Public Document Pack
Sussex Police and Crime Panel
Members are hereby requested to attend the meeting of the Sussex Police and
Crime Panel, to be held at 10.30 am on Friday, 27 September 2019 at County
Hall, Lewes.
Tony Kershaw
Clerk to the Police and Crime Panel
19 September 2019
Webcasting Notice
Please note: This meeting will be filmed for live or subsequent broadcast via East
Sussex County Council’s website on the internet – at the start of the meeting the
Chairman will confirm that the meeting is to be filmed. Generally the public gallery
is not filmed. However, by entering the meeting room and using the public seating
area you are consenting to being filmed and to the possible use of those images
and sound recordings for webcasting and/or training purposes. The webcast will be
available via the link below: http://www.eastsussex.public-i.tv/core/.
Agenda
10.30 am

1.

Declarations of Interest
Members and officers must declare any pecuniary or personal
interest in any business on the agenda. They should also make
declarations at any stage such an interest becomes apparent
during the meeting. Consideration should be given to leaving
the meeting if the nature of the interest warrants it. If in doubt
contact Democratic Services, West Sussex County Council,
before the meeting.

10.35 am

2.

Minutes (Pages 5 - 16)
To confirm the minutes of the previous meeting on 28 June
2019 (cream paper).

10.35 am

3.

Urgent Matters
Items not on the agenda which the Chairman of the meeting is
of the opinion should be considered as a matter of urgency.

10.35 am

4.

South East Regional Integration Partnership - Section 22
Agreement (Pages 17 - 74)
The report sets out the role, function and purpose of the South
East Regional Integration Partnership (SERIP) and provides
information about the Section 22 Collaboration Agreement
which sets out the proposed approach for police collaboration
and transformation in the South East region.
The report also provides a summary of the Terms of Reference
for the SERIP Partnership Board, together with information
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about its composition and the accountability arrangements in
place to monitor performance in this area. Copies of relevant
correspondence have also been provided.
The Panel is asked to scrutinise the governance arrangements
the Police and Crime Commissioner has adopted to enable her
to a) review performance of a function or service carried out
under a collaborative initiative, b) hold the Chief Constable to
account for the performance of that function or service and c)
hold to account the chief constables of other forces, where they
are responsible for delivering services to Sussex residents
under this agreement.
11.15 am

5.

Public and Panel Questions to the Commissioner (Pages
75 - 76)
Report by the Clerk to the Police and Crime Panel.
Written questions may be submitted by members of the public
up to two weeks in advance of a meeting. The Chairman of the
Panel or the Commissioner will be invited to provide a response
by noon of the day before the meeting. Questions, together
with as many responses as possible, will be tabled at the
meeting.
Questions have been received from 4 correspondents prior to
this meeting of the Panel.
The Panel is also asked to raise any issues or queries
concerning crime and policing in Sussex with the Commissioner.
There will be one question per member only and one
supplementary question; further supplementary questions
allowable only where time permits. The Chairman will seek to
group together questions in the same topic.

11.45 am

6.

Police & Crime Commissioner and Sussex Police
Response to Tackling Serious Violence in Sussex (Pages
77 - 86)
The report sets out how £3.1 million of grant funding secured
by the Police & Crime Commissioner (PCC) is being utilised with
Sussex Police and partners to provide additional operational
activities and services to tackle serious violence in Sussex.
The Panel is invited to focus on whether the plans will deliver
the national strategy while addressing local need, how the
public can be assured that the plans represent good value for
public money, how success will be measured and monitored and
whether any aspect of the plans warrants further scrutiny, and
how this might best be undertaken, and how the PCC ensures
that objectives are achieved where work is undertaken in
partnership.
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12.25 pm

7.

Quarterly Report of Complaints (Pages 87 - 88)
Report by the Clerk to the Police and Crime Panel.
The report provides details of the correspondence received and
the action taken.
The Panel is asked to consider the report and raise any issues
or concerns.

12.30 pm

8.

Working Group Appointments
The Panel is asked to agree the membership of the Precept
Working Group to act as a critical friend to development of the
Precept.
The Working Group will likely meet twice, in late November
2019
and in early January 2020.

12.35 pm

9.

Reflection on London Gatwick visit
Members are asked to reflect and provide feedback from the
first visit by some of the Panel to London Gatwick.

12.45 pm

10.

Date of Next Meeting and Future Meeting Dates
The next meeting of the Panel will take place on 31 January
2020 at 10.30am at County Hall, Lewes.
Future meeting dates below:
17 February 2020 (provisional, to be cancelled if not required).

To all members of the Sussex Police and Crime Panel
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Agenda Item 2

Sussex Police and Crime Panel
28 June 2019 – At a meeting of the Panel held at 10.30 am at County Hall,
Lewes.
Present:
Cllr Bill Bentley
(Chairman)

East Sussex County
Council

Cllr Dave Simmons
Cllr Roy Briscoe

Adur District Council
Chichester District
Council
Hastings Borough
Council
Lewes District
Council
Wealden District
Council
Independent
member
Worthing Borough
Council
Crawley Borough
Council
Brighton and Hove
City Council

Cllr Colin Fitzgerald
Cllr Johnny Denis
Cllr Phillip Lunn
Miss Susan Scholefie
ld
Cllr Val Turner
Cllr Brenda Smith
Cllr Dee Simson

Cllr
Christian Mitchell
(Vice-Chairman)
Cllr Gill Yeates
Cllr Carolyn Lam
bert
Cllr Norman Web
ster
Cllr Tricia Youtan
Mr Peter
Nightingale
Cllr Rebecca
Whippy
Cllr Jackie
O’Quinn
Cllr Jay Brewerton

West Sussex County
Council
Arun District Council
East Sussex County
Council
Mid Sussex District
Council
Horsham District
Council
Independent
member
Eastbourne Borough
Council
Brighton and Hove
City Council
Rother District
Council

Apologies were received from Iain McCulloch, Chief Finance Officer, Office of the
Sussex Police & Crime Commissioner (OSPCC) and Mervin Dadd, Chief
Communications and Insight Officer (OSPCC).

Part I

1.

Appointment of Independent Members
2.1

Resolved – that the Panel:
1. Renews the appointment of Mr Peter Nightingale, Independent Co-opted
Member, to take effect immediately.
2. Renews the appointment of Miss Susan Scholefield, Independent Co-opted
Member, to take effect immediately.
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2.

Appointment of Chairman and Vice-Chairman
2.1
Councillor Simmons proposed Councillor Bentley as Chairman of the Panel
for the forthcoming year. The proposal was seconded, and the appointment was
agreed by the Panel.
2.2
Resolved – that Councillor Bentley is elected as Chairman of the Sussex
Police and Crime Panel for the ensuing year.
2.3
Councillor Webster proposed Councillor Mitchell as Vice-Chairman of the
Panel for the forthcoming year. The proposal was seconded, and the
appointment was agreed by the Panel.
2.4
Resolved – that Councillor Mitchell is elected as Vice-Chairman of the
Sussex Police and Crime Panel for the ensuing year.

3.

Declarations of Interest
3.1
In accordance with the code of conduct members of the Panel declared
the personal interests contained in the table below.
Panel Member
Bill Bentley
Colin Fitzgerald
Susan Scholefield

Dave Simmons

Brenda Smith
Val Turner

Personal Interest
Lead Member for Communities and Safety
Chairman East Sussex Safer Communities
Civil Military Partnership Board
Employed by Solace Women’s Aid Charity
Chairman of Safer Hastings Partnership
A serving Magistrate
Chair of the Competition Appeal Tribunal and
Competition Service
Non-Executive Director of Surrey and Borders
Partnership NHS Foundation Trust
Chairman of Adur and Worthing Safer Communities
Partnership
Sussex Partnership NHS Foundation Trust Council of
Governors.
Cabinet Member for Public Protection
Chair of Safer Crawley Partnership
Member of Safer Communities Partnership, Adur
and Worthing

Norman Webster

Member of Mid Sussex Community Safety
Partnership
Stakeholder Governor of Queen Victoria Hospital
NHS Foundation Trust East Grinstead.

