Minutes

Overview and Scrutiny Braintree
Committee

1% September 2010

District Council

Councillors Present Councillors Present
J. Baugh Apologies A. M. Meyer Yes

G. Cohen Yes R. Ramage Yes

M. Dunn Yes D. E. A. Rice Yes

Dr. R. L. Evans Yes A. F. Shelton Yes

M. Gage (Chairman) Yes Mrs. J. Smith Yes

J. E. B. Gyford Yes F. Swallow Apologies
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22.
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The following representatives of the Community Safety Partnership were also in
attendance:-

Stephen Nicholas, Chairman of the Community Safety Partnership
Charmaine Dean. Head of Community Services
Helena Goodwin, Community Services Manager

Clir. Mrs. W. Schmitt, Portfolio Holder for Clean, Green and Safe was also in attendance.

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

INFORMATION: There were no interests declared.
MINUTES

DECISION: That the minutes of the meeting of the Overview and Scrutiny Committee
held on 14™ July 2010 be approved as a correct record and signed by the Chairman.

QUESTION TIME

INFORMATION: There were no questions asked or statements made.

SCRUTINY OF CRIME AND DISORDER MATTERS

As crime and disorder scrutiny is a new mandatory function of the Committee, it had been
agreed at the meeting on 2" June 2010 that representatives of the Community Safety
Partnership (CSP) be invited to attend this meeting of the Committee to give a presentation
on:-

» What the partnership is;
* How it operates;
* What are the main areas of work;
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» What are the current key activities.
The Committee received the following documents in advance of the meeting:-

» The CSP’s Terms of Reference;
* Introductory information from the Council’s web site about the CSP;
» Home Office Guidance for the scrutiny of crime and disorder matters.

ClIr. Gage the Chairman welcomed Stephen Nicholas, Chairman of the Community Safety
Partnership, Charmaine Dean, Head of Community Services and Helena Goodwin,
Community Services Manager, to the meeting.

Stephen Nicholas the Chairman of the CSP gave a brief introduction. He was an
independent member of the Essex Police Authority which is a statutory member of the
CSP, and Braintree District was his particular focus. He had served on the CSP for a
period of time and had subsequently been elected to serve as its Chairman. He thanked
the Committee for inviting CSP representatives to attend, and advised the Committee that
whilst they would be given a lot of information tonight there would be ample opportunity
for Members to ask questions.

Charmaine Dean commenced the powerpoint presentation by giving an overview of the
position based on information from iQuanta (Home Office database for monitoring police
performance) showing how the District compared favourably with its ‘family group’ of
similar sized authorities, how Essex compared favourably with other counties, how
Braintree District compared favourably with other local authorities in Essex, as regards
crime and disorder issues.

Helena Goodwin then took the Committee through the main detailed presentation.

A copy of the powerpoint presentation is appended to these minutes.

The CSP representatives answered members questions during the course of the
presentations and during a question and answer session that followed.

A summary of the question and answer session is set out below.

Question by CliIr. A. Shelton

Who is on the Road Safety Panel for Braintree District?

Answer by Helena Goodwin

It is chaired by the Lead Member from Essex County Council and there are
representatives from the District Council, the Police and the community.

Question by Clir. A. Mever

What consultations have you been carrying out with the public over the past years and
what do you do with the feedback that you receive from the public consultation process?

What have been the outcomes?

Answer by Helena Goodwin
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The Home Office has recently launched a consultation paper called 'Policing in the 21
Century’ which includes a focus on reconnecting with the public. The CSP has compiled
its response to the consultation paper which will be submitted to the Local Strategic
Partnership, and it may also be considered by the Cabinet and the Council’'s Management
Board.

The requirement to consult with members of the public came into force last year and the
CSP consulted just under 8000 people — young people through to seniors — using various
methods of consultation.

The results of the consultation are fed into the strategic assessment and are used to help
identify the CSPs strategic priorities.

The performance of the CSP is measured though the crime statistic figures for the
District.

Answer by Stephen Nicholas

The organisational chart for the CSP and the number of different groups involved,
indicates that the structure is very complex and it has occurred to me as to whether the
structure could be rationalised. However, two of the problems that we face is that
Government has continually amended the structure of CSPs and added further layers.
The legislation that sets out the role and functions of CSPs is substantial. All of the
different partnerships are required by the legislation to consult. In the past, | feel that
consultation has not been as ‘joined up’ as we would have liked. Going forward, we may
have an opportunity to improve on that. In the past, each individual agency has
undertaken consultation which has been fed into the CSP, but it has all been rather piece
meal.

