV cameras at the points where passengers 
disembarked from their flights prevented adequate identification of the inbound flights used by 
inadequately documented passengers. Border Force told us that work was ongoing with the airport 
operator to improve the positioning of the CCTV cameras to provide sufficient evidence in order to 
raise a charge on carriers. This was important as in 2012, a Carrier’s Liability charge was not raised in 
210 out of 231 ‘no document’ cases arriving at Stansted (91%). This had historically compromised 
the effectiveness of the Carrier’s Liability regime.

This was a good 
performance
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Prosecution of Asylum Claimants 

4.58   Our sampling of port files identified cases where passengers were liable to criminal prosecution as a 
result of presenting forged documents. In these cases Border Force returned the passenger to their 
airport of embarkation at the earliest convenience and at the expense of the airline that originally 
transported them to the UK, rather than opt to mount a costly prosecution, unless absolutely 
necessary. This was good practice. 

4.59   One port file we examined showed a passenger with a forged document who was told that they 
would be returned to their departure airport. The passenger then made a claim for asylum. The officer 
undertook the necessary actions to manage such a claim. However, the passenger was subsequently 
presented with a document that stated that, if the passenger persisted in their claim for asylum, they 
would be prosecuted for the forgery offence. The document stated that it was not designed to put 
undue pressure upon the passenger, but to make them recognise that they would not face prosecution 
if they withdrew their asylum claim and returned to the country of their inbound flight’s origin. The 
full text is reproduced at Figure 12.

Figure 12: Contents of document issued to asylum applicant

‘Information about Intended Prosecution

You have today …………………. claimed asylum at Stansted Airport.

Upon arriving at Stansted airport you presented a travel document (passport) which I suspect to 
be false / improperly obtained / and/or a document that relates to someone else. This is an offence 
contrary to the ID cards Act 2006.

In claiming asylum, you have prevented UKBA from removing you from the UK to the country 
from which you arrived. You can of course withdraw your claim for asylum at any time. If you 
do this UKBA will seek to repatriate you to the country which you arrived from.

It is now the intention of UKBA to arrest you and seek to prosecute you for the offence that I 
have outlined above.

My purpose in informing you of these facts is not to influence you in any way in respect of your 
asylum claim. My intention is to ensure that you are as fully informed as possible about what 
will happen next. I am prepared to explain or clarify any aspect of what I have said to you in 
more detail if you so wish. ‘

4.60   Within the port file there were notes detailing conversations between the officer and the Prosecutions 
Team17 at Stansted. This indicated a willingness to prosecute the passenger, but only if they 
maintained their claim for asylum. The officer also informed the passenger of the likelihood that they 
would receive a custodial sentence of between 12-18 months, although no prosecution had been 
agreed. This possibility of a prosecution was later removed due to a lack of resources, regardless of 
whether the passenger maintained their claim for asylum or not. The passenger was not informed of 
this and continued to believe they would be prosecuted if they continued their claim. 

4.61   The contents of the document the passenger received were drafted and agreed for local use. It was 
not the subject of scrutiny or approval from Border Force policy teams or the Home Office Legal 
Advisors. 

4.62   Refugees are entitled to mount a defence against such prosecutions. The defence set out in section 
31 of the Immigration and Asylum Act 1999 applies if they also meet a number of statutory criteria. 

17  A Border Force team based at Stansted whose job is to gather evidence, consider potential offences and make referrals to the CPS 
regarding potential prosecutions.
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These criteria include:

•	 handing themselves to the UK authorities without delay;
•	 claiming asylum as soon as was reasonably practicable; and
•	 not stopping in any country whilst in transit to the UK for more than a short stopover or, if they did 

stop in other countries en route, they could not reasonably have been expected to be given protection 
there under the Refugee Convention.

4.63   If such a defence is accepted, then no prosecution of the applicant can be maintained. After we raised 
this case with Border Force, revised guidance was issued. It stated that the asylum-seeker is to be 
told that they are not under arrest at that stage, but that prosecution remains an option pending the 
outcome of their asylum claim (i.e. if they have not met the section 31 criteria outlined above). We 
noted that this guidance was only circulated to criminal investigators and enforcement teams, not 
PCP staff. The current structure of online Border Force guidance means that the revised version is not 
well signposted.

We recommend that the Home Office:

Ensures that reissued guidance relating to the prosecution of asylum applicants who present forged 
documents is communicated to all relevant staff and adhered to.

File administration

4.64   We found poor file administration of the cases in terms of 
how the file was maintained and what material was kept 
within it. In 107 cases (65% of our sample) we found poor 
record-keeping or baggage search forms not being completed 
properly. Other examples of poor file administration 
included staff:

•	 not following Border Force interviewing guidance;
•	 failing to ensure that written records of interviews were correctly signed by the interviewing 

officer; and
•	 retaining documents that should have been returned to passengers.

4.65   Border Force accepted they needed to improve performance in this area. We noted that an instruction 
on Port File Etiquette was issued nationally on 4 September 2013. Adherence to this instruction 
should improve the quality of the port files and for this reason we make no separate recommendation 
on this issue.

  Customs and immigration offences should be 
prevented, detected, investigated and, where 
appropriate, prosecuted. 
Customs channels

4.66   Stansted had achieved 100% adherence to the Operating Mandate 
requirement to intercept passengers who were suspected of smuggling 
and were subject to a high or medium priority intelligence alert. 
However, our inspection highlighted that other customs activity was 

In 65% of cases we found 
poor-record keeping or 
baggage search forms not being 
completed properly

Customs activity was 
impacted adversely 
by the concentration 
of staff on the PCP
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impacted adversely by the concentration of staff on the PCP. For example, we observed delays in 
managing fast parcels work and the almost total absence of staff in the customs channels during our 
inspection.18  

4.67   Our findings were consistent with the NAO report which found that ‘staff shortages and the 
requirement to prioritise full passenger checks while managing queuing times reduced the time 
(staff) spent undertaking other duties, such as customs controls’. On the limited occasions when 
we observed staff in the customs channels, we identified a number of performance issues, including 
inconsistency in the:

•	 completion of notebooks;
•	 use of gloves when examining passengers’ baggage; and
•	 written recording of conversations with passengers. 

4.68   While none of these issues were likely to have a high impact on the ability of Border Force to 
conduct its operations, they were indicative of an operational area with limited, if any, oversight 
from managers. The assurance records we saw completed appeared to have had little impact in raising 
performance levels. Border Force told us it planned to address these issues by introducing regional 
assurance teams and revised processes. 

4.69   The achievement in meeting all medium and high intelligence-alert passengers was positive; however, 
this did not reflect all aspects of customs work. Border Force guidance and training provides in-
depth information to officers of procedures and visual indicators they should use when assessing all 
passengers passing through the customs channels. Many of these visual indicators provide officers 
with strong indications that a passenger needs to be stopped, questioned and searched; the visual 
indicators	often	result	in	the	seizure	of	prohibited	and	restricted	goods.19 The Director General 
of Border Force recognised the benefits of importance of officers using their intuition during an 
appearance in front of the Home Affairs Select Committee in October 2013, when he said ‘there is 
also some very good intuition used by Border Force officers in the front line’.

4.70   Senior managers told us that when training events were 
undertaken	in	the	customs	channels,	seizure	figures	increased.	
This view was common across the staff focus groups we 
conducted with all operational grades. This reinforces the view 
presented by the NAO, and ourselves, that greater success could 
be achieved within the customs channels if greater resources 
were deployed there.