Tricia Youtan

Member of Horsham Community Safety Partnership
Cabinet Member for Community Safety at Horsham
District Council.
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4.

Minutes
4.1
Resolved – that the minutes of the last meeting held on 26 April 2019 be
approved as a correct record and that they be signed by the Chairman.

5.

Annual Review of Membership and Proportionality
5.1
The Panel considered a report by the Clerk to the Sussex Police & Crime
Panel which set out the political makeup of the Panel’s constituent authorities. A
revised version of Appendix 1 was tabled (copy appended to the signed
minutes).
5.2
The Panel heard that following the statutory despatch of the agenda, MidSussex District Council confirmed the formation of a Green and Independent
Burgess Hill party comprising 4 members, as opposed to 4 Green members for
Mid Sussex as was laid out in the original version of Appendix 1. This
amendment did not make any change to the proposed proportionality of the
Panel.
5.3
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.

6.

Resolved – that the Panel:
Agrees that Brighton and Hove City Council be invited to appoint a
Conservative second representative to the Panel.
Appoints Councillor Dee Simson as second representative for Brighton and
Hove City Council to take effect immediately.
Agrees that either East or West Sussex County Councils be invited to
appoint an additional local authority member, for a one-year period of
office, and
Appoints Councillor Carolyn Lambert from East Sussex County Council to
take effect immediately.

Public Question Time
6.1
Mr Novo asked the following question of the Sussex Police and Crime
Commissioner:
1. Could you please explain to me why you are not recruiting Special Constables
when there is a shortage of officers? I have been looking on your website but
there is nothing there.
6.2

The Commissioner gave the following response to Mr Novo’s question:

In 2019/20, I increased the precept by £24 per year for an average Band D
property. This extra investment, together with the increased precept in
2018/19 and the use of £17m from reserves, has allowed the Force to recruit
over above the current establishment - providing faster growth sooner.
I am pleased to confirm that 220 police officers were recruited to Sussex
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Police across five separate intakes in 2018/19, together with an intake of 50
experienced transferees from other police force areas in England and Wales,
resulting in an additional 270 officers in post by 31 March 2019.
This investment will ensure that by March 2023 there are 250 more police
officers, 100 more Police Community Support Officers (PCSOs) and 50 more
specialist staff than there were in March 2018 – a total increase of 400
individuals.
The Sussex Police 2018/22 Transformation Strategy sets out how the Force will
use the additional funding to strengthen the Local Policing Model (LPM), improve
public contact and modernise policing by investing in technology to meet a range
of complex crime demands. The Strategy can be viewed through the following
link:
https://www.sussex.police.uk/SysSiteAssets/media/downloads/sussex/aboutus/
priorities-and-direction/sussex-police-transformation-strategy_20182022.pdf
I will continue to monitor closely the delivery of this investment through the LPM
and revised Transformation Strategy and will challenge Sussex Police on behalf
of the public, where appropriate.
As you correctly point out, recruitment for Special Constable applications is
closed at present. This is because Sussex Police is currently focussing on
recruiting, training and tutoring the aforementioned additional police officers,
PCSOs and specialist staff that has been made possible by increases to the police
precept in recent years.
It is worth emphasising that the recruitment processes for Special Constables
require exactly the same amount of time as the processes used to recruit, train
and tutor regular police officers.
It is also important to clarify that the recruitment of Special Constables is not a
faster or more simplistic alternative to the recruitment of police officers. Special
Constables have the same warranted policing powers as regular police officers
and it is, therefore, important that they receive training to exactly the same
standards.
I can also confirm that Sussex Police will reopen recruitment for Special
Constables again, as soon as capacity and resources allow. This is expected to
be before the end of the 2019/20 financial year.
6.3

Mr and Mrs Merritt asked the following question of the Commissioner:

2. I realise this may appear to be a very operational issue, only we have taken
this problem up with local PCSO's up through the ranks right up to the PCC
before over a number of years. We were informed some time ago that up to
400 vehicles were checked and none were found speeding. However, on a
daily basis a large number of drivers are still speeding along the 40MPH roads
within Ford and the police don't seem to do anything to stop this from
happening.
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As a member of Ford Parish council, I have raised this problem a number of
times at meetings, some of which a representative of Sussex police attended
and still nothing seems to be done to stop the drivers from speeding along
the 40MPH roads within Ford, especially near the railway crossing. Even if a
camera was put up or a police car was parked from time to time, it may show
the speeding drivers that a check is being made on a regular basis and then
they would start staying within the 40MPH.
Given the PCC gave a commitment that the 18/19 precept increase would in
part fund improvements in roads policing, is the Commissioner satisfied the
investment has been well spent? Has the Commissioner noticed a reduction
in correspondence from residents in other parts of Sussex on this issue?
6.4
The Commissioner gave the following response to Mr and Mrs Merritt’s
question:
Thank you for sharing your concerns with me about speeding vehicles in and
around Ford.
I understand the importance that the residents of Sussex place on road
safety and I know from the public meetings I attend, my recent online
consultation and the correspondence that my office receives that this remains a
priority for the people of Sussex.
I remain fully supportive of the work carried out by Sussex Police and the
Sussex Safer Roads Partnership (SSRP) to tackle and prevent the main
causes of serious injuries and deaths on the roads of Sussex.
As acknowledged, the content of your questions relate to operational policing so
I have made contact with the SSRP to highlight your concerns with them
directly.
The SSRP have offered to conduct some average speed checks on the roads of
Ford at different times of the day (morning, afternoon and evening) over the
next couple of weeks. The SSRP will also carry out an assessment of the area to
understand better whether there are any suitable sites for
enforcement activity to take place on.
The data from the speed checks and assessments will provide the SSRP with
information and average speeds that can be used to target enforcement activity,
as appropriate. This data will also enable the Partnership to consider whether
other initiatives, such as deploying ‘Slow Down’ signage, could be deployed to
reinforce the local speed limits.
I have asked the SSRP to make contact with you directly and arrangements will
be made through my office. I will continue to monitor the situation in Ford.
I would also like to make you aware of Operation Crackdown. This is a joint
initiative run by Sussex Police and the SSRP which provides the communities of
Sussex with an opportunity to report specific instances of anti-social driving and
enables Sussex Police to develop intelligence regarding repeat offenders,
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vehicles, times and locations which can then be used to plan, target and deploy
police resources.
If you have any specific information about anti-social driving, including
speeding, in and around Ford, please visit the Operation Crackdown website
(www.operationcrackdown.org) to report this. Alternatively, you can call 01243
642222 during office hours to speak to an operator. I would ask that you pass
these details onto the Clerk of the Parish Council to share with the wider
membership.
Road safety is also a theme I challenged the Deputy Chief Constable about
during my monthly webcast Performance & Accountability Meeting (PAM) on 21
June 2019. The Deputy Chief Constable confirmed that Sussex Police has
invested money into roads policing, including the Serious Collision Investigation
Unit. This ensures that the Force is able to investigate properly the most serious
collisions that lead to death or serious injury on the roads in Sussex. This
session is archived and can be viewed on the webcast through the following link:
www.sussex-pcc.gov.uk/get-involved/webcasting/.
7.