Crime and disorder matters are quite complex issues which do cut across multiple
partnerships — the different partners form different groups to deal with particular types of
problem such as anti-social behaviour. It works fairly well in my experience, but it could
work better and be streamlined.

Question by Clir. A. Mever

Where do the crime statistics come from - how accurate are they, particularly the police
statistics?

Answer by Helena Goodwin

The statistics come from the government, the LAA targets, the British Crime Survey and
the Police.

Answer by Stephen Nicholas

Two of the main sources of statistics are the British Crime Survey (conducted by the
government) and the Police force themselves through IQUANTA. | cannot speak for the
accuracy of the British Crime Survey although | have no reason to believe that it is
inaccurate. The statistics provided by the Police are provided within a set of rules that are
laid down by the National Police Improvement Agency and the Home Office. | believe
from the amount of scrutiny and audit of the records that are used that they are extremely
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accurate given the guidelines and rules that are required to be followed. One can argue
that some of the categories and rules might be different, but | believe the figures are
accurate within those rules.

All of the information that is gathered through consultation is fed into the Strategic
Assessment and from that into the priorities that are set locally. The CSP and the Police
both work from two main sets of inputs — local priorities set by local people, and national
priorities set by the government. The Police, for example, carried out a major telephone
survey of residents earlier this year. They do collate all the information from the
Neighbourhood Action Panels (NAPs) and the priorities from all of those are brought
together, analysed centrally and fed into the annual Policing Plan which sets the targets
and priorities for the coming year. | believe most of our partners work on a similar basis.
| have no doubt that the process could be improved and that we could manage it better
and integrate the information gathering and the information usage. However, the
consultations are analysed, they do inform the priorities and the targets that are set.

In my experience, residents priorities do not change that much. For instance, at NAPs,
local peoples priorities are speeding traffic, parking, anti-social behaviour, dog fouling —
and | believe that shows we are addressing the right issues.

Question by Clir. A. Shelton

Are you happy that the current community consultation and the outcomes of that
consultation is reflective across the whole of Braintree District?

Answer by Stephen Nicholas

Geographically, | can only speak in detail for the Police and the answer in that respect is
yes, because the Police undertook a professional consultation exercise — not just a
random sample, but a stratified sample so that it covered a representative number of
people in each District split between urban and rural.

There are some areas where | feel that it could be improved. There are some
communities that we do not reach as well as we could eg the east european community in
Braintree District.

Question by Clir. M. Dunn

Do the Police feel that this form of partnership working impedes or helps them?

Answer by Stephen Nicholas

It does help, but it could be made very much better. It helps because crime and disorder
are multi-faceted problems and we do have to work in partnership to resolve those
problems. Any opportunity to work in partnership is therefore beneficial and the Police
and the Police Authority would see it as beneficial.

Helena'’s presentation listed the legislation that we have to abide by, and she also showed
other slides that showed influences from the Local Area Agreement, for example, and the
list of local and national indicators that we are obliged to report against. There are also
national and county priority areas that are set. That complexity does lead to bureaucracy,
and bureaucracy often does lead to inefficiencies and a slowdown in decision and action
taking.
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We have two opportunities at the moment. The new coalition government has made a
commitment to reduce some of the centrally set targets which will give us more local
discretion and enable us to focus better on priorities.

The other opportunity is the advent of crime and disorder scrutiny. We would welcome
any assistance that we can get as a CSP in cutting through some of that bureaucracy to
help us to focus on local priorities, and in getting constructive feedback from the Overview
and Scrutiny Committee on how we work. That is an opportunity for us to improve and
we all know that there are areas where we could improve.

Cllr. G. Cohen

The issue of the Community Payback Scheme has been raised with me at grass roots
level, are you able to provide any details of how this scheme works?

Answer by Helena Goodwin

The Community Payback Scheme is something that we work on in liaison with the
Probation Service. Offenders carry out work on projects as part of their Unpaid Work
sentence.

Answer by ClIr. Mrs. W. Schmitt

As regards the Community Payback Scheme, | would remind members that every time |
report to Council on my portfolio, | comment on Community Payback and remind
members to notify myself or Helena if they have any projects within their wards that could
be undertaken as part of this scheme.

