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Chair’s Introduction 

Earlier this year, I was pleased to be invited by the Leader of the Council to chair a Task and 

Finish group made up of six Members, cross-party, to examine the PCSO match funding 

arrangements which have been in place between Thurrock Council and Essex Police since 

2005. The purpose of the Review was to examine the current arrangements to ensure that, 

in return for the joint investment of just over £450K which provides for fourteen PCSOs,  

Thurrock residents receive clear benefits and additional policing presence over and above 

what is already paid for within the standard council tax precept. 

In order to ensure a balance of views, evidence has been gathered for the Review from a 

range of sources, which are fully documented in the attached report. It needs to be said that, 

without exception there is support for the Police in Thurrock and acknowledgement their 

work is often difficult with limited resources. However, from the information gathered, and the 

performance monitoring currently in place, there has been no evidence presented to the 

Group, which supports the view that the substantial funding provided by Thurrock Council 

delivers additionality or quantifiable benefits to residents. 

Concurrently Essex Police, from a broader countywide perspective, have also been 

reviewing match funding and, just prior to the final publication of the Thurrock review 

findings, have announced that match funding will not continue beyond April 2014. 

Consequently, this limits the scope of options and final recommendations that are available. 

Nevertheless, the Review has enabled a better focus to be placed on any continuation of 

police funding that Thurrock Council may make in future and the monitoring arrangements 

that need to be put in place to ensure it receives value for money. 

I should like to take this opportunity to give my thanks to, and acknowledge the contributions 

made by: 

 Chief Inspector Ben Hodder and all the Thurrock PCSOs and policing teams. 

 Orchards, Tilbury and South Ockendon Community Forums. 

 Thurrock Diversity Network. 

 Thurrock Council Public Protection Portfolio Holder, Councillor Angie Gaywood. 

 Councillors Curtis, Gledhill, Liddiard, G. Rice and Roast, who made up the Review 
Panel. 
 

Finally, a special thanks to Matthew Boulter, Principal Democratic Services Officer, Thurrock 

Council who has provided me with excellent support and guidance in compiling this report 

and coordinated all the arrangements.  

 

 

 

 

 

Councillor Simon Wootton 

Chair of PCSOs Match Funding in Thurrock Review 
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Introduction 

 

The role of Police Community Support Officers (PCSOs) has been a topic of interest 

for Thurrock’s overview and scrutiny committees for a number of years both in terms 

of the money spent on them but also their role and value within the community. 

Members, both past and present, have undertaken numerous pieces of work, met 

with Essex Police and even walked the beat with PCSOs to better understand their 

role.   

Thurrock Council currently funds the equivalent of seven full time PCSO posts and 

with recent budgetary constraints it has been considered whether this spend has a 

positive impact on the policing quality in Thurrock and whether it should be 

continued.  In February 2013 the Leader of the Council, John Kent, asked Councillor 

Simon Wootton to lead a cross party task and finish group to explore PCSO funding, 

it’s impact and relevance but also, to give a steer to the Council as to whether the 

funding should continue. At this meeting the Leader stated: “PSCO match funding 

may no longer in reality be delivering any additional resources, i.e., it may 

have effectively been swept up into overall Essex neighbourhood policing 

budgets. [We need to be] convinced that we are getting full value for our 

significant investment and that our extra cash is putting extra officers onto the 

streets.” 
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Membership of the Review Panel: 
 

 

Councillor Simon Wootton (Chair) – Conservative 

Councillor Charlie Curtis – Labour 

Councillor Rob Gledhill – Conservative 

Councillor Steve Liddiard – Conservative  

Councillor Gerard Rice – Labour 

Councillor Andrew Roast – Conservative 

 

 

Terms of Reference: 
 

 

We agreed that our key aims were: 

 

1. To understand the role and expectations of PCSOs from the perspective of 

Essex Police, the Council and Thurrock residents. 

 

2. To understand the criteria Essex Police uses to allocate Thurrock’s share of 

PCSOs from the police council tax precept. 

 

3. Define what the Council is expecting in return for its match funding 

contribution of £227,000 and ensure it is getting value for money. 

 

4. Consider options on how the funding might otherwise be better spent to 

provide community reassurance should the existing arrangements cease. 

 

5. Review the current special services agreement, signed on 1st April 2013, and 

make recommendations for future agreements. 

 

6. Produce a report of findings in respect of effectiveness of current 

arrangements, value for money, and make recommendations concerning the 

Council’s future financial commitment to PCSOs. 
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Activities: 
The Group undertook the following activities to reach their recommendations: 

  

 

The History of Essex Police 

 
            28th May 2013 

Held an initial meeting to discuss general  
issues and agree terms of reference 

 
            6th June 2013 

Met with Ben Hodder, the Chief Inspector of Thurrock and 
his management team 

          
           16th July 2013 

Attended a PCSO walkabout in Tilbury 

         
           31st July 2013 

Visited Orchards Community Forum to discuss PCSO 
issues 

 
           31st July 2013  

Correspondence with the Police and Crime Commissioner 
for Essex 

          
          1st August 2013 

Visited Tilbury Community Forum  to discuss  
PCSO issues 

  
          2nd September 2013 

Visited South Ockendon Community Forum to discuss 
PCSO issues 

  
         9th September 2013 

Held witness session with the Portfolio Holder for Public 
Protection and discussed outstanding  
issues relating to the special services agreement and the 
results of the public consultation. 

     
        19th September 2013 

Wrote to the Chief Constable of Essex Police 
 with final enquiries. 

1840 
The Essex 

Constabulary 
was formed.  

1974 
Following the 

joining of 
Southend and 

Essex 
Constabularies, 

the force is 
renamed Essex 

Police. 

2004 
PCSOs 

introduced 
into the 
police 
force. 