The Sussex Police and Crime Commissioner’s Annual Report and
Financial Outturn Report 2018/19
7.1
The Panel considered a report by the Sussex Police & Crime Commissioner
which was introduced by Katy Bourne, Sussex Police & Crime Commissioner. The
Commissioner told the Panel the format of the annual report had been amended
following feedback, and that it highlighted the work of the team, including some
wider issues not obviously recognised as policing. The Commissioner highlighted
the 4 priority areas of the Police and Crime Plan:
1. Strengthen local policing
➢ The Commissioner noted the increase in precept had protected 476
Police Officer posts, in addition to the recruitment of 200 additional
police officers.
➢ The launch of a Rural Crime Strategy would see a network of
approximately 40 officers and staff led by Sergeant Tom Carter who
would have overall responsibility for rural crime matters.
➢ An £891k funding award was granted from the Home Office for the
youth programme Reboot. Reboot was designed to focus on county
lines and young people coming to the attention of the police for the
wrong reasons, providing interventions and alternatives.
2. Work with local communities and partners to keep Sussex safe
➢ Increased working with Community Safety Partnerships (CSPs).
➢ A Restorative Justice Partnership continued to provide successful
outcomes for crime victims. There were 20 statutory partners
involved delivering justice in different ways.
➢ Further working with volunteers, including the independent
custody visiting scheme, in which the welfare of detainees was
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checked upon. Sussex Police’s scheme had been awarded
platinum status, alongside only 1 other in the country.
3. Protect the vulnerable and help victims recover from crime and abuse.
➢ A resource intensive victim support service had been introduced.
➢ Serious fraud case workers had supported 638 victims in the last
12 months.
➢ There had been a 540% increase in the reporting of stalking.
➢ The College of Policing had adopted the Commissioner’s
acronym of FOUR; fixated, obsessive, unwanted, repeated for
recognising the signs of stalking and harassment behaviours.
➢ A vulnerable witness suite was introduced to enable young and
vulnerable witnesses to provide evidence remotely and safely.
4. Improve access to justice for victims and witnesses.
➢ Sussex Police was leading the £40m Video Enabled Justice (VEJ)
programme which aimed to provide victims and witnesses with a
better experience, whilst saving police officer time.
7.2

The Commissioner noted the draft financial outturn report would be
finalised shortly and thanked her team for their hard work.

7.3

The Panel agreed the Commissioner’s report was well laid out. A summary
of questions and responses were as follows:
•

•

•

Members noted the appointment of a dedicated modern slavery delivery
manager and asked the Commissioner how she saw this postholder
engaging with existing partnerships. The Commissioner advised the
purpose of the role was to convene the work of partners, and added the
position had been exclusively funded by her office. Organised crime
groups and exploitation was a national policing priority, and the
Commissioner felt it important to fund the post.
Members considered the funding allocation of £11,137 to Paws Protect
and asked that the Commissioner justify this spending. The Commissioner
explained the charity supported domestic abuse victims and explained
that pets were often used as a form of coercive control in abusive
relationships. The Commissioner considered this a unique and vital
service for domestic violence victims who could seek refuge knowing their
pet was also safe.
The Panel noted the increased reporting and considered how this
translated into more police action, including a call-handler’s ability to
grasp emerging problems and appropriately deal with the report. The
Commissioner advised this was complicated given the plethora of crime,
and that experience was vital to draw out the crux of the issue behind the
report. The Commissioner mentioned a historic churn of staff in the
Command and Control Centre and noted the challenge of keeping staff in
those roles. The Commissioner advised whilst the service was not yet
perfect, change was happening through better technology, set lists of
questions and inspectors in the centres with practical knowledge and
experience. The Panel asked for the percentage of leavers in a year, the
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•

•

•

•

•
•

•

7.4

8.

Commissioner would provide this information as part of the action list
following the meeting.
Members asked about response times, and if the Commissioner was
confident in police contact and response. The Commissioner advised the
101 service was considered at a Performance and Accountability Meeting
(PAM) in May which included an update on performance and call
abandonments. This remains an item of business at PAMs. Work was
ongoing with the single-online home, and that 101 was a problem area for
all forces across the country. The Panel requested the Commissioner
report on 101 in her annual report next year.
The Panel considered the success of the Reboot scheme and questioned
how this could be sustained when the funding came to an end. The
Commissioner advised she joined the Home Secretary for a Serious
Violence Task Group as a Police and Crime Commissioner representative,
where as part of the Serious Violence Strategy, a youth endowment fund
of £200m would be available over the next 10 years for Commissioner’s to
bid into. The Commissioner also highlighted a number of other local
funding streams which could be accessed.
Members noted the precept uplift of £24 for a Band D equivalent property,
and sought assurance for those in Band E to H properties that crime in
rural areas would be adequately addressed. The Commissioner advised an
extensive consultation process took place to increase the police element of
the council tax for 2019/20, and added that 25% of properties were Band
E or above. The Commissioner advised that burglary was taken seriously,
and that whether rural or urban, all crime was dealt with in the same way.
Members considered open spaces being blighted by anti-social behaviour
and asked for assurance this was being tackled in a timely way. The
Commissioner advised the Panel of Operation Minster which would
increase the visibility of officers by patrolling areas. The Commissioner
also encouraged the reporting of anti-social behaviour and crime.
The Panel requested further information on support for female offenders.
The Commissioner advised she would report back with more detail, this
would form part of the action list arising from the meeting.
The Chairman asked the Commissioner what she would like to see change
for Sussex Police. The Commissioner advised she was keen to see
improvement across the board, particularly for the 101 service. The
Commissioner felt greater visibility would reassure the public of a police
presence and improve confidence, as did her PAMs. HMICFRS reports were
useful to identify areas requiring improvement and to identify where to
direct funding to take pressure away from the police, such as the VEJ
programme.
The Chairman noted the Panel needed to see pace of change in terms of
101 and requested this item return to an appropriate meeting in the
future.
Resolved – that the Panel:
i.
Requests a progress report on the 101 service at a future meeting.
ii.
Notes the Sussex Police and Crime Commissioner’s Annual Report
and Draft Financial Outturn Report for 2018/19.

Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary and Fire and Rescue
Services Inspection of Stalking and Harassment.
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8.1
The Panel considered the HMICFRS report on Stalking and Harassment,
the minutes of the Commissioner’s PAM of 12 April 2019 and the Commissioner’s
letter in response to the HMICFRS report. The Commissioner did not have
anything to add and the Chairman invited questions from the Panel. A summary
of the main questions and responses were as follows:
•

•

•

•

Members of the Panel asked about the types of stalking and harassment. The
Commissioner advised this was a sensitive area of criminality and that there
were many different types. The Commissioner added stalking was a hidden
crime, and that often over 100 incidents would occur before a person comes
forward to report criminal activity of this kind.
Members considered a progress report would be helpful to understand if
Sussex Police had been successful in tackling the issue of stalking and
harassment. The Commissioner advised this was a country-wide issue, and a
national police working group had been established, the recommendations
arising from which would be implemented into a stalking improvement plan.
The Panel noted that whilst there had been a 540% increase in reporting
these crimes, convictions were decreasing. The Panel considered how these
issues extended into other areas such as bullying, mental health and family
cohesion, and questioned if Sussex Police had the capacity to understand and
explore these problems fully. The Commissioner advised the relative number
of convictions when compared to national statistics seemed lower, however
when considered in the context of the volume of crimes coming in this was
not surprising. The Commissioner was not too concerned currently but was
continuing to monitor this.
Members of the Panel considered cyber stalking and the impacts of hidden
apps or spyware. The Commissioner agreed there was a lot of work to be
done in this area, and that people needed to be educated to stay safe online.

8.2

9.

Resolved – that the Panel:
i.
Requests to be kept up to date on national progress on the issue,
including an update from the Commissioner on the national police
working group recommendations.
ii.
Notes the HMICFRS Inspection on Stalking and Harassment and the
Commissioner’s response.

Annual Report from the Host Authority
9.1
The Panel considered a report by the Clerk to the Police & Crime Panel
which was introduced by Ninesh Edwards, Senior Advisor, West Sussex County
Council. The Panel heard the following key points:
•
•
•
•

The Panel had underspent on the available grant this year, however more
was spent than last year due to the development of the Sussex Police and
Crime Panel website.
Approximately £6k had been spent on the development of the Panel’s
website.
Officer support continued to be provided by West Sussex County Council.
The Home Office had confirmed the funding for the Panel would remain at
£53,300 for administration costs for the next year.
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9.2
The Chairman thanked West Sussex County Council officers for their
support to the Panel.
9.3
Resolved – that the Panel notes its annual report and budget outturn for
2018/19.
10.

Quarterly Report of Complaints
10.1 The Panel heard that no correspondence had been received since the last
meeting and there were no ongoing matters to report.
10.2

11.

Resolved – that the Panel note the update.

