
Performance Monitoring Panel – 15 October 2013 
 
The Portfolio Holder for Localism and Big Society was in attendance to provide an 
update report on community safety and how it was being delivered through the 
various tiers of Groups and Panels (including the East Lincs CSP and newly formed 
Lincolnshire CSP).   
 
The Portfolio Holder advised of the following issues: 
 

• The County Strategic Partnership had agreed on five priorities – Anti Social 
Behaviour; Domestic Abuse; Alcohol Harm; Drugs Harm; and Road Safety 

• The East Lincolnshire Community Safety Partnership had agreed its priorities – 
Anti-Social Behaviour; Violent Crime (including night-time economy and domestic 
abuse); and Community Cohesion (in Boston and South Holland), alongside two 
cross-cutting themes - Alcohol Misuse; and Fear of Crime 

• The Community Safety Partnership held countywide quarterly meetings, after 
which they reported back on their priorities.   

• A report on road safety had been received back.  A target had been set to reduce 
fatalities by 20% by 2020.  A reduction was already being seen, static speed 
cameras were helping with this, and the monies earned from the fines from the 
cameras was all ploughed back into road safety.   

• Fire and Rescue and East Midlands Ambulance Services had put in a successful 
bid for mini ambulances, to the value of £400,000.   

• Anti-Social Behaviour had reduced by 16% 

• Special Constables – There would soon be more than at any time in the last 
decade.  However, the recruitment target of 1000 voluntary PCSOs had still to be 
met, with to date, only 40/50 interested. 

• Liaison between the Community Safety Partnership and the Police and Crime 
Panels would be done through the Chairman. 

• A draft performance reporting template would be available for the next meeting. 

• Reporting of domestic abuse had increased. 

• There was a slow reduction in re-offending. 

• The Community Safety Strategic Assessment was underway – this would assess 
all crime across the county and would be used to prioritise how to deal with it. 

• Locally, street drinking remained a problem along the riverbank, although 
targeted work was being done on this.  Work being undertaken on DPPO 
legislation, due to come into effect next year, could assist with this issue. 

• Inspector Tyner was a member of a special group meeting at the Houses of 
Parliament looking into the new Anti Social Behaviour legislation and its 
practicalities on the ground. 

• A letter had been received from Lincolnshire Police requesting authority to 
consider giving powers to PCSOs to issue fixed penalty notices in respect of 
graffiti, fly tipping, littering, dog control and dog fouling.  The Portfolio Holder 
requested the views of the Panel on this matter. 

• CCTV – The county wide report had been received but the cost was too 
expensive.  An alternative option of working with Boston was now being given 
consideration, and the Cabinet would make a decision on this in December.  This 
new option would provide 24/7 monitoring from Boston, with access to Police 
airwaves (although there was a cheaper option of 18/7 available where cameras 
recorded in the early hours but were not monitored).  All 28 cameras could be 
replaced (if needed), at a cost of £95,000. The Police and Crime Commission 
were to provide £59,000 towards this, the County Council £17,000, leaving an 
amount of £21,000 for SHDC to contribute.  A suggestion had been made by the 



Leader that ward members may wish to use their Designated Budgets to 
contribute towards the capital costs, with Spalding Town Forum, and parish 
councils that had CCTV to be approached for revenue funding.  Revenue costs 
for all 28 cameras would be around £31,000.  Holbeach Parish Council would be 
considering CCTV at its meeting in November, as they wished to pay for 5 
cameras. 

 
Following the update, the Panel considered the information and the following issues 
were raised: 
 

• How many Special Constables were there in South Holland? 
o The Portfolio Holder had no breakdown of these figures but would 

report the information back.  
 

• Rural crime was rising - had recent policing campaigns been the best use of 
resources? 

o The campaign to stop cycling in pedestrianised areas had been a local 
campaign.  A current campaign, Operation Galileo, was targeting the 
problem of hare coursing.  There was a possible mismatch between 
local issues and some campaigns being undertaken.  

 

• Were the police or local authority officers responsible for enforcing the new 
legislation relating to scrap metal dealers? 

o The Portfolio Holder commented that the local authority licensing team 
would be responsible for issuing licences, and the police for 
enforcement.  However, this needed to be clarified, in addition to the 
resource that the Police would put into enforcing this new legislation, 
and how the public should be made aware of ways to report any 
contraventions.  He would report back to the Panel.        

 

• Had the use of street pastors had any effect on social behaviour? 
o It was too early yet to tell, however, a report in the future would be 

useful.  The Police Crime Commission had identified benefits and 
provided them with more money.  

 

• Was there any more interest in volunteers monitoring CCTV? 
o Legislation had changed, becoming tighter, and it was now difficult for 

volunteers to get clearance to monitor CCTV.  
 

• With regard to PCSOs being given powers to issue fixed penalty notices, 
members asked what seniority of PCSO would be given these powers? 

o The Portfolio Holder responded that it would only be paid PCSOs who 
would be given these powers, and not volunteer PCSOs.  

 

• The Panel considered whether they would be in favour of PCSOs being given 
additional powers.  It was felt that PCSOs with additional powers would be 
welcome, as they would provide a visible presence, and the Panel agreed that 
these additional powers should be given to salaried PCSOs.   

 

• What organisation enforced the monitoring of CCTV? 
o The Portfolio Holder was not aware, but would ascertain and report 

the information back to the Panel.  
 
 



AGREED: 

 
a) That the update provided by the Portfolio Holder for Localism and Big Society be 

noted; 
 
b) That the Panel’s view on PCSOs possibly being given powers to issue fixed 

penalty notices in respect of graffiti, fly tipping, littering, dog control and dog 
fouling be passed on; and 

 
c) That the Portfolio Holder for Localism and Big Society report back to the Panel in 

due course any outstanding information, as detailed in this minute, that he was 
not able to provide at the meeting. 

 
(The Portfolio Holder for Localism and Big Society left the meeting following 
consideration of the above item). 
 