2012 
The first 

Police Crime 
Commissioner 

(PCC), Nick 
Alston, 
elected.  

2013 
Stephen 

Kavanagh 
appointed 
as Chief 

Constable 
for Essex 

Police.  
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To understand the role and expectations of PCSOs from the 

perspective of Essex Police, the Council and Thurrock 

residents. 

 

When we initially started our review we were met with many different views on what 

a PCSO was and what they should be doing.  

 

The Police and Council Perspectives 

 

From the Police perspective it was clear that PCSOs are used strategically to 

support the community and gather intelligence to aid other police officers to make 

effective and targeted arrests. However, from a Council position, we monitored 

PCSO work through a set of numerical criteria that included the number of hours our 

funded PCSOs worked per month; the number of 

assisted arrests; door knockings and intelligence 

forms submitted.   

 

During our walkabout with PCSOs Phil and Debbie, 

based at Tilbury Police station, we noted that 

residents openly approached them to inform them 

of incidents and issues that might help in police 

work. It was evident that the PCSOs dealt with a 

huge variety of community issues and worked on a 

daily basis to resolve these issues, whether they be 

supporting people who had been burgled or resolving neighbourly disagreements 

before they escalated into something more serious. We felt, having shadowed the 

PCSOs, that they provided a valuable and multi-faceted service to the community 

that went above and beyond simply enforcing laws and assisting in arrests. 

 

During our review we also discovered that the powers of a PCSO could vary from 

county to county. In Essex, PCSOs have wide ranging powers but this did not 

include the power to issue a fine and points on a licence for driving without a seat 

belt and driving whilst talking on a mobile phone. Following our Tilbury PCSO 

walkabout the Chair felt these could be useful powers for a PCSO to have as it was 

clearly an issue in the community that needed to be tackled effectively.  

 The Role and Expectations of PCSOs 
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Public Perspectives  
 

We collected views from the public in two main ways, firstly by visiting community 

forums and second, commissioning the Thurrock Diversity Network to undertake a 

consultation with those most vulnerable in our community. We felt this provided a 

more qualitative response than a wider public 

consultation.  

 

Community Forums: 

 

We visited three forums that geographically 

represented Thurrock: Tilbury, South 

Ockendon and Orchards in Grays. We also 

received written representations from Purfleet 

Forum. Our visits to the forums demonstrated 

that residents’ views were different to what we 

had experienced as a Panel and also what the 

Police intended for PCSOs. There was also a wide variety of 

perceptions about PCSOs across each locality. Some key points that came out of 

these meetings were: 

 

 There was a general consensus at the Tilbury Forum that the Council’s 

money would be better spent on fully warranted police officers who could 

arrest criminals. Yet, conversely, this forum also felt that PCSOs should 

have powers to enforce parking fines like a civil enforcement officer. In 

South Ockendon the forum did not raise arrest powers but instead felt that 

PCSOs should be participating more within the community, namely school 

visits.  

 In Tilbury the forum knew some of their PCSOs but felt that their presence 

had decreased over the last year due to them being required to cover a 

much larger geographical area. At the Orchards Forum residents stated 

they did not know who their PCSOs were and in South Ockendon there 

was a mixed response with some residents saying they saw their PCSOs 

at various times doing their beat but others stating they never saw them 

and did not know who they were.  

 No resident was definite in their understanding of the role of the PCSO.  

 There was a general view that the Council should have reduced its 

financial investment proportionally with the reduction in overall PCSO 

numbers in Thurrock.
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 At the Tilbury Forum a housing officer stated that they used to be able to 

directly task PCSOs with actions relating to anti-social behaviour. They 

were now no longer able to have this direct influence on them.  

 All forums expressed concern that withdrawal of council funding would 

lead to the removal of PCSOs from their localities.  

 

The results from our visits to Community Forums provided some surprising results. 

Many who attended community forums did not know who their local PCSOs were. 

There also seemed to be a great deal of misconception and confusion about the role 

of PCSOs and many residents held conflicting views about what PCSOs should be; 

some thinking of them as civil enforcement officers and others thinking them to be 

police officers with the power of arrest.  No residents spoke about PCSOs in terms of 

a community police officer role, except in South Ockendon, whereby they gathered 

intelligence and acted as the eyes and ears of the police at a community level.  

 

Thurrock Diversity Network Consultation: 

 

Early on in our review we were approached by the Diversity Network who asked to 

lead a review with their partner organisations on the role and impact of PCSOs. The 

Panel thought this would help greatly in reaching members of the community who 

perhaps relied on PCSOs more than others. The consultation results contained a 

wealth of views of individual residents of Thurrock, their friends, family members, 

carers and community organisations. The vast majority of responses consulted were 

overwhelmingly positive, championing the work of PCSOs in their local community 

as a deterrent for crime, tackling bullying, Anti-Social Behaviour (ASB) and as an 

important source of information, advice and support. 

 

The responses demonstrated that PCSOs were seen as the “eyes and ears” of the 

community, and that their local knowledge base was key to intelligence gathering, 

reducing crime and fostering the feeling of safety – especially among more 

vulnerable groups – which some people felt that Police Officers lacked because they 

usually covered a larger geographical area. It was felt that PCSOs were of most 

benefit when they were familiar faces in the community, covering specific beats in 

order to build trust and foster a sense of confidence in the local community, 

intimating that if their local base was expanded and stretched to overcapacity these 

benefits would be lost. 

 

A small number of respondents expressed the need for more “real” Police Officers 

with increased powers and few felt that there was not a strong PCSO presence in 

their community, although this is likely because of the geographical area those  
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[I] always trust them – 

[PCSOs] feels like the 

community representative 

in uniform and the glue 

between the law and us. 

respondents were residing in are not categorised as high crime (and therefore do not 

receive as many regular beats). 