4.71			 It	is	impossible	for	an	assessment	to	be	made	of	what	has	not	been	seized	by	Border	Force	at	Stansted.	
We noted that the x-ray machine used to help identify whether passengers were smuggling drugs 
internally was used only once over a two-month period in July and August 2013. We are concerned 
that an absence of staff in the customs channels might have contributed to this equipment not being 
used effectively during the busy summer period. We also note that Stansted missed its target for Class 
A	drugs	seizures	for	the	year	2012/13	–	Figures	13	and	14	refer.

18  We conducted approximately 50 hours of observation across all areas of Border Force operations.
19  Goods that are liable to forfeiture.

Greater success could 
be achieved within the 
customs channels if greater 
resources were deployed 
there
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Figure 13: Cocaine seizures 2012-13
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Figure 14: Heroin and other Class A seizures 2012-13
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Note: This data represents local management information, correct at the time of inspection.

4.72			 Figure	14	shows	that	no	heroin	was	seized	after	July	2012.	During	the	on-site	phase	of	our	inspection	
we observed that the interception of passengers by a Border Force officer in the customs channels was 
rare. We asked Border Force to provide a breakdown of staff hours worked in the customs channels 
during the onsite phase of our inspection, but were told that records to show this were not held. Our 
findings	were	supported	by	a	comparison	of	seizure	figures	between	the	customs	channels	and	the	fast	
parcels environment, Figure 15 refers.   
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Figure 15: Commodity seizures at Stansted in 2012/13, by location
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 Note: Information provided by Border Force. HRT= refers to Hand Rolling Tobacco and POAO 
refers to Products of Animal Origin.

4.73			 This	shows	that	only	1	kilogram	of	cocaine	was	seized	from	passengers	in	the	customs	channels.	All	
other	Class	A	seizures	were	from	fast	parcels	controls.

4.74   In our view, the visible deterrent of a well-manned border is important 
to border security to prevent smuggling of prohibited and restricted 
goods. We have commented on this before in our previous report on 
Gatwick Airport.20  

Fast Parcels

4.75   Fast Parcels Operators specialise in the worldwide shipment of small consignments, often within 
specified timeframes, and on a person-to-person basis. The targeting of suspect fast parcel 
consignments (classified as ‘freight’ by Border Force) bound for the UK was a joint process between 
East Midlands Airport (EMA) and Stansted. Historically, each airport undertook targeting. However, 
plans were in place for all parcels’ targeting work to transfer to EMA, which is also where the Fast 
Parcels Intelligence Team were based. This transfer of work had been due to take place before our 
inspection, but had been delayed. 

4.76   As a result, Stansted detection staff continued to target all parcels imported by two of the largest fast 
parcels companies, regardless of the UK port of arrival. If a target was identified for another airport, 
then Stansted staff issued an alert to that location, requesting that the parcel was examined by officers 
local to where the parcel had arrived. 

4.77   While the targeting activity had not yet transferred from Stansted, management prioritisation had 

20  http://icinspector.independent.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2012/02/Inspection-of-Gatwick-Airport-North-Terminal.pdf
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changed. This meant that targeting had become supplementary to the new duties undertaken by 
the former targeting staff, who were now working as multi-skilled Border Force officers, including 
working at the PCP. The work of targeting fast parcels was now only undertaken when managers 
could make staff available. 

4.78   One operator’s IT system automatically selected targeted suspicious parcels and ‘held’ the parcel until 
Border Force physically examined it and cleared it for despatch to its destination. This system also 
allowed targeting staff to conduct additional, manual searches to check other parcels that might be 
considered suspicious. These would also be electronically ‘held’ until they were examined and cleared.

4.79   The other operator’s IT system was entirely manual as officers had to use their skill and experience in 
reading electronic manifests, to identify potentially suspicious parcels for examination, which could 
then be held for examination by Border Force. Figure 16 shows the number of fast parcels that were 
imported on each day of our on-site inspection, and how many were targeted for examination.

Figure 16: Parcels targeted each day during the on-site inspection

Date Parcels imported  
through 

‘electronic’ system 

Parcels targeted 
electronically

Parcels imported 
through ‘manual’ 

system

Parcels 
targeted 

manually21  

05/08/2013 4,424 73 (1.65%) No imports 6

06/08/2013 14,854 99 (0.66%) 3,722 0 

07/08/2013 18,365 84 (0.45%) 4,182 14 (0.33%)

08/08/2013 17,759 74 (0.41%) 4,382 15 (0.34%)

09/08/2013 10,117 22 (0.21%) 4,071 10 (0.24%)

10/08/2013 23,206 78 (0.33%) No imports 0

11/08/2013 4,441 17 (0.38%) 3,208 0

12/08/2013 3,560 19 (0.53%) No imports 5

13/08/2013 15,428 65 (0.42%) 3,237 14 (0.43%)

14/08/2013 17,175 71 (0.41%) 3,908 2 (0.05%)

TOTALS 129,059 602 (0.46%) 26,710 66 (0.24%)
Note: Data provided jointly by Border Force and the two fast parcel operators. 21

4.80   Where Border Force were required to manually target suspect parcels, 
fewer were selected. Staff also told us that, when manual targeting was 
undertaken, the number of parcels selected for examination was always 
proportionate to the number of staff available to examine them. This 
meant the manual IT targeting system was not being checked while former 
targeting officers were undertaking other duties, for example at the PCP. As 
a result, during these times no manifests were checked and no parcels were 
held for examination by Border Force. Instead, the parcels were all cleared 
for delivery by the fast parcels operator without any Border Force oversight. 

4.81			 Seizure	data	from	Stansted	showed	that	fast	parcels	had	been	used	to	import	a	wide	range	of	
prohibited and restricted items, from commercial quantities of Class A drugs and tobacco to 
endangered species and firearms. Not undertaking these targeting activities reduced the level of 
border security.

21  Parcels could be selected for targeting on any day while they remained on the fast parcels operator’s IT system, i.e. parcels could be 
selected from the parcels imported on previous days, even when no new parcels were imported.

The parcels 
were all cleared 
for delivery by 
the fast parcels 
operator without 
any Border Force 
oversight
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Fast parcel examination

4.82   Once parcels had been selected for examination, Border Force staff visited the fast parcels operators’ 
warehouses at the airport to physically examine the targeted parcels, opening them as necessary to 
verify the contents. However, during our inspection examinations only took place when there were 
increasing numbers of targeted but unexamined parcels. Examinations sometimes did not take place 
for several days in a row. 

4.83   Although Officers responsible for examining parcels were multi-skilled, they were mostly employed 
on the PCP and typically only examined fast parcels following requests from the fast parcels operators 
to clear backlogs of parcels that had been held for examination. We were told by Border Force staff 
and the fast parcels operators that these delays were caused by the pressure on managers to control 
immigration queue times at the airport terminal. When parcel examinations did take place, staff were 
given a window, sometimes only three hours long, to undertake fast parcels work before returning 
to	the	PCP.	Senior	managers	also	told	us	that	when	successful	detections	and	seizures	were	made,	
HOs	sometimes	told	the	fast	parcels	officers	to	delay	or	postpone	completing	the	required	seizure	
paperwork until immigration queues had been cleared.

4.84   Fast parcels operators told us that delays in parcels being examined and cleared by Border Force were 
costing them money and repeat business, especially if customers had paid for an express service that 
was then delayed for three days through Border Force inactivity. Most fast parcels companies use 
a customer-facing tracking system to let people know where their parcel is. When a parcel is first 
imported, it is often marked as ‘Awaiting Customs Clearance’ on the customer-accessible IT system. 
We were concerned that any extended period of this notation could indicate to the intended recipient 
that their package was being examined and could ‘tip-off’ those behind smuggling attempts.