Question by Clir. A. Mever

How much impact has the watering down of real crimes in the term ‘anti social behaviour’
had in relation to the “fiddling” of crime figures?

Answer by Stephen Nicholas

| do not believe there has been any “fiddling” or that the figures attempt to portray the
picture better than what it is. One can certainly argue about the terminology that is used
to describe crimes and anti-social behaviour. | do not feel there has been any attempt by
local partners including shire police forces or Police Authorities to manipulate the figures
or to present them in any way other than to present them as a true and fair picture. If you
want to comment on statements made by central government politicians, that is outside
my area of competence.

Question by CliIr. A. Shelton

How frequently does the CSP meet and what inputs does it take from NAPs?

Answer by Helena Goodwin

The Responsible Authorities Group meets between 6 and 8 times a year. The thematic
groups meet on a quarterly basis and the NAPs report to the relevant Area Joint Action
Group on a monthly basis.
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Question by ClIr. A. Shelton

How do you provide information back out to the community?

Answer by Helena Goodwin

The Chairs of the NAPs go to the relevant Joint Action Group and that would then be fed
back. If the Chair of the NAP is unable to attend the meeting the local Police Community
Support Officer or Neighbourhood Specialist Officer is normally present and can feed
back though the NAP meeting.

Answer by Stephen Nicholas

The Essex Police web site also contains a lot of information about each of the
neighbourhood policing teams including the priorities that have been fed back through the
NAPs. The way in which NAPs work varies considerably across the County and even
from one neighbouring district to another, and it is the subject of a current review as to
how best to use NAPs, but no proposals have been put forward yet.

In terms of feeding information back, not only is information fed back through the NAPs,
but the Essex Criminal Justice Board (ECJB) is responsible through its partners for
feeding back to the public information on sentencing. So there will be more information
fed back probably through the ECJB web site, and probably also through the
neighbourhood sections of the Essex Police web site on sentencing because the
government feels that the public likes and needs to see that justice is being done, and
people who are actually caught are given appropriate sentences.

Question by CliIr. Dr. R. Evans

What are the current key activities of the CSP, and how are these decided and what
consultative process is followed in determining them?

Answer by Helena Goodwin

The Responsible Authority Group is responsible for determining the CSPs Strategic
Priorities taking into account the information gained through the annual Strategic
Assessment for the District, and to determine how they are going to meet those priorities
and what resources are going to be allocated to achieve them.

Question by CliIr. D. Rice

What information is given to the public on crime solving statistics? Do the public have an
effective voice in helping to solve crime?

Answer by Stephen Nicholas

The term used within the Police is sanction detection rate, but it means the percentage of
crimes for which someone is charged, summonsed, receives a caution or other formal
sanction.

The figures, broken down into different categories of crime, are publicly available on the
Essex Police web site. | would be more than happy to attend a future meeting of the
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Committee with one of my colleagues from Braintree Police to discuss the figures for
Braintree District.

Answer by Helena Goodwin

| was carrying out a visit with two members of the public this afternoon concerning some
issues within an area, and the local community has identified what they see as a way of
resolving the problem. The local community, BDC and the local police are each taking a
series of actions and are working together to resolve it.

It is essential that members of the public report problems as in the absence of basic
information that a problem exists it is difficult for the relevant authorities to take action.

Answer by Cllr. Mrs. W. Schmitt

People can contact ‘Crime-stoppers’, they can telephone the police and can remain
completely anonymous. NAPs are an excellent conduit for information from the public.
People mention issues to local Councillors who pass on that information. The Police rely
to a great extent on intelligence from the public, but unfortunately there are many
members of the public who think that it is someone else’s responsibility to report it.

| attended a meeting tonight with police representatives in one of the areas in Braintree
that was the subject of one of the recent drug raids. The purpose of the meeting was for
the Police to give feedback to local residents on what had happened, where the
intelligence had come from and what had been done. Unfortunately, despite extensive
leafleting of local households no members of the public had attended.

Question by Clir. R. Ramage

Are NAPs sufficiently advertised?

Answer by Cllr. Mrs. W. Schmitt

They are as well publicised as is possible.

Answer by Helena Goodwin

NAPs are not actually managed by the CSP as such, but by the local Police, although
information from NAPs does feed through the CSP route.

Clir. A. Meyer

| feel that people are reluctant to report issues, because they do not feel that there will be
any point. What are the tangible outcomes when people report issues, and from the work
that is carried out?