 

However when questioned on alternative ways in which funding could be spent to 

promote community reassurance in Thurrock, the majority of respondents advocated 

either keeping the same number of PCSOs or even recruiting more. It was clear that 

respondents felt that there would be negative consequences in their local area if the 

numbers of PCSOs in Thurrock were reduced, and that the benefit of people on the 

ground could not be substituted.  

 

There is overwhelming evidence that the benefit of PCSOs is in their local 

intelligence gathering and community presence. There is a noticeable trend that in 

recent times the presence of PCSOs attending local events and forums has been in 

decline and that it is important to the community that, in their official capacity, 

PCSOs are accessible and visible so as to foster a sense of reassurance and safety 

in the community. Most felt that the number of PCSOs should not be reduced and if 

anything more are needed alongside more flexible facilities such as mobile police 

units.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

People get to know them 

[PCSOs] and vice versa, 

they are important points 

of contact for community 

issues / concerns. 

 

 

 

 

They listen, understand 

and operate under the 

same confidentiality as 

regular Police Officers 

I do not think that a 

PCSO represents a 

Police presence, as they 

do not have the powers 

of a Police Officer 

 

 

 

Do not cut PCSO[s] – other 

methods were tried before. 

People on the ground 

matter. PCSOs are Essex 

Police Eyes and Ears! 

[PCSOs] have local 

knowledge, whereas a 

PC can come from any 

area, so will lack any 

background 

 

 

 

I do not 

personally feel 

PCSOs make 

any difference 

[PCSOs] are a vital 

instrument in 

reassurance, deterrence 

and community safety 

awareness in Thurrock 

[Without PCSOs] I 

believe crime would 

rise as intelligence 

gathering would fall 

We need 

more 

PCSOs 
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To understand the criteria Essex Police uses to allocate 

Thurrock its share of PCSOs from the police council tax 

precept. 

 

It proved very difficult for us to find firm evidence as to how Essex Police assigned 

PCSOs across Essex. Our various meetings with Police during the review 

highlighted the following key points: 

 

 Thurrock was one of the more busy areas of the county and therefore 

received a sizeable portion of police funded PCSOs.  

 Thurrock Council funded far more PCSOs than any other council based in 

Essex. The closest to Thurrock was Frinton and Walton Town Council which 

funded 8 PCSOs.  

 It was extremely rare for Thurrock based PCSOs to be moved outside of the 

borough to aid in other incidents. PCSOs were rarely moved beyond their 

immediate areas, although with the reduction of PCSO numbers, these areas 

had increased in size. 

 

We learnt that at the time of their introduction in 2004, Thurrock had 54 PCSOs, 

although with retirements and resignations, the numbers had decreased to around 

42. There was currently a freeze on further PCSO recruitment in Essex and the 

future use of PCSOs across Essex was due to be decided by the Chief Constable 

and Police and Crime Commissioner (PCC). 

 

We wrote to the PCC in August to ask for his input and he replied that the 

management of PCSOs was within the role of the Chief Constable of Essex. We 

wrote to Stephen Kavanagh, Chief Constable of Essex Police, to follow up these 

enquiries. 

         Understanding Essex Police Allocation Criteria  
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Define what the Council is expecting in return for its match 

funding contribution of £227,000 and ensure it is getting value 

for money.   

 

 

The Council measures the value of its match funded PCSOs through a set of twenty 

four performance indicators which includes the number of hours worked, the number 

of school visits, tobacco seizures and assisted arrests among others.  At both the 

Panel’s first meeting and our meeting with Ben Hodder, the Chief Inspector for 

Thurrock, we recognised that this monitoring put in place by the Council was 

outdated and a number of key points were agreed by both us and the Police, 

namely: 

 Policing was as much about quality as quantity. For policing to be of 

sufficient quality, it needed to respond to the current day issues and not be 

tied to twenty four set performance indicators. 

 There was currently no open dialogue about PCSO performance within a 

public forum, such as an overview and scrutiny committee or other public 

meeting. PCSO performance was monitored through officer meetings such 

as between the Police and Council officers but these meetings did not 

include the wider elected Members.

         Match Funding – Value for Money?  
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 The Police would welcome the opportunity for regular meetings with a 

committee or body to discuss performance.   

 Staff changes within Essex Police had made it more of a challenge to 

produce the current reports necessary for the Council.  

 As the Task and Finish Group, we did not feel the Council should set the 

professional agenda for PCSOs and that Essex Police should remain in 

overall professional control of the PCSOs day to day duties, even if funded 

by the Council. 

 

It is clear that the performance indicators set by the Council to measure the work of 

PCSOs are not responsive to the unique nature of policing and that the measure of 

good PCSO policing is through continual and regular dialogue about the PCSO role 

between the Police and the Council’s elected body, as well as its officers.  The Chief 

Inspector felt this was possible and he would be able to provide tangible examples of 

where Council funding created results for Thurrock policing. The possibilities for 

future monitoring are outlined in Appendix 1.  

 

During our review we were unable to show what specific value the Council added by 

partially funding PCSOs. We were able to track the particular performance of Council 

funded PCSOs through the performance indicators we monitored, yet we felt that 

with the reduction of PCSO numbers coupled with no current plan to recruit new 

officers, our financial contribution had been used to bolster the substantive PCSO 

service as opposed to an additional fund to enhance the service. We noted, 

however, that PCSOs were heavily used in Thurrock by Essex Police and that our 

contribution provided valuable funding to a much used service. 
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Consider options on how the funding might otherwise be better 

spent to provide community reassurance should the existing 

arrangements cease.   