4.85   During our observations we saw that parcels targeted for examination were kept in designated areas 
set aside for Border Force activity. The areas used by Border Force were not secure, because it was the 
responsibility of the fast parcels operator to locate the parcel that Border Force wanted to examine 
and to move it to the Border Force examination area. Secure areas were available to store any goods 
that	were	seized.

4.86   Border Force staff did not use a list to reconcile the parcels they searched against the targeted and 
selected parcels. This meant that they did not know if the parcels they were examining were the 
parcels that required examination. As a result, there was no way of knowing whether any targeted 
parcels had not been made available by the fast parcels operator (whether by accident or design), or 
had already been delivered to customers in error. Managers at Stansted were made aware of this issue 
in July 2013, but at the time of our inspection the position had not changed.  

4.87   We observed that the parcels selected were not categorised under the normal 
National Targeting Categories of high, medium and low, therefore staff had no 
idea which parcels to prioritise when conducting searches. Staff were also not 
told why a parcel had been targeted, making it impossible for them to know 
how in-depth the examination of the parcel should have been. Some of the 
examinations we witnessed were cursory at best. For example, only the top layer 
of items in a box was looked at, due to the pressure to examine so many parcels 
during the time allotted for this work to take place. Our observations also 
revealed:

•	 inconsistent details recorded in notebooks, including some officers who made no notes at all;
•	 inconsistent use of rubber gloves to protect forensic considerations; and
•	 the detection of a commercial quantity of a Class A drug where the original inner packaging was 

not returned to the consignment when it was re-packed (in advance of a controlled delivery by the 
Police). Officers also did not wear gloves while examining this parcel.

Some of the 
examinations 
we witnessed 
were cursory 
at best
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4.88   Fast parcels operators and staff told us that unannounced visits to warehouses rarely took place and 
that it was only when examining pre-selected parcels that visits occurred. Experienced officers told us 
they had previously used intuition to identify that a particular parcel might be worthy of examination, 
even though it had not been targeted. During our inspection there was no time assigned to officers 
to undertake any work within the fast parcels environment, other than that used to examine parcels 
already selected for examination by the targeting officers. This was not an effective use of the expertise 
that many of the customs staff possessed.

We recommend that the Home Office:

Ensures that all fast parcels are subject to targeting and selection systems and that:

•	 resources are available to examine them; and
•	 staff reconcile the parcels they examine against those selected for examination. 

False Documents

4.89   Forgery Officers are specially trained officers who assist other staff at the Primary Control Point when 
they suspect that documents being presented are not genuine, either through the document itself being 
forged or being obtained through fraudulent means. Staff were keen to apply their forgery knowledge 
and were well supported by the Forgery Team. When they could, managers scheduled forgery experts 
on every shift and ensured that they were available when high risk flights arrived. 

4.90			 A	local	initiative,	in	which	a	pictorial	quiz	was	presented	to	staff,	asking	them	to	select	‘lookalikes’	and	
identify other potential impostors from photographs, was also a novel way of enabling learning and 
strengthening the ability of staff to detect forgeries. This approach illustrated the commitment of local 
staff and was an example of good practice. 

4.91   Figure 17 details the number of referrals and forgery detections in 2011/12 and 2012/13. This shows 
a reduction in the detection of forgeries, although there is a direct correlation between the number of 
referrals and detections made. 

Figure 17: Forgery detections 2011/12 – 2012/13

2011/12 2012/13 Variance (%)

Referrals 3,492 2,946 -16%

Detections 383 316 -17%
Note: Figures supplied by Border Force.

Cash Detection team 

4.92   This team was initially devoted solely to identifying people who were suspected of possessing proceeds 
of crime, or who were money-laundering. Such criminal endeavours are normally associated with 
persons leaving the UK, as evidenced by our observations of the cash detection team working in the 
airport’s departure lounge. 

4.93   In 2011, this team was merged with the team managing General Aviation (GA)22 controls, making both 
teams multifunctional. Although this team was responsible for cash23 and GA, they were also used to 
resource the PCP when it was busy. Staff on these teams told us that, as a result of PCP-deployments, 
their	cash	seizures	were	falling.	This	was	supported	by	the	figures	shown	in	Figures	18	and	19.

22  Light and unscheduled aircraft movements
23  Section 289 of POCA defines cash as: notes and coins in any currency, postal orders, cheques of any kind, including travellers’ cheques, 
bankers’ drafts, bearer bonds or shares, sovereigns (a British gold coin), and krugerrands (a South African gold coin).
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Figure 18: Number of cash seizures per month
 

 Note: Figures supplied by Border Force.

Figure 19: Amount of cash seized per month
 

 Note: Figures supplied by Border Force.

4.94   We observed the cash team in the departures lounge just after they 
had made a cash detection. The cash was being carried by a previous 
clandestine entrant who was now flying home after a number of years in 
the UK. Staff from Immigration Enforcement had been called to assist 
with the immigration issues. This practice of joint working was positive 
and demonstrated how Border Force now has greater flexibility and 
resources at its disposal than might have been possible when customs and 
immigration were separate entities.
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  Resources should be allocated to support 
operational delivery and achieve value for 
money
Staffing/rosters/time management

4.95   Border Force stated at the time of our inspection that it was under-resourced at Stansted (Figure 2 
refers). However, a recruitment campaign was taking place to fill staff vacancies. 

4.96   Staff and managers believed that some of the shift periods were too long to be effective and 
concentration could be affected with the potential for errors to occur. We were also given examples of 
recent shift-roster changes, different patterns of attendance, different payment systems and differing 
terms and conditions for all staff. We accept that these factors can have an influence on a manager’s 
ability to allocate resources and provide effective staffing levels.

4.97   We found that officers sometimes remained seated at the PCP even when there was an extended gap 
between busy periods (up to two hours on at least one occasion). We do not know why this time was 
not used for administrative tasks such as completing outstanding IS125s, or to catch up on emails, 
guidance changes or refresher training. 

4.98   Immigration staff who had been trained in customs work told us they had not been allocated to any 
of these responsibilities since their training was completed. As a result they lacked the confidence to 
undertake this work and had forgotten much of what they had been taught. While we acknowledge 
the efforts made by Senior Managers to cross-train as many staff as possible, it is essential that they 
are able to put their training into practice to maintain and build upon their skill levels.

We recommend that the Home Office:

Ensures staff have regular opportunities to maintain their skill levels, particularly in a live 
operational environment.

4.99   Senior managers recognised the problems that staff had with resourcing and rostering issues. They 
believed that, with full staffing, many of these problems would be alleviated. To support this view, 
a recent change of management at Assistant Director level had prompted a number of changes in 
rosters and working patterns that had started to achieve positive results, particularly in relation to the 
deployment of staff to the PCP during periods of high passenger demand. 

4.100   While senior managers at Stansted considered that the planned recruitment would allow them to 
meet both immigration and customs priorities, we believe that Border Force should review whether 
the planned additional recruitment will be sufficient to maintain and drive improvement across 
the whole range of immigration and customs work. Border Force should also take into account 
the planned increases in passenger numbers that were being forecast by the airport operator in 
determining its own required future staffing levels at Stansted.

We recommend that the Home Office:

Should assess its priorities and review whether the planned additional recruitment will be sufficient 
to drive improvement across the whole range of immigration and customs activities.
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Shift briefings/handovers

4.101   Staff informed us that shift briefings, which were scheduled to be delivered four times each day, 
did not always occur. Managers stated that this was due to the pressures of queues at the PCP. This 
meant that some staff received briefings more than once, while others did not receive them at all. In 
instances where a shift briefing did not occur, HOs were required to inform the SO.  