Commissioner’s Question Time
11.1 The Chairman invited questions from the Panel for the Commissioner. A
summary of the main questions and responses were as follows:
•

•

•

•

•

The Panel considered how Sussex Police dealt with Class A drug users,
noting some other force areas were adopting treatment approaches as an
alternative to criminalisation. Members asked the Commissioner if this
approach was to be adopted by Sussex Police, how would she hold the Chief
Constable to account in terms of differentiating between users and suppliers.
The Commissioner advised Class A drugs were illegal and if found would be
dealt with appropriately. The Commissioner did not envisage this attitude
changing in Sussex.
Members of the Panel questioned the Commissioner regarding the dismissal
of a number of Sussex Police officers due to sexual misconduct. They further
queried if she had raised this with the Chief Constable and asked if she was
concerned about the reputational damage to Sussex Police. The
Commissioner advised she was aware of these events and that the Chief
Constable had dealt with them at a professional standards meeting. She
added there was no tolerance of this type of behaviour.
Members asked the Commissioner if the body-worn cameras were proving
successful. The Commissioner advised Hampshire Police had run a pilot
which had shown the efficacy of the cameras, and had recommended their
use is adopted. The body-worn cameras could enable prosecution without
the necessity of a court process.
Members asked about the support available for those with disabilities or
learning difficulties when reporting crime, and the projects in place to keep
these vulnerable people safe as both victims and perpetrators. The
Commissioner advised she was in touch with officers about these particular
issues and the adoption of a child-centred policing approach. She added
careful working with these cohorts was required to understand the specific
needs, and there were officers who were trained in these areas.
The Panel requested an update on roads policing, citing a concern from the
public about speeding and the number of fatalities and serious incidents. The
Commissioner advised road safety was a priority area for Sussex Police,
tackling excessive or inappropriate speed, driving whilst under the influence
and not wearing a seat belt. The Commissioner advised the Panel about
Operation Dragonfly and Operation Ride, aimed at building a robust response
to road action. Operation Ride in particular targeted areas where there were
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•

reports of anti-social driving on motorcycles. The Commissioner explained
the Sussex Safer Roads Partnership (SSRP) had a responsibility to reduce
road casualties through collaborative working between Sussex Police, East
and West Sussex County Councils, East and West Sussex Fire and Rescue
teams and Highways England, who met regularly. The Commissioner added
further investment had been given to the serious collision investigation unit,
and that Operation Crackdown was an excellent tool for reporting anti-social
driving.
The Chairman urged the public to report anti-social driving using Operation
Crackdown (www.operationcrackdown.org)

12. Date of Next Meeting
12.1 The next meeting of the Panel would take place on 27 September 2019 at
10.30am at County Hall, Lewes.
The meeting ended at 13.15pm.
Chairman
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Sussex Police and Crime Panel
27 September 2019
South East Regional Integrated Policing (SERIP) Section 22
Agreement
Report by The Clerk to Sussex Police and Crime Panel

Focus for Scrutiny
Panel is asked to scrutinise the governance arrangements the Police and Crime
Commissioner has adopted to enable her to:
a) Review performance of a function or service carried out under a collaborative
initiative
b) Hold Sussex Police’s Chief Constable to account for the performance of that
function or service
c) Hold to account the chief constables of other forces, where they are
responsible for delivering services to Sussex residents under this agreement.
1.

Background

1.1

The Panel scrutinises the actions and decisions of the Police and Crime
Commissioner.

1.2

Under sections 22A to 22C of the Police Act 1996, as amended by section
89 of the Police Reform and Social Responsibility Act 2011, Chief
Constables and Police and Crime Commissioners have a duty to keep
collaboration agreements and opportunities under review and to
collaborate where it is in the interests of the efficiency and effectiveness
of one or more police forces or policing bodies. Where collaboration is
judged to be the best option, they must collaborate even if they do not
expect their own force or policing body to benefit directly.

1.3

Any collaboration which relates to the functions of a police force (a “force
collaboration provision”) must first be agreed with the chief constables of
the forces concerned and approved by each PCC responsible for
maintaining each of the police forces to which the force collaboration
provision relates. Any collaboration which relates to the provision of
support by one PCC for another PCC (a “policing body collaboration
provision”) must be agreed by each PCC to which the policing body
collaboration provision relates.
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1.4

PCCs responsible for maintaining each of the police forces to which a
force collaboration provision relates shall make arrangements for jointly
holding their chief constables to account for the way functions are
discharged under a force collaboration agreement.

1.5

In March 2019 the Commissioner was a co-signatory to a collaboration
agreement, along with the Commissioner and Chief Constables of
Thames Valley, Surrey and Hampshire Police – the South East Regional
Integration Partnership (SERIP).

1.6

The Chairman co-signed a joint letter from the four respective PCP
chairmen (appendix 1). The four PCCs responded (appendix 2) and this
agenda item arises from the commitment provided therein.

2.

Discussion

2.1

The Panel’s role is to scrutinise the governance arrangements the Police
and Crime Commissioner has adopted to enable her to:
a) Review performance of a function or service carried out under a
collaborative initiative
b) Hold Sussex Police’s Chief Constable to account for the performance
of that function or service
c) Hold to account the chief constables of other forces, where they are
responsible for delivering services to Sussex residents under this
agreement.

2.2

The presentation to be given at this meeting from the Police and Crime
Commissioner will provide details of the collaboration governance
arrangements which Sussex Police is involved in.

2.3

Details on performance and outcomes can be sought from HMICFRS
inspection reports about Sussex Police’s performance, together with
responses from the Police and Crime Commissioner. These are
operational matters, for which the Police and Crime Commissioner holds
the Chief Constable accountable for.

2.4

To date, we are not aware that the Chief Constable has been held to
account at a Performance and Accountability Meeting (PAM) for outcomes
arising under SERIP.
Tony Kershaw
Clerk to Sussex Police and Crime Panel
Contact:
Ninesh Edwards
(T) 0330 222 2542
(E) ninesh.edwards@westsussex.gov.uk
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Sussex Police and Crime Panel
c/o Ninesh Edwards, Senior Advisor

West Street
Chichester
West Sussex
PO19 1RQ
Tel: 0330 222 2542

Email: pcp@westsussex.gov.uk
TO:

Michael Lane, Hampshire Police and Crime Commissioner
David Munro, Surrey Police and Crime Commissioner
Katy Bourne, Sussex Police and Crime Commissioner
Anthony Stansfeld, Thames Valley Police and Crime Commissioner
21 January 2019
Dear Commissioners,
The Chairmen and Vice Chairmen of Hampshire, Surrey, Sussex and Thames
Valley and Police and Crime Panels have considered how best to undertake their
statutory duties to scrutinise the roles of their respective Commissioners in the
collaborative work being undertaken by their respective Chief Constables under
the South East Regional Integration Partnership (SERIP).
Based upon consideration of the situation both locally and nationally, a number
of concerns have emerged. These include:
Consistency of reporting: There is no consistency in the scope and depth of
information being reported to each of the four Panels, resulting in four different
versions of the current picture across the region, with the attendance lack of
clarity for the Panels and residents alike. Presumably the production of four
separate reports on the same topic is a task which is unnecessarily burdensome
for the officers supporting the Commissioners.
Transparency: It is understood that governance of the Partnership, plus
collaborative matters concerning counter terrorism, regional organised crime and
other specialist capabilities, falls to the South East Region Collaboration Board,
which meets quarterly and is comprised of the Commissioners and Chief
Constables of the four force areas. However, the meetings are held in private,
and the agenda and minutes are not publically available. Other areas (for
example, the equivalent board for the four Yorkshire and Humber forces) publish
detailed minutes (including presentations) online.
Risk to Panels and Commissioners: Panels have a statutory duty to scrutinise the
decisions and actions of their Commissioner, with a view to supporting the
effective exercise of the Commissioner’s functions. A failure to effectively
undertake this role risks breeching the relevant sections of the Police Reform
and Social Responsibility Act 2011, while Commissioners would fail to gain
maximum benefit from the “critical friend” advice of their Panel.
Having discussed the issues, we would like to propose the following way
forward:
1. The South East Region Collaboration Board Police and Crime Commissioners
jointly produce a report, which sets out:
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a. The scope of the collaboration, and which force is responsible for
leading on each piece of collaborative work.
b. The planned savings expected from collaboration, and how these are
distributed among the partners. How the distribution principles were
agreed.
c. The specific performance management metrics used for each
collaborated service or function.
d. Which Chief Constable has direction and control over officers and staff
for each collaborated service
e. The resources provided by each force for collaborated services
f. Where each collaborated service is based.
g. Proposals for future collaboration under the present arrangements.
2. Each of the four PCPs will then scrutinise the actions and decisions of their
respective PCCs based on the contents of the report, at a formal meeting of
each Panel.
For convenience, it is suggested that correspondence (at least in the first
instance) is directed via the host authority for Sussex PCP, West Sussex County
Council, although correspondence will be shared among the four Panels in case
Commissioners find it easier to correspond with their Panel on this proposal.
A challenge for the Panels has been to devise a proposal which addresses the
areas of concern, in a pragmatic manner which in particular recognises the
limited resources of all parties. We look forward to taking this work forward in a
manner which is mutually agreeable.
With best regards,