 

On 9th September 2013 we met with Councillor Angie Gaywood, the Portfolio Holder 

for Public Protection. She is the Cabinet member responsible for the money we 

spend on PCSOs. Councillor Gaywood assured the Panel that if it was decided to 

cease PCSO funding, she would support the money being used to bolster the 

enforcement work already undertaken by the council which includes parking, anti-

social behaviour, enviro-crime and fly tipping.  Appendix 2 outlines some of the 

alternative spending options if the match funding were to cease.  

 

The Panel made a number of key points in relation to alternative spends: 

 

 The Panel recognised that the funding was susceptible to being offered as a 

saving in future budgeting if it was not used to fund PCSOs. The portfolio 

holder stated that she would strive to avoid this as she would want to spend 

the money on alternative services.  

 That any alternative service paid for by the funds was effective in tackling 

issues and represent a valuable and worthwhile alternative to PCSO funding.   

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

         The Alternatives 
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Review the current special services agreement (SSA) to be 
signed on 1

st
 April 2013 and make recommendations for future 

agreements.  
 

The special services agreement (SSA) is the legal contract that sets out what the 

Council expects in terms of PCSO service in relation to its funding of £227,000. It 

sets the parameters on payment, selection of staff and the managerial control of the 

PCSOs, amongst many other factors.  

 

The special services agreement (SSA) has been subject to scrutiny by Thurrock 

Members in the past. We discussed the document on numerous occasions during 

the review and made the following observations: 

 

 The SSA is too long and complex. It needs to be simpler and more practical. 

We recognise that legal requirements might mean a lengthier document. 

 We underlined the view that Essex Police have ultimate professional control 

over PCSOs.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

         Review of Special Services Agreement  
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The primary aim of this review was to determine whether the Council’s funding of 

PCSOs provided additional value. Our investigation has found no conclusive 

evidence that the funding provides additional resources to PCSOs in Thurrock. 

Arguably there are 14 PCSOs within the current numbers who are there because of 

the matched funding. We also found the special services agreement and the 

performance monitoring to be inadequate and not fit for purpose.  

 

At the time of finalising our review report we were contacted by Chief Inspector Ben 

Hodder. He had been asked to review the management of PCSOs by his superiors. 

The recommendation had been made for Essex Police to cease all match funded 

arrangements across Essex and to provide councils the choice to fully fund however 

many PCSOs they wished. We received correspondence confirming this 

arrangement, which is attached at Appendix 11. 

 

This development closed a number of options we had been investigating in our 

review. It is the prerogative of the Cabinet to decide what it wishes to do with the 

match funding of PCSOs but we believe there are now two options open to the 

Council, both of which have implications: 

         Summary and Recommendations 
 



 

 PCSO Match Funding in Thurrock Review    17 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

OPTION 1 
 

Thurrock Council match funds at least four PCSOs 
  

It is the view of the panel that should the Council continue to fund PCSOs 

they should fund at least four. Current funding allows the Council to fund up 

to seven; however the Panel felt that four was an amount that allowed the 

Council some flexibility over managing the safety of residents. The Cabinet 

could re-invest the left over monies into alternative provision (appendix 2) or 

conversely, it may feel that it wishes to fully fund seven PCSOs.  

 

The current performance and contract management of match funded 

PCSOs does not reflect the reality of policing in Thurrock nor does it allow 

for the police to demonstrate any additional value of the Council’s match 

funded PCSOs. The Panel was in no doubt that Essex Police manage 

PCSOs to the utmost professionalism, however, if new funding 

arrangements are to exist, performance management needs to change. The 

panel recommends: 

 

1:  That a revised performance monitoring system be put in place to 

better satisfy the Council that funding is providing additional value 

(as set out in Appendix 1). 

 

2: The Special Services Agreement be significantly revised to better 

reflect the new performance monitoring arrangement and to avoid 

any unnecessary detail or wording.  
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Recommendations to Essex Police 

Beyond these options and their associated recommendations we felt there were 

recommendations we could make to Essex Police, namely: 

 

6: Essex Police seek to promote the role of PCSOs more widely with key 

community groups and organisations to reduce confusion over the role of 

PCSOs.  

 

During our investigation we discovered that members of the public had 

misconceptions as to what PCSOs actually did and we feel that if Essex Police were 

able to tackle this in some way, some communities may gain a better understanding 

of PCSO roles and engage with them better.  

 

7: Essex Police look to review PCSO powers to include: 

 issuing appropriate penalties for people driving without a seatbelt 

 using a phone while driving 

 obstruction offences  

 

A number of PCSOs we met during the investigation raised this as an issue and the 

Panel felt it was the sort of offence a PCSO should be able to deal with as it was an 

offence they were most likely to see while on their rounds.  
 

OPTION 2 

 

Thurrock Council Cease Match Funding of PCSOs 
 

If funding were to cease then the Council would have the option to invest the 

money into other services (see appendix 2). If this was the case this panel would 

recommend: 

 

3: That the options for alternative spends be fully explored between the 

Head of Public Protection and the Portfolio holder for Public Protection 

and be presented to Cabinet for consideration.  

 

4: That the money be invested into effective services that tackle public 

protection issues of benefit to Thurrock and which complements the 

work of PCSOs. 
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Appendix 1 

Monitoring of Match Funded Activity 

Report of: Gavin Dennett – Head of Public Protection 

Wards and communities affected:  

All 

Key Decision:  

All 

Accountable Head of Service: Gavin Dennett – Head of Public Protection 

Accountable Director: Lucy Magill – Director of Environment and Public Protection 

This report is Public 

Purpose of Report: This report summarises potential alternative uses for the 
funding currently allocated to the match funding of PCSOs by Thurrock Council. 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The Council currently match fund 14 PCSOs with Essex Police. The current budget 
allocation for this match funding is £227k.  
 