Answer by Clir. Mrs. W. Schmitt

As the slides indicate, we have one of the lowest crime and disorder rates in the country

and that speaks for itself. We also have one of the highest detection rates in the country.
It is accepted of course that any individual who is the victim of crime and disorder will not
take comfort in the fact that it happened in a low crime area.
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Clir. M. Gage

Faced with the complex structure of the CSP and the various changes that have been
made by the Government over the years, do you feel that the time has come for
representations to be made to government with a view to CSPs adopting a new model
better suited to its and its communities needs?

Answer by Stephen Nicholas

If we were starting with a blank sheet of paper, the structure may well have been different.
Feeding back to central government has, | believe, been tried on a number on occasions
in the past to no avail.

| understand that the coalition government has pledged to reduce central interference and
to allow more scope for areas, communities and partnerships to work in the way that best
suits them. My hope is that they will genuinely allow us to work together to achieve a
much more efficient structure which will enable us to be quicker, less bureaucratic, and
more cost effective. That is not in any way to denigrate the work of the CSP as | feel over
the years that a great deal of excellent work has been done and much achieved. We can
always be better and | am hoping that the Government will provide the opportunity to
enable us to do that.

At the conclusion of the session, Cllr. Gage, on behalf of the Committee, thanked
Stephen Nicholas, Charmaine Dean, Helena Goodwin and CllIr. Mrs. Schmitt for attending
tonight’s meeting and for giving very helpful presentations and answering members
guestions.

Clir. Mrs. W. Schmitt and the CSP representatives left the meeting at this point.

The Committee then went on to consider how to take the issue of crime and disorder
scrutiny forward.

Members felt that they needed time to consider and digest all the information that they
had received tonight.

DECISION

Following discussion, it was agreed as follows:-

1. A copy of the protocol (copy attached to these minutes) for carrying out crime and
disorder scrutiny that had been agreed at the meeting of the Committee held on 2/6/10

and which set out the Committee’s terms of reference would be circulated to Members;

2. It was also agreed to ask the CSP for a list of persons who attend each of the groups
in the CSP structure chart;

Action Point: Steve Bore, Scrutiny Manager
3. Officers are to compile a discussion paper under the following headings:-

¢ Qutcomes;
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25.

26.

27.

» Consultations and engagement with the public;
» Partnership structure;
» Crime and disorder statistics.

Action Point: Sharon Lowe, Assistant Chief Executive/Steve Bore, Scrutiny Manager
4. The Committee will give further consideration to this matter at one of its October
meetings (this will be after the announcement of the government’s Spending Review due
on 20/10/10 when the impact of any government funding decisions in relation to the work
of CSPs will be known).

SCRUTINY OF THE COUNCIL'S PROPOSED 2011/12 BUDGET

In respect of the three budget scrutiny sessions with representatives of the Cabinet, the
Committee noted that Cllr. Walters would now attend the 27/10/10 session and Clir. Mrs.
Schmitt the 17/11/10 session.

The Scrutiny Manager confirmed that all members of the Cabinet had been written to and
advised of the arrangements for budget scrutiny. This included the requirement for written
responses to the set questions to be submitted by the relevant Portfolio holders in respect
of the two latter sessions with Groups of Portfolio holders on 27/10/10 and 17/11/10
respectively.

Officers had also been advised of the documents (10 items in total) that the Committee
requires in advance to facilitate scrutiny of the Cabinet’'s proposed budget.

DECISION: That the report be noted.

TASK AND FINISH GROUP

Cllr. R. Ramage the Chairman of the Public Services Provision for Older People Task and
Finish Group gave a verbal update on progress. The Essex Fire Community Safety Officer
had attended the last meeting and given a very useful and thorough presentation on the
assistance/advice provided by the Fire Service for the elderly. Clare Lawrence from the
Mid Essex Health Authority, who was on secondment with the Council, had also given an
informative presentation on services for the elderly provided by the Health Authority.
Arrangements were being made for a presentation from Greenfields Community Housing.
The Group was approaching the end of its study and in due course will be drafting its final
report and recommendations for submission to full Council and Cabinet.

DECISION: That the verbal report be noted.

DECISION PLANNER (FORMERLY KNOWN AS THE FORWARD PLAN) —17/8/10 TO
16/12/10

Members received the four month Decision Planner for the above period.

DECISION: That the contents of the Forward Plan be received and noted.
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The meeting closed at 9.05pm.