Councillor David Stewart
Chairman, Hampshire PCP

Councillor Ken Harwood
Chairman, Surrey PCP

Councillor Bill Bentley
Chairman, Sussex PCP

Councillor Trevor Egleton
Chairman, Thames Valley PCP
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Office of the Sussex Police and Crime Commissioner
Sackville House
Brooks Close
Lewes
BN7 2FZ
05 March 2019

To:
Councillor
Councillor
Councillor
Councillor

Bill Bentley, Sussex PCP
David Stewart, Hampshire PCP
Ken Harwood, Surrey PCP
Trevor Egleton, Thames Valley PCP

Dear Police and Crime Panel Chairs,
Thank you for your letter of 21st January regarding the role your Police and Crime
Panels (PCPs) would like to take in scrutinising how we as Police and Crime
Commissioners (PCCs) discharge our responsibilities around collaborative working in
the South East.
For ease of reference we have addressed the matters in the order you have raised
them, as follows;
Consistency of reporting
You are concerned that there is no consistency in the scope and depth of information
being reported to the four panels. There is of course no requirement for consistency
in respect of how PCCs report to their respective PCPs as the method of scrutiny
between Panels is itself varied by the nature, detail and timing of the information each
PCP seeks. In line with the Government’s ‘localism’ agenda, it was left to individual
PCCs and PCPs to work out what scrutiny arrangements worked best for themselves
at a local level, based on local priorities and the legislative framework guiding the role
and remit of PCPs.
Each Panel is at liberty to review or scrutinise decisions and actions taken by their PCC
with the imperative being on the ‘performance’ of the individual PCC and not the
collective. In so far as ensuring that residents have the necessary understanding and
clarity of what policing is going on across the region, then we would contend that this
is the responsibility of the PCC and Chief Constable alone.
You will be aware that a PCC has a duty, under S11 of the Police Reform and Social
Responsibility Act 2011 (‘the 2011 Act’), to publish information as specified by the
Home Secretary as well as any other information which the PCC considers necessary
to enable the public in their force area to assess the performance of themselves and
of their chief constables in exercising their respective functions. As a minimum, this
information must include the production by the PCC of an ‘annual report’ which must
be sent to and considered by their PCP at a public meeting.
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With regard to the publication of the agenda and minutes of the South East Region
Meeting attended by Police and Crime Commissioners and Chief Constables, these are
not public meetings and this information is not made publicly available as a matter of
course. The content is often confidential, relating to highly sensitive operational issues
regarding counter terrorism and serious and organised crime as well as commercially
sensitive issues around IT systems and infrastructure. The PCCs are cognisant of their
responsibilities under Section 11 of the 2011 Act and The Elected Local Policing Bodies
(Specified Information) Order 2011, as amended, and any decision made by the PCCs
arising from these meetings will be considered for publication in the normal manner.
However, we have asked our respective offices to ensure the publication of the notice,
agenda and attendees of the meetings are compliant with the Act and the Information
Commissioners Model Publication Scheme.
Nevertheless, it should be noted, that under S13 of the 2011 Act, PCCs are not required
to provide information to their PCPs if disclosure of the information would, in the view
of the Chief Constable, be against the interests of national security; might jeopardise
the safety of any person, or prejudice the prevention or detection of crime, the
apprehension or prosecution of offenders or the administration of justice. Accordingly,
the Home Office issued clear guidance in 2012 and 2013 stating that it is a matter for
each Chief Constable to determine what operationally sensitive information should be
shared with a PCC to enable them to discharge their functions and, in respect of the
role of PCPs and the issue of sharing information with them, the guidance goes on to
say that “The role of the panels is not to scrutinise the performance of police forces,
and it will be for each PCC to determine what information, ultimately, will be shared
with the relevant panel.”
You will be aware that the 2011 Act placed new duties on PCCs and chief constables
to keep opportunities to collaborate under review and to collaborate if it is in the
interests of the efficiency or effectiveness of their own or another police force. The
2011 Act also introduced measures to simplify the process for making collaboration
agreements and to remove obstacles to effective collaboration. The South East
Regional Integrated Policing (SERIP) Programme was established, with Home Office
Police Transformation Funding, to ensure that collaboration opportunities were
identified and progressed for operational and financial benefits across the region.
Risks to Panels and Commissioners
We note your concern that the PCPs are failing in their statutory duty to effectively
scrutinise the decisions and actions of their PCC in relation to regional policing matters
and that you request a joint report setting out a range of collaboration information
which your PCPs would in turn use to scrutinise each PCC.
Whilst it is acknowledged that a PCC must provide their relevant PCP with any
information which the PCP may reasonably require in order for the PCP to carry out its
functions, we have set out above the qualifications to that duty and, therefore, we do
not believe a joint report is necessary or indeed within the remit of a PCP to request.
The 2011 Act and the Policing Protocol Order 2011 are clear that it is the role of each
PCC to scrutinise and hold to account their Chief Constable, for the performance of
their force and how they discharge their duties in relation to all policing matters,
including those involving collaborative arrangements.
However we do recognise that the information requested under 1. a. to f. in your letter
would be helpful for PCPs to understand and propose that this is provided by our
respective offices by sharing each of the relevant Section 22A Collaboration Service
Agreements (redacted where necessary) as well as any overarching collaborative
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agreement agreed by Police and Crime Commissioners and Chief Constables.
Further
Appendix
2
information on the progress of our collaborative work will of course be contained within
our Annual Reports, Medium Term Financial Strategies and of course any significant
decisions of public interest published on our respective web sites.
In addition, PCPs will be able to inform themselves on the extent of collaborative work
from the relevant HMICFRS inspection reports and our responses, made publicly
available, as well as through the performance and accountability processes we each
put in place with our chief officer teams.
We trust this clarifies the matter and look forward to continuing to work with you as
individual PCP Chairs.

Yours sincerely

Katy Bourne
Sussex Police and Crime
Commissioner

David Munro
Surrey Police and Crime
Commissioner

Anthony Stansfeld
Thames Valley Police and
Crime Commissioner

Michael Lane - Hampshire
Police and Crime
Commissioner
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To:
From:
Subject:
Date:

The Sussex Police & Crime Panel
The Sussex Police & Crime Commissioner
South East Regional Integration Partnership
27 September 2019

1.0

Introduction

1.1

This report sets out the role, function and purpose of the South East
Regional Integration Partnership (SERIP) and provides information about
the Section 22 Collaboration Agreement which sets out the proposed
approach for police collaboration and transformation in the South East
region.

1.2

This report also provides a summary of the Terms of Reference for the
Partnership Board, together with information about its composition and
the accountability arrangements in place to monitor performance in this
area.

2.0

South East Regional Integration Partnership

2.1

The SERIP is an ambitious regional programme which seeks to accelerate
collaboration and improve policing outcomes across Hampshire, Surrey,
Sussex and Thames Valley police force areas.