The current regime to monitor the activity that is delivered as a result of the match 
funding relies on statistics detailing the activity of all PCSOs deployed within 
Thurrock by Essex Police. These statistics are presented in a spreadsheet that 
provides for a breakdown of activity by type on a monthly basis. The view has been 
expressed by both Essex Police and members of the Match Funding Review Panel 
that this does not reflect adequately the contribution made by match funded PCSOs 
to Council priorities.  The spreadsheet quantifies the activities of PCSOs as a set of 
narrowly defined tasks. This does not allow sufficient flexibility to note activity falling 
outside of the categories used that would arguably better demonstrate the flexible 
and innovative contribution that the additional PCSO resource provided by virtue of 
match funding could be expected to deliver. 
 
 
1. RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 

1.1 That PCSO activity is reported to the Cleaner Greener and Safer 

Overview and Scrutiny Committee by the Police on a bi-annual basis; or 

 

 That PCSO activity continues to be monitored by way of a spreadsheet 

of statistics provided to the Council by the Police and updated on a 

monthly basis.
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2. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND: 

 

2.1 The format and nature of the performance monitoring arrangements in place 

for the agreement by Thurrock Council to match fund PCSOs is being 

considered as part of a Match Funding Review Panel. Members of the Panel 

have requested a report giving an alternative proposal for the monitoring of 

the contribution of PCSOs to the Councils priorities. 

 

3. ISSUES, OPTIONS AND ANALYSIS OF OPTIONS: 

 

3.1 There are two ways in which the activity of PCSOs can be reported to 

members, the first is by the presentation of statistics and the second is by way 

of a narrative report. The statistical method of monitoring PCSO activity is 

undertaken currently and is not deemed to be entirely satisfactory by the 

members of the Match Funding Review Panel. 

 

3.2 The second method is a narrative report by the Police to members, this 

arguably provides more scope for the Police to highlight innovative work by 

the PCSOs that falls outside of the ability of a narrowly focused statistical 

return to capture. It also allows for members to question officers to clarify 

points of uncertainty that may arise from reports. 

 

4. REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION: 

 

4.1 A narrative report from the Police to the Cleaner Greener and Safer Overview 

and Scrutiny Committee will allow local police commanders to give a balanced 

and informative picture of PCSO activity in the area. The commanders, with 

detailed knowledge of local police operations, will be well placed to put the 

contribution of the match funded PCSOs in the context of the overall local 

policing picture thereby giving members sufficient information against which to 

judge the impact of match funding. 

 

7. IMPLICATIONS 

 

7.1 Financial 

 

To be confirmed 

 

7.2 Legal 



 

Appendix 1 – Monitoring of Match Funding Activity  21 

 
 

 
To be confirmed 

 

7.3 Diversity and Equality 

 

 To be confirmed 

 

BACKGROUND PAPERS USED IN PREPARING THIS REPORT (include their 

location and identify whether any are exempt or protected by copyright): 

 None 
 
APPENDICES TO THIS REPORT: 
 

 None 
 
Report Author Contact Details: 
 
Name: Gavin Dennett 
Telephone: 01375 652349  
E-mail: gdennett@thurrock.gov.uk  

mailto:gdennett@thurrock.gov.uk
mailto:gdennett@thurrock.gov.uk
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Appendix 2 

Alternative uses of funding allocated to PCSO match 
funding 

Report of: Gavin Dennett – Head of Public Protection 

Wards and communities affected:  

All 

Key Decision:  

All 

Accountable Head of Service: Gavin Dennett – Head of Public Protection 

Accountable Director: Lucy Magill – Director of Environment and Public Protection 

This report is Public 

Purpose of Report: This report summarises potential alternative uses for the 
funding currently allocated to the match funding of PCSOs by Thurrock Council. 

 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The Council currently match fund 14 PCSOs with Essex Police. The current budget 
allocation for this match funding is £227k.  
 
This funding would support the employment of four officers at the appropriate grade 
to undertake enforcement work on aspects of community based crime for the 
Council. This would include the staff costs of the officers and the allocation of 
sufficient operational budget to allow for expenditure on equipment, contractors and 
other items required to facilitate the work of such officers. 
 
The following options include selection of choices that that could be exercised by 
councillors with regard to the future use of these funds.   
 
1. RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
1.1 Members are requested to note the options. 
 
2. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND: 
 
2.1 The use of Council funds to match fund Essex Police PCSOs is under 

consideration by members of a task and finish group, the PCSO Match 
Funding Review Panel. 

 
2.2 Members have requested options for alternative uses of the budget used to 

fund match funded PCSOs to use as part of their decision making on the 
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 future of match funding. This report lists options suggested for consideration 
by officers and members are asked to consider these as appropriate 

 
 
3. ISSUES, OPTIONS AND ANALYSIS OF OPTIONS: 
 
3.1 Should the decision be taken to use the match funding budget in house to 

address community based crime the following options could be funded: 
 

 Four additional Environmental Enforcement officers within Public 
Protection to increase the activity on fly-tipping, littering, dog fouling, 
abandoned vehicles and other environmental crime within the remit of 
council enforcement. 

 Five additional Civil Enforcement officers within Planning and 
Transportation to increase the activity to combat parking infringements. 

 Two additional Environmental Enforcement officers and three 
additional Civil Enforcement Officers to combat a combination of 
environmental crime and parking infringements. 

 Re-establishment of a small Anti Social Behaviour team within Public 
Protection to deal with Anti Social Behaviour affecting owner occupiers 
and private tenants. 

 
The funding could alternatively be used to contribute towards the Councils 
corporate savings target. 

 
4. REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION: 
 
4.1 The continuation or cessation of match funding for PCSOs is a member 

decision. This paper outlines the alternative options for the use of the match 
funding budget for the information of members on the Panel in making their 
judgement. 