4.102   Where shift briefings did occur, staff had mixed feelings about their quality and content. There were 
concerns that they were often not operational in nature, sometimes discussing issues like e-learning, 
which was deemed inappropriate and meant that some briefings could take up to 15 minutes.

4.103   We also observed some shift changes between the HOs where no handover was given. Although 
there was a ‘HO Daily Log’ in the watch house, which was meant to serve this purpose, this was not 
consistently completed. In some instances this meant that an HO who had just started their shift was 
not immediately aware of any ongoing cases or issues.

4.104   Shift briefings are an effective tool in ensuring that staff are aware of any issues that might be relevant 
to them while undertaking their work: for example, cascading information about recent operational 
instructions, guidance, and ongoing operational issues. Border Force needs to improve the content 
and structure of shift briefings at Stansted.

  Complaints procedures should operate in 
accordance with the recognised principles of 
complaints handling

4.105   We found that complaints leaflets were readily available and passengers were 
referred to the HOs when making verbal complaints. However, it was evident 
that not all complaints about queuing that we witnessed were being recorded. 
This included those occasions when we witnessed Border Force staff having 
to deal with irate passengers complaining about long queues, but no records 
were created to itemise their complaints.

4.106   We were told of instances where complaints were made by passengers who travelled regularly but were 
always stopped because the WI was not updated in a timely manner. This is an ongoing WI weakness 
and we have made recommendations previously about the timely cleansing of data, most recently in 
our report on e-Borders.24 We noted that Border Force was taking action to address this problem with 
a development programme that commenced in September 2012, aimed at refining and simplifying 
the WI system. 

4.107   We found that each immigration desk had a book in which incidents could be recorded. However, 
it was not clear to staff what should go in the books, or whether they were routinely read by others. 
Some managers were unaware of the existence of these records. The majority of the books contained 
information on IT outages or problems, and events involving specific passengers where there had 
been, or could potentially have been, an incident worthy of recording. The books were not signed 
or dated by any senior managers to show that they had been read, and officers told us that they were 
only recording incidents to deal with possible complaints that might result in the future. Border 
Force needs to review the process and manage it more effectively.  

24  http://icinspector.independent.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2013/10/An-Inspection-of-eborders.pdf

Complaints 
leaflets were 
readily 
available



33

4.108   The previous inspections of Gatwick North Terminal and Heathrow 
Terminal 3 identified shortcomings in how complaints were managed 
by Border Force. Border Force accepted recommendations relating 
to this area of responsibility, but it would appear that although they 
reported local initiatives created to improve procedures at those 
airports, any national improvement to the handling of complaints has 
not yet been fully effective. 

  

National 
improvement to 
the handling of 
complaints has not 
yet been fully effective
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  All individuals should be treated with dignity 
and respect and without discrimination in 
accordance with the law.
Search of Person

5.1   Searches of person (SOP) are permitted under Section 164 of the Customs and Excise Management 
Act (CEMA) 1979, which provides the powers to search any person where there are reasonable 
grounds to suspect that the person is carrying an article which either is chargeable with any duty 
which has not been paid or secured or is prohibited or restricted. Powers to search an arrested person 
are also provided under Section 32 of the Police and Criminal Evidence Act (PACE) 1984, which 
permits a search where there are reasonable grounds for believing that the person may present a 
danger to themselves and others, or has anything which may be used to assist escape from lawful 
custody or which might be evidence relating to an offence.

5.2   Searches of person must be authorised, in advance, by an officer no lower 
than Higher Officer grade. This authorisation can be made verbally, subject 
to contemporaneous records being created of the conversation and detailed 
records being completed subsequently. We had a small number of concerns 
relating to the quality of detail within central records of SOP activity, but 
were pleased to note that these were the subject of scrutiny from Border Force 
and efforts were being made to ensure that staff kept better records.

5.3   Statistics we received showed that only 17 people were searched in the first quarter of 2013, when 
approximately 1.8 million passengers arrived. These searches all relate to activity in the legacy-
customs area, and are categorised as either a ‘rub-down’ search or a full strip-search. 

5.4   Some staff at the HO grade told us they did not have the requisite 
knowledge to robustly manage the customs area, particularly in 
relation to the legal requirements of PACE and the grounds upon 
which passengers might be subjected to the more-intrusive search 
procedures. In these cases they relied upon their junior but more 
experienced customs colleagues to advise them, or they attempted 
to locate a more experienced colleague at the same grade as 
themselves.

5.5   Former immigration staff at the HO grade acknowledged that they had little experience of customs 
work and commented that their authorisation for certain activity was little more than a formality, 
because they lacked the experience and knowledge to fully assess whether the activity should be 
authorised. Senior managers said that although they had some concerns in this area, staff had 
experience of working in the customs channels and should be able to perform these functions 
properly. 

5. Inspection Findings – Safeguarding 
Individuals
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5.6   The pressure of not breaching queue times was a major influence upon this approval process for 
SOPs, because managers simply did not have the time to research subjects and be satisfied that 
actions were necessary or proportionate. HOs did not record negative decisions or denials of requests 
to undertake SOPs, and so statistics were not available to demonstrate how often managers denied 
officers’ requests to undertake such activities. We comment in more detail on this enforcement skills 
gap in the section on enforcement powers.

Equality considerations

5.7   The Equality Act 2010 imposes a requirement on the Agency to meet the general public sector 
equality duty which came into effect in April 2011.This duty requires the Agency to: 

•	 eliminate unlawful discrimination, harassment and victimisation and other conduct prohibited by 
the Act; 

•	 advance equality of opportunity between people who share a protected characteristic25 and those 
who do not; and 

•	 foster good relations between people who share a protected characteristic and those who do not. 

5.8   This involves: 

•	 removing or minimising disadvantages suffered by people due to their protected characteristics; 
•	 taking steps to meet the needs of people from protected groups where these are different from the 

needs of other groups; and 
•	 encouraging people from protected groups to participate in public life or in other activities where 

their participation is particularly low.

5.9   Senior Border Force staff responsibilities include a requirement to 
analyse SOP records to ensure that there is no evident or apparent bias or 
discrimination in relation to the passengers who are searched. Within the 
assurance and SOP records we examined, the ethnicity of the passenger was 
not recorded on all occasions and, where it was, it was recorded only as it was 
perceived by the officer undertaking the search, i.e. ethnicity monitoring was 
classified within the IC1 to IC6 +1 (unknown) system (see Appendix B). 

5.10   We noted that there were no SOPs listed against any classifications other than IC1 to IC4; however, 
the assuring officers recorded that that this was ‘reasonably representative of passengers using 
Stansted’. Border Force officers were not offering searched passengers the opportunity to self-define 
their ethnicity (see Appendix B) therefore the available ethnicity data for searched-passengers could 
not be relied upon. The assurance records that we inspected reminded the assuring officer to make 
sure that SOPs were undertaken consistent with the requirements of The Equality Act 2010. 

5.11   Our Inspection of Heathrow Terminal 3, undertaken in 2012, concluded that staff might not be 
able to meet their responsibilities under the Equality Act 2010. The failure to collect diversity data 
within statistics for passengers subjected to search was key to this. If retained records contain only a 
passenger’s perceived ethnicity, it is not easy to identify how the managers can satisfy themselves that 
any, not just non-ethnicity, equality considerations are being met. 

25  Protected characteristics under the Equalities Act 2010 are: Age, Sex, Race, Religion & Belief, Disability, Gender Reassignment, 
Marriage & Civil Partnership, Pregnancy & Maternity and Sexual Orientation.
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We recommend that the Home Office:

Requests searched passengers to self-classify their ethnicity, and gives full consideration to whether 
other diversity data should be requested and recorded.