M. Gage
Chairman
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Strategic Overview
Of the

Braintree District
Community Safety
Partnership (CSP)

Presented by:- Stephen Nicholas (Chair)
Charmaine Dean (Vice Chair)
Helena Goodwin (Community Services Manager)
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History of Community Safety Partnerships

= Crime & Disorder Act 1998

= Responsibility for agencies to work together to
address crime & disorder across
Districts/Boroughs.

= Statutory Partners:

Police

District Councils
Health

Police Authority
County Councils

Fire & Rescue Service
Probation

Braintree District
. Community
Braintree SSafety

District Councill

Partnership



Key Legislation

= The Crime & Disorder Act 1998

= The Police Reform Act 2002

= The Licensing Act 2003

= The Anti-social Behaviour Amendment Act 2003
= The Regulatory of Investigatory Powers Act 2000 (RIPA)
= The Human Rights Act 1998

= The Data Protection Act 1984

= The Police & Criminal Evidence Act 1984

= Crime & Disorder Act Review 2006

= Youth Justice & Criminal Evidence Act 1999

= Race Relations (Amendment) Act 2002

= Disability Discrimination Act 2002

Braintree District
Community
Safety
Partnership

Braintree

District Councill




Statutory Requirements

= Work within numerous legislative parameters
= Work in Partnership

= Undertake Annual Strategic Assessment

= Consult with the public

= ldentify Priorities

= Refresh the Annual Partnership Plan

= Work on LAA Targets

Braintree District
o Community
Braintree Ssqfefy

District Council Partnership



Strategic Assessment

Annual Audit of Data - Not just Crime!

It presents and interprets the summary findings of an
Intelligence analysis
Analysis of Partners data (1st Oct — 30t Sept)
= Education; Road Safety; Health; Probation; Council; Fire; Police;
Drug & Alcohol Agencies
Domestic Abuse Agencies
Hate Crimes
Consultation Results
Analysis of current projects & outcomes
Sets clear and robust priorities for the partnership

Partnership Plan — 3 years
= Annual Refresh in-line with SA

Braintree District
Community
Safety
Partnership

Braintree

District Councill




Strategic Priorities

= Anti Social Behaviour (including Criminal Damage)
= Domestic Abuse

= Hate Crime

= Substance Misuse (Drugs & Alcohol)

= Prolific & Priority Offenders
= Road Safety
= Re-offending

Braintree District
o Community
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CSP Structure (Braintree District)

12 Community
Safety Managers
covering Essex;
Police; Probation;
GoEast; Fire; ECC;
YOT

(Government Office for the Eastern Region)

GoEast

Police, Fire, LA, Essex LA,
Health, Police Authority (Others
— Chairs of thematic groups;
Probation; District Elected
Member; Housing Director;
Community Warden Manager)

Local Area Agreement

SAFER ESSEX PARTNERSHIP

Local Strategic Partnership

v

Braintree District CSP
(RAG)

CDRPs Chairs (Essex) Essex Police
(Territorial); Fire; Probation; Essex
Drug & Alcohol Action Team; Essex
Criminal Justice Board; Health; South
& North Essex Partnership Trust;
GoEast; Essex School Children &
Families; Essex Trading Standards;
Essex Police Authority; Essex Mental
Health Trust;

Chelmsford Prison Service; Essex
Youth Offending Service

Braintree

District Council

Braintree District
Community
Safety

Partnership




Target Sources
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT

v
Priorities: atutory Standards
« Prolific & Priority Offenders SB Minimum Standards
« Anti-Social Behaviour ritish Crime Survey
« Domestic Abuse ational Hallmarks
« Hate Crime nnual Partnership Plan
« Substance Misuse trategic Assessment

A\ 4

ESSEX LAA2

W -

t 1
Neighbourhood Action Panels Community Consultations
+ | + Braintree District
o Community
Bra | nt reg COMMUNITY & RESIDENTS Safety

District Council Partnership



Essex Local Area Agreement 2 CSP Targets

Priority 7 - Essex is a safe place to live.
NI 115 Substance misuse by young people

NI 17 Perceptions of ASB

NI 18 Adult re-offending rates

NI 20 Assaults with injury and crime

N1 39 Rate of hospital admissions per 100,000 for Alcohol
related harm

= NI 195 Improved street and environmental cleanliness
(levels of litter, detritus, graffiti and fly posting)