 
5. CONSULTATION (including Overview and Scrutiny, if applicable)  
 
5.1 This report has not been consulted on. It is a report of information and is not 

seeking a decision.  
 
6. IMPACT ON CORPORATE POLICIES, PRIORITIES, PERFORMANCE AND 

COMMUNITY IMPACT 
 

 6.1 All options outlined contribute to the following council priorities 
 

Encourage and promote job creation and economic prosperity and  

 
Protect and promote our clean and green environment 

 
7. IMPLICATIONS 
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7.1 No implications have been requested for this report as the various 

options presented will have differing implications. 
7.2 Should an option be favoured by the panel specific implications for this 

option can be requested and provided as part of a more detailed report 
on the chosen option. 

 
BACKGROUND PAPERS USED IN PREPARING THIS REPORT (include their 
location and identify whether any are exempt or protected by copyright): 
 

 None 
 
APPENDICES TO THIS REPORT: 
 

 None 
 
Report Author Contact Details: 
 
Name: Gavin Dennett 
Telephone: 01375 652349 
E-mail: gdennett@thurrock.gov.uk

mailto:gdennett@thurrock.gov.uk
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Breakdown of PCSO Match Funded Posts 

 

Organisation Number of PCSOs 
 

Alresford Parish Council  1 

Boreham Parish Council 1 

Brentwood Borough Council 2 

Colchester CDRP 1 

Dedham Parish Council 1 

Frinton & Walton Town Council 8 

Great & Little Leighs Parish Council 1 

Mistley Parish Council 2 

Springfield Parish Council 1 

St Osyth Parish Council 1 

Thurrock Council  14 

University of Essex 1 

Uttlesford District Council 4 

West Mersea Town Council 1 

Witham Town Council 2 

Total Match Funded as at January 2013  41 

 

 

OTHER FUNDED POSTS 

 

Stansted Airport (50% STAL) 5 

Lakeside (100%) 4 

Total Match Funded as at January 2013  9 
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Police Community Support Officers 

 

Performance Monitoring  

 

 

Performance Measures for Police Community Support Officer Match Funding  
 

Number of PCSOs in Post (excluding those funded by Lakeside) 

Number of PCSO Vacancies  

Total Hours Worked 

Other abstractions (hours) scene preservations, sickness, courses etc. 

Foot patrol on target beat (hours) 

Mobile Police Station duties (hours) 

Engagement – community, forums, businesses, commuters, no cold calling areas (hours) 

Partner Walk Around Days Attended (hours) 

Partnership Operations Attended (includes Stay Safe, Under Age Sales) (hours) 

Partnership tasking carried out (this may come from LAGs or individual Council 
Departments) (hours) 

Key individual networks contacted 

Number of door knockings  

School visits 

No of Council FPNs issues 

No of Police PNDs issued 

Alcohol seizures (no of people seized from) 

Tobacco seizures (no of people seized from) 

House to house enquiries (as a result of crime reported) 

Assisted arrests 

Number of repeat victims visited 

Number of CID61 intelligence forms submitted (general) 

Number of CID 61 intelligence forms submitted (PREVENT) 

Number of CID 61 intelligence forms submitted (PPO’s or core offenders) 

Number of stop and account forms submitted 

Number of Sect 59 Warnings and vehicle seizures initiated 

Number of abandoned vehicles notified to council 

Letters of appreciation / emails received 

3VP Burglary Initiatives / vulnerable people – property 

CLE 2/6 No VEL forms submitted  
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MINUTES of the meeting of the PCSO Match Funding Overview and Scrutiny 
Committee held on 28 May 2013 at 7.00pm 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 
Present: Councillors Simon Wootton (chair), Andrew Roast, Charlie 

Curtis, Steve Liddiard and Gerard Rice 
 
Apologies: Councillor Rob Gledhill 
 
In attendance: Gavin Dennett – Acting Head of Public Protection 

Matthew Boulter- Democratic Services 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
1. TERMS OF REFERENCE AND GENERAL DEBATE 

 
The Panel used the terms of reference as a starting point for debate. The 
Panel agreed that there were two contrasting outcomes for the review, namely 
that the PCSO funding continued or that it did not. However, members 
recognised that the outcome could range anywhere between these two 
opposites as well.  
 
The Panel established what other local authorities in Essex funded in terms of 
PCSOs and noted that Thurrock funded significantly more than others.  
 
Other comments and observations that were made during debate were: 
 

 PCSOs were being used for front line policing, which was considered 
by most of the committee as the right role for them as they were 
protecting the community.  

 What impact would a reduction of council funded PCSOs have on the 
police service? 

 The Council had very little control over the work of the PCSOs and it 
was debatable whether this was desirable or whether the Police were 
the experts in managing this resource.  

 There was originally 55 PCSOs across Thurrock and these had 
reduced over the years. Should the Council receive a proportional 
reduction in their contribution as a result? 

 Would the Council be better served by Council wardens? There had 
previously been twenty four wardens employed by the Council but it 
was debateable how useful they had been.  

 
A key issue the Panel discussed was the performance management of 
PCSOs and to what extent the Council could or should influence in terms of 
PCSO work. The panel recognised that there was already a set of 
performance indicators that the Council monitored but that this was not a true 
reflection of the ever evolving priorities of community policing. The Panel also 
recognised that if the council was too prescriptive with its performance 
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framework, the Police could possibly approach it as a tick box exercise and 
would not use resources to tackle current problems. However, all agreed 
some accountability was needed.  
 
The panel agreed there were three key issues coming out of debate that 
needed further consideration: 
 

 The Council was not currently monitoring performance or objectives in 
an efficient way. 