  Enforcement powers should be carried out in 
accordance with the law and by members of 
staff authorised and trained for that purpose.
Police and Criminal Evidence Act (PACE) breaches

5.12   We examined 30 officers’ notebooks, two (6.6%) of which included activities 
where PACE was used. Both of these contained details to demonstrate that 
good practice and the requirements of the PACE were not met. In the first 
example, and as a failure to adopt good practice, a passenger was questioned 
after their arrest, without having received their full legal rights under PACE. 
The officer recorded in their notebook that the passenger was happy to 
answer questions without a solicitor being present, but had failed to get the 
passenger to sign their notebook to acknowledge this.

5.13   The second instance detailed a more serious incident that breached the requirements of PACE, and 
also gave us some concern regarding the health and safety of a passenger – Figure 20 refers.

Figure 20: Case study – PACE  

The passenger:

•	 was initially detained under immigration powers in the immigration detention suite, but 
was subsequently found to have a small quantity (for personal use) of what was believed to 
be cannabis in their baggage;

•	 was subsequently arrested and taken to the customs channels for further search and 
questioning, without being taken to a Custody Officer; and

•	 was subsequently de-arrested and released due to a Border Force perception that they were 
under the influence of controlled drugs.

Chief Inspector’s comments:

•	 The passenger was arrested despite previously issued guidance stating that arrests for 
‘personal use’ quantities of Class B drugs were not to be undertaken (unless there were 
extenuating circumstances, which there were not in this case).

•	 The passenger was questioned about matters unrelated to the preservation and securing of 
evidence, without first receiving legal advice (one of their rights under PACE). 

•	 The passenger was ‘de-arrested’ and released, even though they had been found in 
possession of prohibited drugs, and were perceived to be ‘under the influence’ of them.

5.14   The PACE breach is similar to those found during our recent inspection of Border Force freight 
operations. It is disappointing to find that this PACE breach was not detected during any subsequent 
assurance of the officer’s notebook by their line manager. This was not surprising, considering the 
admission from Immigration managers that they are not practised in enforcement operations.

Good practice 
and the 
requirements of 
the PACE were 
not met
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5.15   The passenger in the highlighted case was showing signs of drug intoxication that could have raised 
a number of concerns in relation to their health and safety. It is unfortunate that the reasons given 
for a person being de-arrested and released were identical to those that might have prompted another 
officer to call for urgent medical assistance.  

Health and safety of suspected drug smugglers.

5.16   Staff told us about the interception of multiple passengers from a single flight, who were suspected 
of internally concealing Class A drugs, but were not dealt with appropriately when stopped at 
the PCP. As a result, all of the suspects were required to sit and wait for almost an hour for the 
immigration queues to reduce before they were dealt with. The risk to these passengers, all of whom 
were subsequently found to have swallowed commercial quantities of Class A drugs, should not be 
underestimated. It is cause for concern that, instead of such at-risk passengers being immediately 
arrested and presented to a doctor, they were made to sit and wait for immigration queues to be 
cleared first. 

5.17   Border Force told us that it was not departmental practice to present a passenger who was suspected 
of swallowing drugs (or was confirmed to have done so) to a doctor or other medical professional 
unless they were indicating signs of being unwell. Border Force were in the process of implementing 
recommendations made in a report26 published in January 2013 by the Chief Medical Officer on the 
medical care of suspected internal drug traffickers. They expected that this would lead to improved 
medical monitoring of detainees, although this would not involve an immediate referral to a doctor 
unless the detainee was demonstrably unwell.

5.18   Passengers who had not been arrested and were waiting for immigration queues to clear may have 
presented a risk if they were able to visit a toilet and expel internal packages, or destroy evidence held 
on their person (e.g. mobile phone SIM cards or hand-written notes). The likelihood of this risk had 
not been established at Stansted.

5.19   In this instance, the passengers were detained without being arrested and transferred to a custody 
officer; rather they were requested to sit on chairs near the immigration queues: chairs that are not 
directly watched by Border Force or contract staff. Border Force told us that there was no controlled 
detention area at Stansted for those arrested for customs offences. The only such facility at Stansted 
is for the short-term detention of immigration offenders. If it was established that a passenger had 
swallowed drugs, arrangements were made to transfer detainees to the detention facility at Heathrow. 
During this time the passenger would remain under the care of a trained Custody Officer.

We recommend that the Home Office:

Ensures that staff dealing with passengers suspected of swallowing prohibited or restricted drugs 
are trained to be aware of all possible risks to health and safety and the preservation of evidence.

 

  

26 https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/216999/SIDT-Report-FINAL.pdf
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  All border and immigration functions should 
be carried out with regard to the need 
to safeguard and promote the welfare of 
children.  

5.20   All the officers we observed took their safeguarding children responsibilities seriously, questioning any differences in 
surname, and carefully explaining the reasons why they were asking these additional questions. The majority of passengers 
understood the purpose, and we observed some passengers thanking staff for being so thorough when they realised the 
reasoning behind it.  

  Personal data of individuals should be treated 
and stored securely in accordance with the 
relevant legislation and regulations.

5.21   Our file sampling revealed that WI printouts and Police National 
Computer results, which were marked as Confidential, had been 
retained on some files. These documents contained sensitive personal 
information and in accordance with Border Force guidance should 
have been disposed of appropriately in accordance with their security 
classification. Border Force acknowledged that this information 
should not have been retained on port files.

5.22   We also found that passengers’ completed landing cards and uncompleted Port Files were not stored 
securely. Landing cards were separated into categories and left in open-topped plastic storage boxes, 
while Port Files were placed in open-fronted pigeon-holes. While we accept that a security pass was 
required to access the office in question, this does not obviate the need to observe the Home Office’s 
data security principles and ‘clear desk’ policy.

5.23   Border Force told us that the Home Office data security policy allowed for certain exemptions 
regarding the security of paper files, particularly where operational pressures or sheer volume made 
it highly impractical to lock such material away. They told us that the access controls and security 
vetting of cleaning staff reduced the risks associated with open storage. They were also making every 
effort to maintain security and expected to increase the amount of available secure storage facilities.

Border Force 
acknowledged that 
this sensitive personal 
information should not 
have been retained’
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  The implementation of policy and processes 
should support the delivery of Home Office 
objectives.
Notebooks

6.1   Border Force officers keep and maintain notebooks to record evidence of what was seen, found, heard 
or done during their activity. Notebooks are original notes of evidence and must always be completed 
in as full, detailed and accurate a manner as possible.

6.2   Border Force undertook a specific notebook-assurance exercise in March 2013. This found that 19 
out of 22 staff (86%) required remedial action in relation to the content of their notebooks. In many 
instances the remedial action was for staff to ‘read the LE Handbook’,27 even though there are a 
great many more locations where notebook guidance for Border Force staff may be found. Ongoing 
assurance activity by Border Force at Stansted continued to identify problems with the content and 
quality of staff notebooks including:

•	 officers dealing with passengers against whom offence action might be taken (criminal prosecution 
or civil penalty), where no second officer signed the notebook to corroborate the activity;

•	 passengers who were not invited to agree the officer’s notes as accurate; and 
•	 failures to quote the legislation under which enforcement activities were undertaken.