= NI 111 First time entrants to the Youth Justice System
aged 10-17

= LI 7.1 Repeat incidents of domestic violence
= NI17 perceptions of ASB
= LI 7.2 Feeling Safe

* Braintree District
Braintree Community
District Council Safety

Partnership



British Crime Survey Targets

= Government Targets (County Reporting)
= DV Repeat Incidents (LI 35) Essex
= Serious Acquisitive Crime (N116) Essex
= Most Serious Violence (NI15) Essex
= Serious Sexual Offences Essex
= Young Victims of Crime Essex
= Domestic Burglary Essex
= Robbery Personal Property Essex
= Racially/Religiously Agg. Offences Essex
= ASB Incidents

Braintree Sgg;:,“;""“’

District Council Partnership



Associated Targets (not CSP Responsibility)

= Priority 4 - Children & young people achieve their
potential (options & choices).
= NI 47 People killed or seriously injured in RTAs

= Priority 5 — Essex roads are safer, less congested,
and everyone has access to essential services

= NI 35 — Building Resilience to Violent Extremism
(Prevent)

= Priority 6 — More participation in sports, culture and
volunteering for the benefit of the whole community
= NI 6 Participation in regular volunteering

Braintree District
Community
Safety
Partnership

Braintree

District Councill




Funding

= 2009

= Area Based
Grant £130,008

= Police Authority
£6,749

= Basic Command
Unit Funding
£50,092

= Partnership Pot
£17,500

Braintree

District Councill

= 2010

= Area Based Grant

cut to £105,989

Basic Command
Unit Funding
£50,092

Partnership Pot
£15,000

= 2011

= Area Based Grant

Finishes

Basic Command
Unit Funding
Finishes

Partnership Pot ?

Braintree District

Safety

Community

Partnership



Resource Allocation

s Focus — Prevention, Education, Intervention
& Enforcement

s 4 FTE Staff
= 34 BDC & 3/ Police

= Prevention & Education; CSP Support; CSP
Officer; CSP Research; PPO Coordination

= Projects
= Reality Roadshow (o ass)
= Crucial Crew (Yr 6 Safety)

m Being Safe (Yr 8 Racism; Homophobia; ASB; Tackling Knife Crime Action
Programme (TKAP))

s Consultation & Communication

o Community
Braintree Ssqfefy

District Council Partnership



Changes...

= PPO Indicator Reporting — No longer a
requirement

= Children Trusts — No longer a requirement

Schools — No longer have a ‘duty to involve’
(ECM)

Decommissioning of Contact Point

Review of ASBOs

Child Sex Offender Disclosure Scheme
Policing In the 215t Century (Consultation)
CSP — Repealing Regulations

Place Survey - Scrapped

Braintree S?Z?&T““"’

District Council Partnership



Question Time...

°




PROTOCOL FOR SCRUTINY OF CRIME AND DISORDER MATTERS

1. Introduction
The power to scrutinise local Community Safety Partnerships was
given to local authorities by the Police and Justice Act 2006 with effect
from 30™ April 2009. It requires that every local authority has in place a
committee with power to review and scrutinise, and make reports or
recommendations, regarding the functioning of the responsible
authorities (Responsible authorities are: the Local Authority, the Police
Force, the Police Authority, the Fire and Rescue Authority, the Primary
Care Trust, the Probation Authority) that comprise a Community Safety
Partnership (CSP).

The new power forms part of the Government’s commitment to
strengthen the accountability of local CSP’s and enhance the role of
local councillors and local communities in preventing and reducing
crime.

In Braintree District, the Overview and Scrutiny Committee has been
designated the “Crime and Disorder Committee” for the purposes of
scrutinising crime and disorder matters.

The Braintree District Community Safety Partnership holds the
statutory responsibility for developing and implementing strategies to
reduce crime and disorder, and, from 1/4/10, reducing re-offending.

2. Purpose of the Protocol

The purpose of this protocol is to define the manner in which the
Overview and Scrutiny Committee can scrutinise the Braintree District
CSP and its partners with a view to facilitating good working
relationships throughout the scrutiny process.

3. Principles of Scrutiny Operation
(i) Scrutiny is intended to be positive, objective and constructive. It
acknowledges good practice and recommends improvements where it
feels these would be of benefit. Scrutiny focuses on service outcomes
and seeks to add value/drive improvements to public services.