 There was no evidence that the Council funding was providing addition 
quality to the service. It seemed the funding was simply used to fund 
existing services. 

 Should Thurrock be aligning with the rest of Essex and vie for an equal 
share of police resources consummate to its needs? 

 
The Panel agreed that the role of PCSOs should be uniform across Essex.  
 
The Panel learnt that the Council funded 1000 hours a month. The number of 
PCSO hours fluctuated it seemed and Members wondered whether the 
Council contribution should fluctuate accordingly.  
 
The Panel discussed how the Council and community fed into the priorities of 
the PCSO services and it was explained that there were various ways 
services such as housing and public protection fed into the service. Likewise, 
there were neighbourhood action panels.  
 
The Panel noted that PCSO numbers in Essex were reducing as officers 
retired or moved on. The Panel felt it was important to understand the Chief 
Constable’s approach to PCSOs in Essex and whether he saw them as an 
asset to the force or not. If the number of PCSOs in Thurrock went below 
fourteen, the Council would expect a reduction in contributions.  
 
The Panel also felt that the Police needed to be more vocal with partners on 
what PCSOs were doing and what successes they were having.  
 
RESOLVED: That: 
 
i) The Terms of Reference be agreed.  

 
ii) The Panel write to the Police Crime Commissioner to ask for the 

criteria which he uses to allocate PCSOs in Essex and to explain 
how many are allocated to Thurrock and on what basis. 

 
iii) Ask other councils what their expectations of PCSOs are.  
 

 
iv) Attend a site visit to Essex Police on 6th June.  
 

2.        QUESTIONS TO PORTFOLIO HOLDER AND POLICE
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During debate the Panel formed the following potential questions to the Police 
and Portfolio Holder: 
 
Police 
 
1. What are PCSO duties? 
2. How often are they taken away from these duties and for what reasons? 
3. What is the current compliment of PCSOs in Thurrock and Essex? 
4. Do you think all PCSOs provide the same quality service across their 

areas? 
5. Are you recruiting new PCSOs? 
6. How often are PCSOs on street walkabouts? If they are not, what do they 

do? 
7. What difference and what impact does Council funding have ont he PCSO 

service? 
8. Do individual PCSOs have any autonomy in what their day to day tasks 

are?  
9. What criteria do you use to assign PCSOs to certain areas in Thurrock? 
10. Why is there such a variance in PCSO hours worked each month? 
11.  How do you monitor match funded PCSO work as opposed to non-match 

funded PCSO work? 
12. What impact would there be on the service if the Council withdraw all or 

some of the funding? 
13.  How does the community and council inform what you do with PCSOs? 
14. What views does the Chief Constable have on the use of PCSOs in 

Essex? 
 

Questions for Portfolio Holder 
 
1. What do you expect of PCSOs? What is their role?  
2. How do you monitor the changing priorities of PCSOs and ensure they are 

working on the priorities of the Council and Community? 
 

The meeting finished at 8.40pm. 
 
 

Approved as a true and correct record 
 
 

CHAIRMAN 
 
 

DATE 
 
 

Any queries regarding these Minutes, please contact 
Matthew Boulter, telephone (01375) 652082, 

 or alternatively e-mail mboulter@thurrock.gov.uk
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Notes of Visit to Ockendon Police Station 

6th June 2013, 10am 

Present 

Chief Inspector Ben Hodder 

Inspector Leigh Norris 

Councillor Simon Wootton 

Councillor Rob Gledhill 

Councillor Andrew Roast 

Councillor Gerard Rice 

Matthew Boulter  

Gavin Dennett 

 

Everyone agreed that the financial climate was very different now to when the PCSOs 

funding was first started and therefore it was right to have a review of the arrangements. It 

was clarified that the Council currently match funded 14 PCSO posts and that these 

represented an additional resource to the main provision of PCSOs that was funded solely 

by Essex Police. As time had progressed, PCSOs numbers had changed with people 

leaving to go on to other roles. There was currently a freeze on recruiting new PCSOs, 

although it was expected that recruitment would resume by the end of the year. Senior 

Police were currently debating the use and role of PCSOs in the future force.  

 

CI Hodder stated that there were roughly 42 PCSOs employed by Thurrock Police. This was 

considerably more than most other areas in Essex and therefore it was clear there was an 

added value that the Council funding provided.  

 

Performance Management 

 

CI Hodder felt the performance system the Council currently employed to monitor PCSO 

performance was bureaucratic and took up a lot of hours.  

 

It was agreed that managing performance targets for the police was a very difficult task and 

it was often the case that setting quantifiable targets tended to lead to officers focussing their 

work to achieve these results rather than tackling the real issues of the locality. Insp. Norris 

felt it was more important to have a quality of service over above a quantity of certain 

performance indicators.   

 

Every officer had a GPS device that tracked their movements and this was regularly 

monitored by senior management on a daily basis. PSCOs were rarely in vehicles and were 

on foot or bike for most of the time. The PCSOs’ focus was managed through monthly 

tasking meetings with the Council. They were also embedded into the community and could 

respond to any request or development fed to them through community bodies.  

 

The Panel heard of the new Grays Town Team initiative and how this was mostly made up 

of PCSOs. The team had been crucial in a number of arrests of criminals who naturally went 

to the town 
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centre. It was important to remember that the resources put into Grays Town Centre 

impacted on the crime levels of other areas by removing criminals.  

 

It was highlighted that it was very rare for PCSO or other resources to be removed from 

Thurrock for other Essex wide business. It was more the case that other parts of Essex 

complimented Thurrock as it was one of the busier areas of Essex for policing.  

 

In May PCSOs had assisted in 9 arrests, 11 stop and searches and numerous other duties 

including tobacco seizure and house to house enquiries.  