6.3   We discovered the same issues when we examined 30 officers’ notebooks. In some cases identical 
errors were committed by the same officer, despite the local assurance recommending that refresher 
training be undertaken by that officer some months previously. We do not know whether such 
refresher training was ever undertaken. We also observed:

•	 entries which indicated that a passenger had been referred to the Secondary Control Point by a 
PCP officer, but where no connected notebook entry was made by that officer (this was borne 
out during our on-site phase, when staff and managers told us that no such notebook entries were 
created); 

•	 a notebook where the officer had left blank spaces instead of detailing how many cigarettes had 
been	seized	from	a	passenger;	and

•	 inconsistent notebook standards. For example, some officers’ notes were created 
contemporaneously, some were created after events had taken place, while others contained a 
mixture of the two and did not clearly identify which entries were contemporaneous and which 
were not. 

27   HMRC’s online location for operational guidance, accessible by Border Force staff.

6. Inspection Findings – Continuous 
Improvement
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6.4   We remain concerned that these failures to follow guidance 
were not identified by line managers who were undertaking 
assurance activity. The efficiency of the assurance regime at 
Stansted needs significant improvement to raise standards and 
deliver better performance.

Notebook Guidance

6.5   Border Force had revised and re-issued its notebook guidance on 22 July 2013. This clarified which 
staff should have notebooks and exactly what they should be used for, and how. This was a positive 
step in ensuring that all staff were aware of what was required of them. However, we found that staff 
were unaware that this revised guidance was available. As a result, PCP staff who should have been 
issued with a notebook had not been.  

6.6   While we recognise and commend the Border Force initiatives that are underway to create a single 
location for operational guidance, staff must be told when guidance is revised. We are hopeful that 
the initiative to keep guidance up-dated and relevant will include a system for disseminating notice of 
any changes quickly and efficiently.  

Witness Statements

6.7   Border Force HOs are required to check the consistency between notebooks and the witness 
statements written from them, before they are submitted to Criminal and Financial Investigation 
(CFI) teams for potential prosecution. These are known as ‘Butler 21’ checks. The current guidance 
states:

 ‘the higher investigating officer (HIO) or chief immigration officer (CIO) must:

•	 compare all notebooks against witness statements before handing over the statements to the criminal and 
financial investigation (CFI) teams or investigating authorities;

•	 check notebooks and witness statements for accuracy; and
•	 make sure amendments are made to the witness statement as required, before final sign-off and 

handover to the CFI or other investigating authority.’ 

6.8   The assurance framework document used at Stansted only required one referral per month to be 
checked against this standard. The assurance records we received for parts of 2012 and 2013 showed 
that documents were forwarded to CFI unchecked, with the assurance paperwork indicating that CFI 
undertake the Butler 21 checks themselves.

6.9   We inspected 21 witness statements and found a number of errors within them, including:

•	 material differences from the content of notebooks detailing the same event (e.g. the witness 
statement claimed that a passenger was asked to sign and agree a notebook, but the notebook does 
not mention this event, and the passenger had not signed it);

•	 the inclusion of hearsay evidence;28 and
•	 quoting the ‘detention’ of goods under the Customs and Excise Management Act 1979 where 

the goods were suspected to be liable to forfeiture. Use of this power where goods were only 
‘suspected’ to be liable to forfeiture was removed before the events in the witness statement took 
place; and

•	 use of different witness statement templates and a failure to include the legislative powers under 
which actions were undertaken.

28  Information received from other people which cannot be substantiated; rumour.

Failures to follow guidance 
were not identified by line 
managers
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6.10   Figure 21 provides an illustration of an original witness statement that contained a number of errors. 

Figure 21: Case study – Errors in a witness statement  

The officer’s witness statement: 

•	 outlined the events surrounding the detection of an allegedly forged identification card at 
the PCP and set out the events of how the identification card was placed within a uniquely-
numbered evidence bag and stored within a ‘secured document bank’.

We found that:

•	 the unique reference number of the evidence bag had not been recorded within the witness 
statement; instead a blank space had been left for it, even though the witness statement had 
been signed by the officer concerned; 

•	 the original evidence bag containing the allegedly forged document had clearly not been 
stored within a ‘secured document bank’ – it was still located within the port file; and 

•	 the uniquely-numbered evidence bag had not been sealed shut (the bags are designed to 
protect the chain of evidence and are ‘tamper-evident’ once sealed).

Chief Inspector’s comments:

•	 This example demonstrates that officers are not fully aware of their responsibilities 
to maintain a reliable chain of evidence, and it raises questions about the quality of 
management assurance activities. 

6.11   A robust assurance programme is the best way to reduce the risks 
associated with the preparation of paperwork required by the 
Criminal Justice system. Such assurance relies upon operational 
managers being aware of what is required. We believe that there 
needs to be a more even distribution of knowledge of the former 
customs roles within the operational management grades at 
Stansted.

6.12   Whilst Border Force does not mount prosecutions, their activity is key to the success of other law 
enforcement departments and the Crown Prosecution Service’s efforts to convict alleged offenders. 
Failures to manage evidential note-keeping, failures to robustly protect the chain of evidence, and 
an inability to produce reliable and accurate witness statements will undermine the likelihood of 
successful prosecutions.

6.13   The staff survey conducted at Stansted in 2012 was responded to by only 18% of staff. The results 
demonstrated that while 83% of those staff were interested in their work, only 13% felt valued for 
the work that they did and only 10% reported feeling motivated or inspired by Border Force. Not a 
single member of staff felt that change was well-managed, or that any changes made had resulted in a 
positive impact. These feelings were echoed within the focus groups that we held, and were mirrored 
within the NAO report into Border Force.

6.14   It was apparent that the low level of staff morale, combined with the absence of robust management 
assurance, had caused a lowering of standards in the work that was undertaken. 

We believe that there 
needs to be a more even 
distribution of knowledge 
of the formers customs roles
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  Risks to operational delivery should be 
identified, monitored and mitigated.  
Abuse of the duty-free system

6.15   Staff told us about a weakness in the controls at the airport that meant that outbound passengers 
could buy duty-free cigarettes or tobacco, and then leave the airport without travelling abroad. This 
was supported by notebook entries that we examined during the inspection. The abuse resulted from 
the layout of the airport’s domestic and international facilities. Border Force staff became aware of 
this issue when airport staff notified them of their suspicions, based on the same passenger making 
repeat purchases of duty-free goods within a short space of time on the same day.

6.16   While Border Force had success in detecting such offenders, there was no enforcement activity 
around	this	risk	during	our	inspection,	and	seizures	were	no	longer	being	made.	Staff	told	us	that	
they believed this risk was still being exploited, and that they found it frustrating to allow this risk to 
continue untested.

We recommend that the Home Office:

Stops passengers buying duty-free goods and then leaving the airport without travelling.

Intelligence 

6.17   We found evidence, through discussions with both Border Force staff and other stakeholders, of 
conflicting views concerning the collection and dissemination of intelligence data. At a local level, 
despite resourcing issues, some staff felt that the relationship between targeting and intelligence staff 
was good. An example of this was a weekly meeting that both teams attended. However, members of 
that group were also critical of the way in which intelligence was being gathered and managed. 

6.18   A senior member of one of Border Force’s law enforcement partners felt that 
intelligence-sharing did not happen routinely and that procedures could be 
improved. The locally-based Intelligence Team were enthusiastic, able and 
focused in their objectives, but with the scarce resources we witnessed in the 
customs channels, it was not easy for them to build an accurate picture of 
which flights presented the highest risks to the border. 

6.19   We also found that when the local Intelligence Team generated targets, they were not always told 
the result when passengers were intercepted. While they readily discovered when the interception 
was successful, receiving feedback regarding negative interceptions was harder. Such feedback was 
important in determining whether a passenger had legitimate reasons for travelling, looked like a 
drug smuggler who simply had nothing with them on this occasion, or might be worthy of extra 
attention on an outbound flight for money-laundering offences. 