2.2

The Police & Crime Commissioners (PCCs) and Chief Constables for each
area formed the SERIP to converge business, process and technical
change across the four forces by aligning key policing functions, improving
technical systems and standardising processes to deliver substantial
benefits.

2.3

Over 500 change projects have been identified by SERIP within the areas
of: contact management; regional forensics; digital intelligence and
investigations; data exchange; interoperability and scalable Enterprise
Resource Planning for the police and other emergency services (to
automate back-office functions).

2.4

The Partnership, funded by the Police Transformation Fund, aims to
develop a regional vision and ambition across the four police force areas,
in support of the Policing Vision 2025 for England and Wales.

3.0

SERIP Section 22 Collaboration Agreement

3.1

The SERIP Section 22 Collaboration Agreement is as an overarching
arrangement to establish a common process for delivery of and
participation in the various projects and programmes that form part of the
Partnership.

3.2

The Agreement sets out the proposed approach for the SERIP in respect of
police collaboration and transformation and provides a governance
framework to consider the regional and national programmes that may be
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delivered under the SERIP, together with the behaviours that each area
will employ in doing so.

3.3

The Collaboration Agreement does not commit any police force area to the
adoption of any projects or programmes which may be suitable for
regional delivery. Each force has the flexibility to decide which projects or
programmes they want to adopt locally.

3.4

The PCCs and Chief Constables approved and signed the Collaboration
Agreement at the South East Regional meeting on 14 March 2019. The
Collaboration Agreement will continue until 31 March 2023, when it will be
reviewed again.

4.0

Partnership Board and SERIP Board

4.1

The Collaboration Agreement established a Partnership Board which
determines the overall strategic vision for SERIP.

4.2

The Partnership Board sets the direction for SERIP in respect of the
development of collaboration activity between the police force areas and
keeps under review, where relevant, collaboration with other emergency
services, as required under the Policing and Crime Act 2017.

4.3

The Partnership Board is also responsible for monitoring and keeping
under review the SERIP objectives and business plan, agreeing decisions
and any subsequent communications and managing any disputes or
conflict of interests between the partners to ensure the effective delivery
of the regional work programme through the management and oversight
of the activities of the SERIP Board (see 4.5).

4.4

The Partnership Board meets on a quarterly basis and is composed of the
four PCCs and four Chief Constables for Hampshire Constabulary, Surrey
Police, Sussex Police and Thames Valley Police. The Chair of the SERIP
Board and the SERIP Programme Director also attend, together with any
other business leads, as necessary.

4.5

As referred to in 4.3, the SERIP Board sets, sequences and prioritises the
regional work programme, together with monitoring delivery and ensuring
that the change projects identified deliver the anticipated efficiency
savings. The SERIP Board meets on a six-weekly basis and reports into
the Partnership Board.

5.0

Accountability Framework

5.1

Outside of the Partnership Board accountability framework, the progress
made by SERIP is formally reported back to the Home Office, via the
Police Transformation Fund.

5.2

The collaborative progress made in respect of streamlining, improving and
standardising key policing functions, technology systems and processes is
also reported to the Joint Audit Committees for each of the four police
force areas.

5.3

In addition, Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary and Fire & Rescue
Service (HMICFRS) recognised that “the Force is working with others to
become more efficient” through SERIP in the ‘Efficiency’ strand of their
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2017/18 annual inspection into Police Effectiveness, Efficiency and
Legitimacy (PEEL).
5.4

The HMICFRS report can be viewed through the following link:
www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/wp-content/uploads/peel-policeefficiency-2017-sussex.pdf

Mark Streater
Chief Executive & Monitoring Officer
Office of the Sussex Police & Crime Commissioner
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Sussex Police and Crime Panel
27 September 2019

Written Questions Updated

Public Questions to the Commissioner and Panel
Report by the Clerk to the Police and Crime Panel
The table below provides a schedule of the questions received prior to this meeting and where possible responses have been
included. Responses will be tabled at the meeting that were not available at the time of despatch. Written Questions must be
received 2 weeks before a meeting of the Panel and the Commissioner or Panel Chairman is invited to provide a response by
noon of the day before the meeting.
Questions that relate to operational matters of Sussex Police will be passed to a relevant officer at Sussex Police for a
response and a brief summary of the question will be provided below. For the current meeting nine questions have been
received for a response by the Commissioner.
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Question
An operational question about engine and exhaust noise pollution was received. The questioner
was advised to forward their question to Sussex Police, as a Freedom of Information enquiry.

Response

1. What is the Police Commissioner doing to tackle police corruption in the Worthing area. I am
aware and have been a victim of officers abusing their position in a public office and wonder
why this is not being tackled as it should be.
Mr Williams, Worthing.

East Grinstead is a town not a village so we expect a police station with police based there.
We have enough empty shops so you could be based in town.
I'm sure you'll either not answer this question or come up with some waffle as to why we don't
need police.

Agenda Item 5

2. Please can you explain why people in East Grinstead pay exactly the same percentage of
their council taxes to the police to people who live in Haywards Heath, Burgess Hill and
Crawley?

Ms Newman, East Grinstead.

Can you give your commitment please to the creation of a direct-dial rural crime reporting
number (other than 101) which will be answered particularly out of office hours, and Sunday
evenings - when it seems most incidents occur; and can galvanise a timely response?
Mr Perry, Hastings.

No background papers.

Agenda Item 5

3. Having visited a 57-hectare sheep farm in East Guldeford, on the Sussex-Kent border, with
Antony Hook MEP on Monday, I was perturbed to hear about a recent spike in rural crime theft and arson - in geographically isolated locations (often a long way away from local Police
hubs).
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REBOOT Presentation

Sussex Police and Crime Panel
27 September 2019
Tackling Serious Violence in Sussex
Report by The Clerk to Sussex Police and Crime Panel
Focus for Scrutiny
The Panel is invited to focus on


Whether the plans will deliver the national strategy, while addressing local
need.



How the public can be assured that the plans represent good value for public
money.



How success will be measured and monitored.



Whether any aspect of the plans warrants further scrutiny, and how this
might best be undertaken.



How the PCC ensures that objectives are achieved where work is undertaken
in partnership.

1.

Background

1.1

At its meeting in February 2019 the Panel requested a report on the
plans for spending various grant funds the Commissioner had been
successful in applying for, in respect of tackling serious violence in
Sussex.
Tony Kershaw
Clerk to Sussex Police and Crime Panel
Contact:
Ninesh Edwards
(T) 0330 222 2542
(E) ninesh.edwards@westsussex.gov.uk

Appendices: Appendix 1 – The PCC and Sussex Police response to tackling serious
violence in Sussex
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To:
From:
Subject:
Date:

The Sussex Police & Crime Panel
The Sussex Police & Crime Commissioner
Police & Crime Commissioner and Sussex Police response to
tackling serious violence in Sussex
27 September 2019

1.0

Introduction

1.1

This report sets out how the £3.1 million of grant funding secured by the
Police & Crime Commissioner (PCC) is being utilised with Sussex Police
and partners to provide additional operational activities and services to
tackle serious violence in Sussex.

2.0

Role of the Sussex Police & Crime Commissioner

2.1

It is the role of the PCC to hold the Chief Constable to account for
delivering policing in Sussex that is efficient, effective and responsive to
the needs of the public.

2.2

The Serious Violence Strategy was launched by the Home Office in April
2018 and covers four key themes: tackling county lines and misuse of
drugs; early intervention and prevention; supporting communities and
partnerships and an effective law enforcement and criminal justice
response.

2.3

The Strategy can be viewed in full through the following link:
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uplo
ads/attachment_data/file/698009/serious-violence-strategy.pdf

2.4

The Home Office has invested in each of the four themes set out in the
Strategy and has established a cross-sector Serious Violence Task Force
to support them in this work. The Task Force comprises of representatives
from a range of local, regional and national delivery partner agencies,
including the Association of Police & Crime Commissioners (APCC) and
National Police Chiefs’ Council (NPCC).