(i) Community safety and freedom from crime and disorder for the
people of Braintree District is dependant on many factors including the
services provided in partnership by partners in the Community Safety
Partnership. This shared responsibility will be acknowledged by the
Overview and Scrutiny Committee when undertaking scrutiny reviews.

(iif) At all times, both Officers and Members of the organisations
involved in crime and disorder scrutiny, representatives and Members
of the public will be treated with respect and courtesy.



(iv) The key organisations involved in scrutiny of crime and disorder
must be willing to share information, knowledge and reports which
relate to the delivery and success of services in Braintree District, and
carry out duties that would be reasonably expected of them to enable
crime and disorder scrutiny to be successfully undertaken.

(v) Crime and disorder scrutiny will be open and transparent.

. The key provisions of the legislation

These are as follows:

(1) Every local authority is required to have in place a Crime and
Disorder Committee with power to review and scrutinise, and make
reports and recommendations, regarding the discharge by the
responsible authorities of their crime and disorder functions;

(2) Crime and Disorder Committees must meet at least once a year;

(3) Responsible authorities or co-operating bodies (Co-operating
bodies are the probation service, Parish/Town Councils, NHS Trusts,
proprietors of independent schools and governing bodies of an
institution within the further education sector) must provide such
information requested by the Crime and Disorder Committee within the
timescales identified in the request;

(4) Crime and Disorder Committees can request the attendance of a
representative of a responsible authority or co-operating body in order
to answer questions;

(5) Responsible authorities or co-operating bodies must respond to
any recommendations made by the Crime and Disorder Committee
within 28 days.

(6) Crime and Disorder Committees can co-opt additional members to
serve on the committee to add value and expertise to the Committee’s
work. Co-optees can include any person except a member of the local
authority’s executive.

. Arrangements for the overview and scrutiny of crime and disorder
in Braintree District

(i) Function and terms of reference of the Overview and Scrutiny
Committee in relation to Crime and Disorder Issues

These are as follows:-

(1) to scrutinise the work of the CSP and the partners who comprise it,
insofar as their activities relate to the partnership itself;



(2) to make reports and/or recommendations to the Council with
respect to the discharge by the CSP of its crime and disorder functions;

(3) to act as a ‘critical friend’ of the CSP, providing it with constructive
challenge at a strategic level rather than adversarial fault-finding at an
operational level;

(4) to consider Councillor Call for Actions (CCfAs) that arise through
the Council's CCfA process and which relate to Crime and Disorder
matters.

(i) Work Programming

The CSP will be advised in advance of any scrutiny review relating to a
crime and disorder issue that the Overview and Scrutiny Committee is
intending to undertake as part of its annual work programme.

(iii) Scrutiny Topics

These may include scrutiny of the CSP partnership plan, strategic
assessment, performance reports, any activities relating to crime and
disorder matters which are co-ordinated at district level etc.

(iv) Notice of required attendance at scrutiny meetings

The Overview and Scrutiny Committee will give at least 4 weeks
notice to responsible/co-operating authorities requesting their
attendance at an overview and scrutiny meeting.

Attendance requests will clearly outline the scope of the scrutiny
exercise.

(v) Notice of Information required for scrutiny

The Overview and Scrutiny Committee will give at least 4 weeks
notice to responsible/co-operating authorities requesting information
relating to the planning and operation of crime and disorder reduction
activities and strategies that it requires in order to facilitate the
overview and scrutiny process.

Information provided by responsible/co-operating authorities should be
depersonalised, unless the identification of an individual is necessary
or appropriate for the Overview and Scrutiny Committee to properly
exercise its powers. The information should also not include
information that would be reasonably likely to prejudice legal
proceedings or current or future operations of the responsible
authority/co-operating authorities.

(vi) Making and Responding to Recommendations




At the conclusion of its study, the Overview and Scrutiny Committee
will consult the CSP on any draft reports and associated
recommendations before they are published.

Final reports and recommendations will be sent to the relevant
responsible/co-operating authorities that are affected by the report or
recommendations, plus other individuals or organisations that
contributed to the study.

As required by the legislation, responsible/co-operating authorities
must respond to any relevant recommendations made by the Overview
and Scrutiny Committee within 28 days of receipt.

(vii) Monitoring the Implementation of Recommendations

The Overview and Scrutiny Committee will monitor, as appropriate,
progress in implementing any recommendations.

6. Reviewing the Protocol

This protocol will be kept under regular review.

July 2010
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