6.20   Information of this type develops a more informed and rounded intelligence picture. Such detail is 
important to help the identification of risk. If Border Force wants to further enhance its intelligence-
led ability, it must ensure that all staff know how intelligence should be gathered and disseminated. 

6.21   In 2011, following our thematic inspection of how the UK Border Agency received and used 
intelligence,29 Border Force accepted that it should: 

29  http://icinspector.independent.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2011/02/Preventing-and-detecting-immigration-and-customs-offences.pdf

Intelligence-
sharing did 
not happen 
routinely
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‘Provide guidance on the specific information to be collected, recorded and forwarded 
from enforcement operations and interviews of applicants/passengers so that intelligence 
can be developed consistently.’ 

6.22   Consistent with our findings from our e-Borders inspection, many of the ‘hits’ generated by this 
system were deleted before their contents were scrutinised. These deletions could have resulted in 
potentially valuable intelligence alerts not being issued to Stansted. As a result we cannot say whether 
they would have been of lesser or greater value than those that were actually issued. This reinforces 
the need to have capable staff using their ‘intuition’ skills to detect smuggling attempts. 

6.23   We were also told, and had this confirmed by managers, that Border Force intelligence staff had 
been trained to work on the PCP to assist in times of ‘national emergency’. This position had since 
changed and, as at the time of our inspection, the Intelligence Team had been told to provide the 
equivalent of 35 staff days on the PCP across the summer period.
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Role & Remit of the Chief Inspector

 The role of the Independent Chief Inspector (‘the Chief Inspector’) of the UK Border Agency (the 
Agency) was established by the UK Borders Act 2007 to examine the efficiency and effectiveness 
of the Agency. In 2009, the Chief Inspector’s remit was extended to include customs functions and 
contractors.

 On 20 February 2012, the Home Secretary announced that Border Force would be taken out of the 
Agency to become a separate operational command within the Home Office. The Home Secretary 
confirmed that this change would not affect the Chief Inspector’s statutory responsibilities and that 
he would continue to be responsible for inspecting the operations of both the Agency and the Border 
Force.

 On 22 March 2012, the Chief Inspector of the Agency’s title changed to become the Independent 
Chief Inspector of Borders and Immigration. His statutory responsibilities remained the same. The 
Chief Inspector is independent of the UK Border Agency and the Border Force and reports directly 
to the Home Secretary.

 On 26 March 2013 the Home Secretary announced that the UK Border Agency was to be broken 
up and, under a new package of reforms, brought back into the Home Office reporting directly to 
Ministers. The Chief Inspector will continue to inspect UK immigration functions previously carried 
out by the Agency, border customs functions and contractors employed by the Home Office to 
deliver any of those functions.

 

7. Appendix A
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Identification Codes Self-defined ethnicity codes – ‘16+1’

IC1 White – North European Asian or Asian British 
A1 Indian 
A2 Pakistani 
A3 Bangladeshi 
A9 Any other Asian background

IC2 White – South European Black or Black British 
B1 Caribbean 
B2 African 
B9 Any other Black background

IC3 Black Mixed 
M1 White & Black Caribbean 
M2 White & Black African 
M3 White & Asian 
M9 Any other Mixed background

IC4 Asian Chinese or other ethnic group 
O1 Chinese 
O9 Any other ethnic group

IC5 Chinese, Japanese, or other South East Asian White 
W1 British 
W2 Irish 
W9 Any other White background

IC6 Arabic or North African +1 Prefer not to say

IC0 Unknown

8. Appendix B  
Ethnicity monitoring
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Glossary   

Term Description

A

Assistant Director Senior manager, equivalent to Grade 7.

Asylum Asylum is the protection that a country gives to someone who is attempting 
to escape persecution in their own country of origin. To qualify for refugee 
status in the UK, an individual must apply to the Border Force for asylum 
and demonstrate that they meet the criteria as set out in the ‘Refugee 
Convention.

B 

Biometric passport 
chip

The chip inside biometric passports which contains information about the 
holder’s face – such as the distances between eyes, nose, mouth and ears – 
which are taken from the passport photograph. It also holds the information 
that is printed on the personal details page of the passport. The chip contains 
an antenna which means it can be read electronically on the passport reader.

Biometrics All customers are now routinely required to provide ten-digit fingerprint 
scans and a digital photograph when applying for a United Kingdom 
visa. There are some minor exceptions to this rule, e.g. Heads of State and 
children aged under five.

Border Force Following the separation of Border Force and the UK Border Agency on 1 
March 2012, Border Force became a Home Office operational command 
responsible for immigration and customs, including UK passport controls in 
France and Belgium.

C  

Casework The UK Border Agency term for the decision-making process used to resolve 
applications	(for	example	applications	for	asylum	or	British	citizenship).

Centaur Legacy customs IT system used by the UK Border Agency to collate and 
manage information and intelligence.

Class A drugs Drugs which are designated as ‘Class A’ under the Misuse of Drugs Act. The 
most common Class A drugs are cocaine, ecstasy, heroin, LSD and magic 
mushrooms.

Commodities Drugs, cigarettes, money.

Common Travel 
Area (CTA)

Allows free movement between Britain, Ireland, the Isle of Man and the 
Channel Islands, subject to conditions set out in the Immigration Act 1971.

9. Appendix C 
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Complaint Defined by Border Force as ‘any expression of dissatisfaction about the 
services provided by or for the UK Border Agency and/or about the 
professional conduct of UK Border Agency staff including contractors’.

Customs functions Collecting and safeguarding customs duties and controlling the flow of 
goods	including	animals,	transport,	personal	effects	and	hazardous	items	in	
and out of the UK. This function is carried out by Border Force staff. See 
also Detection.

Cyclamen Cyclamen is the government programme to install fixed and mobile portals 
at UK ports to screen traffic (people, vehicles and goods) entering the UK to 
identify radiological or nuclear material.

D

Data Protection 
Act 1998

The Data Protection Act requires anyone who handles personal information 
to comply with a number of important principles. It also gives individuals 
rights over their personal information.

Deputy Director Senior manager (subordinate to the Senior Civil Service, superior to Grade 
7).

E

e-Borders A multi-agency programme being delivered by the Home Office in 
partnership with the police and the security and intelligence agencies. It 
focuses on the capture and analysis of passenger and crew data from carriers, 
in advance of movements into and out of the UK by air, sea and rail. 

Enforcement A Border Force term used to refer to all activity that takes place within the 
UK to enforce the immigration rules. In addition to the work done by arrest 
teams,	this	includes	areas	such	as	asylum,	citizenship,	detention	and	removal.

Equality Act 2010 The Equality Act 2010 is an Act of Parliament of the United Kingdom. 
The Act bans unfair treatment and helps achieve equal opportunities in 
the workplace and in wider society. It covers nine protected characteristics, 
which cannot be used as a reason to treat people unfairly. They are:

•	 age 
•	 disability
•	 gender reassignment
•	 marriage and civil partnership
•	 pregnancy and maternity
•	 race
•	 religion or belief
•	 sex
•	 sexual orientation.

The public sector Equality Duty, s.149 of the Equality Act, requires public 
bodies to consider all individuals when carrying out their day-to-day work 
– in shaping policy, in delivering services and in relation to their own 
employees.
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European 
Convention of 
Human Rights 
1950

A convention to protect human rights and fundamental freedoms.