2.5

Sussex was identified by the Home Office to be one of 18 police force
areas who were at an increased risk of serious violence based on
emergency hospital admissions for assaults by a sharp object between
2013/14 and 2018/19. This data highlighted a total of 55 admissions to
hospitals throughout Sussex and, as a result, the Force is working with
Public Health England (PHE) and Clinical Commissioning Groups (CCGs) to
examine this data further.
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2.6

The PCC and Sussex Police have been successful in securing funding worth
more than £3.1 million to tackle serious violence in Sussex. This
comprised of the following funding:
 £891,616 from the Early Intervention Youth Fund (EIYF) to divert
young people away from crime;
 £1.340 million from the Serious Violence Fund to support surge law
enforcement activity to tackle serious violence, with a particular focus
on knife crime; and
 £880,000 from the Home Office to create and support a Violence
Reduction Unit (VRU) in Sussex.

2.7

The Serious Violence Strategy also articulates the key drivers of serious
violence and their close relationship to ‘county lines’ – the term used to
describe gangs and organised criminal networks involved in exporting
illegal drugs into one or more importing areas within the UK. The Home
Office has also made £3.6 million available to create a National County
Lines Coordination Centre to identify individuals involved in the supply and
distribution of controlled drugs over multiple police force areas.

3.0

Early Intervention Youth Fund - REBOOT

3.1

The PCC was successful in securing £891,616 from the EIYF after
demonstrating that knife crime is one of the biggest emerging threats in
Sussex. There were a total of 19 successful awards from the funding
throughout England and Wales, of which Sussex received the 7th highest
grant award.

3.2

The funding has been used to establish a PAN-Sussex Early Intervention
Youth Programme, called REBOOT, with the aim of engaging positively
with those under the age of 18 at risk of committing serious violence, and
those who have already come to the attention of the police through antisocial behaviour and low-level crime.

3.3

REBOOT aims to provide a consistent approach throughout Sussex for
managing young people identified in low-level criminality and anti-social
behaviour, at the earliest opportunity. This non-criminal pathway builds
on the strong partnerships already established in Sussex to divert young
people away from the key drivers of crime by tackling the early indicators
of serious violence, embedding a process into existing services and
providing a consistent and effective system throughout Sussex.

3.4

REBOOT has been developed following consultation with partners and
expands on a pilot that was trialled in Hastings previously. REBOOT is a
personalised, strength-based, 1-2-1 support package for young people
who have been identified as being at risk of engaging in serious violence
and gang behaviour. Personal coaches support the young people in
Sussex to identify activities that would be most beneficial in order to help
them overcome some of the issues they face.

3.5

There are three elements to REBOOT: the Sussex Police and partnership
protocol; the YMCA Downslink Group and partners coaching programme;
and the extension of youth services and provision.
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REBOOT is an intervention for young people at risk of the early indicators
leading to serious violence and exploitation if:

1. They are aged between 10 – 17 years old;
2. They have come to police attention in the past four weeks;
3. A multi-agency risk assessment form has been completed; and
4. They are at risk of one of the key drivers of crime (opportunity, drugs,
alcohol, character and profit).
3.7

REBOOT will not replace existing practices and will, instead, offer a new
layer of support for those children putting themselves in vulnerable
situations. There are five stages of intervention:
Stage 1: A Police Community Support Officer (PCSO) will pay a visit to
the young person at their home address to explain the risk they are at to
their parent/carer. This will include hand-delivering a letter to them
setting out the support that is available to the young person.
Stage 2: A Prevention Youth Officer (PYO) will make another visit to the
young person and their parent/carer to offer further support. This will
include the offer of a voluntary referral to the YMCA Downslink Group
coaching service or a mental health nurse.
Stage 3: The young person will be asked to sign an ‘Acceptable Behaviour
Contract’ setting out the positive behaviour requirements they must
demonstrate and the prohibition from engaging in specific activities.
Stage 4: The young person will be referred to the Youth Offending
Service (YOS) for an intervention.
Stage 5: The young person is given a civil injunction through the courts.

3.8

REBOOT was launched in Sussex on 1 April 2019 to deter and support
young people away from the key drivers of crime. There have been 549
referrals to the programme to date (August 2019), of which 376 (and
68%) have been accepted. These young people are currently being
progressed through the five escalating stages of REBOOT, as follows:
Stage 1: 376 young people have received a letter to their parent/career,
hand delivered by a PCSO.
Stage 2: 72 young people have been visited by a PYO and offered a
referral to coaching and to a mental health nurse.
Stage 3: Two young people have signed Acceptable Behaviour Contracts.
Stage 4: Two young people have been referred to the YOS.
Stage 5: No young people have reached the stage where they would
receive a civil injunction to date.

3.9

Of the REBOOT cohort to date: 25% of the young people indicated an
increase in resilience and self-esteem; 45% reported hope for a positive
future and felt empowered to make good choices and 40% felt an overall
improvement in wellbeing.

3.10

A total of 173 (and 32%) of the referrals to REBOOT were deemed
unsuitable to participate in the programme. These individuals will, instead,
be managed in a more robust manner by the Prevention Teams, including
charges to court and remands to young offender institutions, particularly
where the crimes relate to serious violence. Other disposals available to
the police and partner agencies include the YOS and Integrated Offender
Management.
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3.11

In addition, £96,557 of the £891,616 received through the EIYF was
allocated by the PCC to five of the 13 Community Safety Partnerships
(CSPs) identified by Prevention analysts within the Force as being
‘hotspot’ areas for youth crime in Sussex, to ‘bolster’ their response
locally.

3.12

The formula used to allocate this funding was predicated on the
population of 10-17 years old (weighted at 40%) and rate of victims aged
between 10-17 years old (weighted at 60%). The rate of victims was
calculated using crime data over four years (November 2014 to October
2018) where the aggrieved was aged between 10-17 years old, per 1,000
population of 10-17 year olds.

3.13

The funds provided to the five CSPs to date have been used as follows:
Arun – £16,806: used to fund a detached youth work project;
Eastbourne – £17,269: used to fund an enhanced youth project through
YMCA Downlink;
Worthing – £18,889: used to provide a full-time youth worker through
Audio Active;
Hastings – £20,112: used to support enhanced local youth provision of
activities through the Educations Futures Trust, Active Sussex, Freedom
Leisure and Fresh Visions People Ltd; and
Brighton & Hove – £23,481: used to provide enhanced youth provision
through the Hangleton & Knoll Project, YMCA, The Trust for Developing
Communities and Brighton Youth Centre.

3.14

Further information about REBOOT can be viewed through the following
link: https://www.sussex-pcc.gov.uk/get-involved/reboot/

4.0

Surge Funding
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4.1

The PCC was also successful in obtaining a further £1.34 million from the
Serious Violence Fund to support additional law enforcement activity to
tackle serious violence, with a particular focus on knife crime.

4.2

The allocations to the 18 police force areas in England and Wales
identified as having an increased risk of serious violence, in respect of
both original and additional ‘surge’ allocations, together with the provision
for Violence Reduction Units (VRUs), are set out in the table below:

Police Force Area

Metropolitan Police
West Midlands
Greater Manchester
Merseyside
West Yorkshire
South Yorkshire
Northumbria
Thames Valley
Lancashire
Essex
Avon and Somerset
Kent
Nottinghamshire
Leicestershire
Bedfordshire
Sussex
Hampshire
South Wales
Total England & Wales
4.3

Original ‘surge’
allocation
(April 2019)
£17,000,000
£6,000,000
£4,000,000
£3,500,000
£3,000,000
£2,000,000
£2,000,000
£1,500,000
£1,500,000
£1,500,000
£1,500,000
£1,500,000
£1,000,000
£1,000,000
£1,000,000
£1,000,000
£1,000,000
£1,000,000
£51,000,000

Additional ‘surge’
allocation
(May 2019)
£3,840,000
£1,620,000
£800,000
£700,000
£1,020,000
£580,000
£320,000
£440,000
£320,000
£260,000
£220,000
£160,000
£540,000
£400,000
£380,000
£340,000
£260,000
£200,000
£12,400,000

Total funding
allocation received
£20,840,000
£7,620,000
£4,800,000
£4,200,000
£4,020,000
£2,580,000
£2,320,000
£1,940,000
£1,820,000
£1,760,000
£1,720,000
£1,660,000
£1,540,000
£1,400,000
£1,380,000
£1,340,000
£1,260,000
£1,200,000
£63,400,000

From the £1.34 million allocation for surge law enforcement activity, a
further £158,000 was allocated to REBOOT to increase capability and
capacity and £181,995 was allocated to CSPs to increase youth
diversionary activities, as set out in the table below:
Local Authority Area
Brighton & Hove
East Sussex

West Sussex

Community Safety Partnership
Brighton & Hove
Eastbourne
Hastings
Lewes
Rother
Wealden
Adur
Arun
Chichester
Crawley
Horsham
Mid-Sussex
Worthing

Total Allocated
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Amount
£20,779
£15,600
£18,245
£12,026
£11,594
£11,931
£11,663
£15,031
£10,682
£15,842
£11,857
£12,251
£14,494
£181,995
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4.4

Surge funding is intended to enhance operational policing activity and the
progress is monitored through the Sussex Police Vulnerability Board. All
activities under the additional surge funding take place as part of
‘Operation Safety’.