European 
Economic Area 
(EEA)

The European Economic Area (EEA) was established on 1 January 1994 
following an agreement between the member states of the European 
Free Trade Association (EFTA) and the European Community, later the 
European Union (EU).

European 
Economic Area 
(EEA) nationals

Also	known	as	European	Economic	Area	(EEA)	citizens.	A	full	list	of	EEA	
countries is given on the UK Border Agency website. All EEA nationals 
enjoy free movement rights within the EEA. This means that they are not 
subject to the Immigration Rules and may come to the United Kingdom 
and reside here in accordance with the Immigration (European Economic 
Area) Regulations 2006. They do not require permission from the UK 
Border Agency to enter or remain, nor do they require a document 
confirming their free movement status. This is also extended to nationals of 
Switzerland	which	is	not	part	of	the	EEA.

Executive Officer Lower management grade. Equivalent grades exist in the UK Border Agency 
and Border Force, including Officer and Immigration officer.

G

General Aviation Non-commercial private aircraft

Grade 7 Senior manager, subordinate to Grade 6, superior to a Senior Executive 
Officer.

Grade 6 Senior manager, subordinate to the Senior Civil Service, superior to Grade 7.

H

Her Majesty’s 
Inspector of 
Immigration 
(HMI)

The Border Force senior manager primarily responsible for legacy 
immigration staff.

Her Majesty’s 
Inspectorate of 
Prisons (HMIP)

An independent inspectorate that reports on the treatment of prisoners and 
conditions in prisons in England and Wales.

It also has statutory responsibility to inspect all UK Border Agency 
immigration removal centres and holding facilities.

Her Majesty’s 
Revenue and 
Customs (HMRC)

UK government department responsible for customs and taxation. The 
HMRC customs function was one of the legacy organisations that made up 
the UK Border Agency. The function is now carried out by Border Force 
staff at air, rail and sea ports.

Higher Officer 
(HO)

A management grade. Equivalent grades exist within the Home Office, 
including Higher Executive Officer and Chief Immigration Officer.

Home Affairs 
Committee (HAC)

The Home Affairs Committee is appointed by the House of Commons to 
examine the expenditure, administration, and policy of the Home Office 
and its associated public bodies.
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Home Office The Home Office is the lead government department for immigration and 
passports, drugs policy, crime, counter-terrorism and police.

Home Office 
Warnings Index 
(WI) 

A database of names available to Border Force staff of those with a previous 
history of immigration offences and those of interest to detection staff, 
police or other government agencies.

I 

Independent 
Chief Inspector 
of Borders and 
Immigration

The role of the Independent Chief Inspector of Borders and Immigration 
was established by the UK Borders Act 2007 to examine the efficiency and 
effectiveness of the UK Border Agency and, more recently, Border Force. 
The Chief Inspector is independent of the UK Border Agency and Border 
Force and reports directly to the Home Secretary.

Interim 
Operational 
Instructions

A UK Border Agency operational guidance document which is circulated to 
staff, informing them of a change to their working practices.

IS81 A Border Force form which is issued to passengers if Immigration Officers 
wish to conduct further examinations.

L

Legacy customs 
functions

Term used to describe the customs detection functions undertaken by the 
UK Border Agency since integration.

Legacy 
immigration 
functions

Term used to describe the immigration functions undertaken by the UK 
Border Agency and more recently Border Force since integration.

M

Management 
Information (MI)

Data on the basis of which management decisions can be made.

N                                                                    

Non-European 
Economic Area 
nationals 

A	national	or	a	citizen	from	a	country	that	is	not	part	of	the	EEA.	They	are	
all subject to the Immigration Rules. See also visa nationals.

Non-visa nationals A	national	or	citizen	of	any	country	that	is	not	listed	on	the	UK	Border	
Agency website (Appendix 1 of the Immigration Rules). A non-visa national 
does not need a visa to come to the United Kingdom for less than six 
months, unless it is a requirement of the immigration category under which 
they are entering. A non-visa national coming to the United Kingdom for 
more than six months will need a visa.

O                                                                    

Opening the 
biometric chip

An additional check which may take place when a passport containing 
a biometric chip is swiped over the reader at immigration control. The 
passenger’s biometric details (such as their fingerprints and data from the 
personal details page) will appear on the Immigration Officer’s computer 
screen for verification.
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Operating 
Mandate

The Operating Mandate defines the full border security checks to be 
conducted by Border Force officers, or through automated processes, on 
people and accompanied goods, freight and post arriving in and – where 
appropriate – departing from the UK.

P                                                                  

Police and 
Criminal Evidence 
Act (PACE)

PACE, and the PACE codes of practice provide the core framework of 
police powers and safeguards around stop and search, arrest, detention, 
investigation, identification and interviewing of arrested people. 

Police National 
Computer (PNC)

The PNC holds details of people, vehicles, crimes and property that can be 
electronically accessed by the police and other criminal justice agencies.

Primary Control 
Point (PCP)

Also known as Primary Checkpoint. Point at immigration control 
where passengers present their travel documents (typically passports) to 
Immigration Officers, for determination as to whether entry should be 
granted to the UK. Also known as immigration control or the immigration 
arrivals hall.

R                                                                     

Refugee A person defined in the 1951 Refugee Convention as someone who ‘owing 
to a well-founded fear of being persecuted for reasons of race, religion, 
nationality, membership of a particular social group, or political opinion, 
is outside the country of his nationality, and is unable to, or owing to such 
fear, is unwilling to avail himself of the protection of that country.’

Risk Assessment Process by which Border Force assesses the risk an operation poses to the 
public and staff. Will consider factors such as any history of violence, 
presence of children, number of people resident at the premises etc. The risk 
assessment is then used to introduce mitigation to limit or remove the risk. 
This may include cancelling the operation if the risk is too great.

S                                                                    

Scanning passports On arrival at immigration control, passports are scanned over the passport 
reader by the Immigration Officer. This basic check will notify the 
Immigration Officer if the passport holder has been registered on the Home 
Office Warnings Index.

Secondary 
Control Point  
and Secondary 
Examination Area 
(SEA)

An area where Border Force officials may be involved in the questioning of 
passengers and searching of baggage, freight and vehicles.

T                                                                     

Tactical Tasking 
and coordination 
group (TTCG)

A system to prioritise threats, set objectives and plan resources and action 
at all levels of the organisation. In essence, a business process supported by 
intelligence.



51

V

Visas and 
Immigration

One of the two operational commands set up under the direct control of the 
Home Office in place of the UK Border Agency which was broken up on 26 
March 2013. From 1 April 2013 this department handles all overseas and 
UK immigration and visa applications.

Visa Nationals Visa nationals are those who require a visa for every entry to the United 
Kingdom. A visa national is a national of a country listed on the UK Border 
Agency website (Appendix 1 of the Immigration Rules). Some visa nationals 
may pass through the United Kingdom on the way to another country 
without a visa, but in some circumstances they will require a direct airside 
visa or visitor in transit visa. Visa nationals must obtain Entry Clearance 
before travelling to the United Kingdom unless they are:

•	 returning residents;
•	 those who have been given permission to stay in the United Kingdom 

and, after temporarily leaving the United Kingdom, return within the 
duration of that permission to stay;

•	 schoolchildren resident in a European Union member state who are 
on an organised school trip from a general education school and 
accompanied by a teacher.

W

Warnings Index Also known as the ‘Home Office Warnings Index (WI)’.

Warnings Index 
Control Unit 
(WICU)

A unit within the UK Border Agency responsible for updating and 
maintaining the Warnings Index system. 

Watchlist Index A database of names available to Border Force staff of those with previous 
immigration history, those of interest to detection staff, police or matters of 
national security.
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