4.5

The Force surge funding plan includes a range of activities and the
following outcomes have been achieved since 1 April 2019:
 a process is underway to purchase a ‘bespoke’ engagement van;
 ‘insight work’ has been commissioned to understand better the root of
the problems relating to serious violence in Sussex;
 resources have been purchased to assist Sussex Police in their
operational activity, including knife arches;
 increasing the analytical and intelligence capacity of the Force, through
the recruitment of dedicated analysts for serious violence;
 105 extra and directed patrols have taken place, of which 74% were in
‘hotspot’ areas where serious violence is more likely to occur;
 87 arrests have been made and 39 weapons have been seized as a
result of these patrols, including a number of different knives (kitchen,
lock, folding and hunting knives);
 19 test purchases carried out for knives;
 three public engagement activities and video resources developed; and
 11 educational engagement activities directed.

4.6

Sussex Police is considering further its approach to policing activity in this
area following the implementation of the Offensive Weapons Act 2019
which prohibits the possession of ‘flick’ and ‘zombie’ knives in private
places (homes) and educational premises, as well as in public places.

5.0

Violence Reduction Units

5.1

The PCC was also successful in applying to the Home Office to release a
further £880,000 of funding to establish Violence Reduction Units (VRU) in
Brighton & Hove; East Sussex and West Sussex.

5.2

VRUs are predicated on successful models trialled and implemented in
Scotland and Cardiff. They are based on the principles of a ‘Public Health
Approach’ to combatting serious violence across five different elements:






Dynamic information, data and evidence sharing;
Collaboration and partnerships at a senior level;
Early intervention, prevention and enforcement;
Understanding the population, their needs and working with them; and
Addressing the causes of the causes.

5.3

The plan for VRUs in Sussex has been developed in consultation with the
Force and local partners, builds on existing structures and has been
approved by the Home Office.

5.4

The intention of the VRU in Sussex is to enhance the existing multi-agency
Partnership Tactical Tasking & Coordination Groups (PTTCGs) by
broadening their terms of reference, data exchange and capability.
Governance, scrutiny and oversight of the programme will be delivered
through a newly established VRU Multi-Agency Delivery Group (MADG).

5.5

Of the £880,000 received in funding, 80% will be allocated to
interventions and services, with the remaining 20% of funds used to
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support the delivery of the programme. A dedicated Superintendent within
Sussex Police has been identified to lead the work through the MADG.
5.6

It is important to note that all funding received through the Serious
Violence Strategy are ‘one-off’ grants that have to be spent within a single
financial year. This position is acknowledged to be a risk and both the
PCC, in her role as Chair of the APCC, and the NPCC Chair have signed a
joint letter to the Policing Minister highlighting this issue. The letter also
sought to request that a three-year funding model is considered to tackle
serious violence as part of the Government’s Comprehensive Spending
Review.

5.7

Notification of the VRU funding for Sussex was only confirmed at the
beginning of August 2019 and required further approval from the Home
Office to agree the plan for the VRU model locally. Once approved, the
MADG met on 8 August 2019 and disseminated the actions around the 12
proposals that were submitted as part of the original application between
police and partner agency leads from across Sussex. Further MADG
meetings are planned for 20 September and 17 October 2019, with Lynne
Abrams, Head of Serious Violence Priority Projects Unit at the Home
Office, planning to attend the MADG meeting in October.

Mark Streater
Chief Executive
Office of the Sussex Police & Crime Commissioner
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Agenda Item 7

Sussex Police and Crime Panel
26 April 2019
Complaints about the Police and Crime Commissioner
Report by The Clerk to Sussex Police and Crime Panel
Recommendations
That the Panel considers the complaints against the Commissioner, and any
action that the Panel might take in respect of these.

1.

Background

1.1

In accordance with the Elected Local Policing Bodies (Complaints and
Misconduct) Regulations 2011, the Sussex Police & Crime Panel (PCP) is
responsible for the initial handling of complaints against Sussex Police and
Crime Commissioner (PCC).

1.2

At its meeting of 26 November 2012 the Panel decided to delegate its initial
handling duties to the Clerk to Sussex Police and Crime Panel, and to
consider a report of the complaints received, quarterly.

1.3

Serious complaints (those alleging criminal conduct) are referred
automatically to the Independent Office for Police Conduct (IOPC). A subcommittee meets to consider complaints against the PCC requiring informal
resolution (those considered “non-serious”).

2.

Correspondence Received from 3 April 2019 to 13 September.

2.1

The Panel takes the view that all correspondence raising issues with policing
in Sussex should be recorded, whether or not the issues fall within the
Panel’s statutory remit.

2.2

During the subject period, three people contacted the Panel to raise new
matters (either directly, or via the IOPC).
Complaints

2.3

During the subject period one correspondent raised issues which constituted
a serious complaint, as defined by the Regulations (see 1.3). See 2.3.3
Correspondence Recorded, but not Considered by the Clerk to be a
Complaint within the Panel’s Remit:

2.3.1 One complaint was received concerning allegations of harassment by the
complainant’s neighbours, an operational policing matter, and within the
remit of the Chief Constable, and not the Commissioner. The complainant
was advised of this finding and advised of the appropriate reporting
channels.
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Correspondence Recorded, and Considered by the Clerk to be a NonSerious Complaint within the Panel’s Remit:
2.3.2 One complainant alleged that the Commissioner ignored correspondence
from them. The Panel is permitted to make basic enquiries in respect of
complaints, and the Clerk contacted the Commissioner’s office (OSPCC) for
any information which might be helpful in handling the complaint. OSPCC
advised that complainant had been deemed to be vexatious in 2017, and that
the complainant had been informed of this determination at that time. It
further transpired that the complainant had previously been in contact with
the Panel to raise the same allegations later in 2017. The complainant was
informed of these findings as an outcome of the complaint – which would be
taken no further.
Serious Complaints (allegations of criminal conduct)
2.3.3 A serious complaint was received alleging that the Commissioner knowingly
assisted the Chief Constable in alleged criminal conduct the complainant also
claims to have occurred, relating to events in 2002. The OSPCC advised the
Clerk of its awareness of the historic allegations and its position and actions
in response and rebuttal, as well as those of other agencies relating to the
conduct of the complainant. Owing to the nature of the allegation however
the complaint was referred to the Independent Office for Police Complaints
on 17 July.
3.

Resource Implications and Value for Money

3.1

The cost of handling complaints is met from the funds provided by the Home
Office for the operation and administration of Sussex Police and Crime Panel.

4.

Risk Management Implications

4.1

It is important that residents can have confidence in the integrity of the
system for handling complaints against the Sussex Police and Crime
Commissioner and their Deputy (where one has been appointed).

5.

Other Considerations – Equality – Crime Reduction – Human Rights

5.1

Not applicable
Tony Kershaw
Clerk to Sussex Police and Crime Panel
Contact:
Ninesh Edwards
(T) 0330 222 2542
(E) ninesh.edwards@westsussex.gov.uk
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