 

Some members of the Panel felt that the current performance targets should be scrapped 

and replaced with a quarterly report that could be brought to a committee of the Council 

where the Members could discuss performance. The panel felt this would go a long way in 

communicating the added value the funding would provide. It was agreed that the 

performance of the 14 funded officers could not be ring fenced and focussed on.  

 

PSCO Duties 

 

PCSOs covered 8am to Midnight and operated on a three shift cycle throughout that time. At 

peak times, there were no more than 12 PCSOs working at any one time. PCSOs focussed 

on the problem areas within the borough and were deployed on those areas based on 

current intelligence. They were briefed by the sergeant at the beginning of every shift.  

 

The Police clarified that officers were not present in safe areas and would only be visible in 

the places they were needed. It was felt that PCSOs were more trusted by the community. A 

lot of hours were put into projects that were not easily captured by performance systems.  

 

Funding  

 

It was recognised that that the reduction in PCSOs had made it difficult to quantify the value 

added by the council funding. It was agreed that the future development or addition of 

PCSOs were uncertain.  

 

It was suggested that if the funding continued that it be reviewed on a three yearly cycle.  
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Thurrock Council, Civic Offices, New Road,  
Grays Thurrock, Essex RM17 6SL 

www.thurrock.gov.uk 
 

Councillor Simon Wootton 
Conservative Member for Chafford and North Stifford Ward 

 
Members Secretariat 01375 366324 

 
 
 
31 July 2013 
 
 
Mr N Alston 
PCC for Essex 
3 Hoffmanns Way 
Chelmsford 
Essex 
CM1 1GU 
 
 
Dear Mr Alston, 
 
In our recent conversations I have made you aware of Thurrock Council’s Overview and 
Scrutiny review into the matched funding arrangements of PCSOs in Thurrock which I have 
been asked to chair. 
 
The Council funds seven full time PCSO posts and, in accordance with current 
arrangements which I gather were put in place in 2005, Essex Police agreed to match fund 
another seven. In monetary terms this equates to approximately £460k in total. 
 
At the outset, there was a clear intention that the fourteen additional officers were additional 
and supplementary to the “allocation” of PCSOs that Thurrock might otherwise receive from 
the standard Essex Police precept. 
 
As part of the budget setting exercise earlier this year there was a widely held view 
expressed that these funding arrangements, however well intended at the time of 
implementation, may no longer be delivering any additional resources, i.e. it may have 
effectively been swept up into overall Essex Police neighbourhood policing budgets. 
  
Accordingly, I was asked by the Leader of the Council to head a review into the viability and 
additional value this funding provides. With this in mind I attach a copy of the terms of 
reference for your information.  
 
The review started in May and we have already undertaken a series of activities to deepen 
our understanding of the issues under question and to seek some of the answers to the 
enquiries set out in the terms of reference. Most notably we have:
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 Met with the Chief Inspector Ben Hodder and his two colleagues, Inspectors Norris 
and Mitchell, to discuss operational issues regarding PCSOs. 

 

 Undertaken a patrol with PCSOs in Tilbury to better understand their day to day work. 
 

 Commissioned a public consultation, led by Thurrock’s Community Interest Company, 
to understand what PCSOs mean to the people of Thurrock. We will also be attending 
a number of community forums in the forthcoming weeks.  

 
We still have a number of activities we wish to complete, including a witness session with 
Cllr Angie Gaywood, the council’s portfolio holder for public protection. 
 
The Special Services Agreement, which underpins the current arrangements, is no longer 
appropriate and the performance monitoring data collection is onerous on Essex Police and 
gives no benefit in its current form. 
 
There is however, still much work to be done and, whilst I had an optimistic view initially that 
this work would have all been completed by now, I anticipate it will take another couple of 
months. I trust this letter gives you a comprehensive summary of our work to date. I will, of 
course, keep you appraised of the reviews’ outcome.  
 
One of the key questions we have yet to answer and one which I will take this opportunity to 
formally ask is that Thurrock Council needs assurances as to what additional value our 
funding brings to PSCOs in Thurrock. The Panel has heard that Thurrock originally started 
with around fifty four PCSOs and this has reduced to around forty two. Our funding has not 
reduced proportionally so there are a number of Councillors on the Panel questioning what 
additional value our money brings if the original provision has been reduced.  
 
Also, there is a question about the criteria Essex Police use to allocate PCSOs around the 
county and how Thurrock fits into that formula. In your position as Police Crime 
Commissioner I am hoping that you will be able to provide a formal response that we can 
discuss this at our next meeting.  
 
Thank you for your continued interest in the review and I very much look forward to sharing 
our final report with you.  
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
Councillor Simon Wootton 
Chair of the PSCO Match Funding 
Overview and Scrutiny Review Panel 
 

 
 

Email: swootton@thurrock.gov.uk 
Mobile:  07766 781998 
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Notes from the visit to Orchards Community Forum Meeting (Grays) 
31st July 2013 

 
 
 
PCSO funding review 
 
Cllr Wootton introduced the review to residents and explained the funding context and 
background with regard to reduced numbers of PCSOs and value for money of continuing 
funding. 
 
Cllr Wootton explained the process of the review to residents and the fact that a report to 
council would result. 
 
Cllr Wootton explained actions taken by the review so far and the further actions which are 
to betaken including Meeting with Chief Constable. 
 
Cllr Wootton then asked for the views of the residents on PCSOs and whether they 
supported continued funding or were they of the view that this was a waste of money for 
the council: 
 

 Resident1 
Are we getting our additional PCSOs as a result of the match funding. 
Cllr Wootton advised of the position whereby we can' t clarify this with the police at the 
moment. 
 

 Resident2 
Helicopter question 
Cllr Wootton explained this was a police question. 
 

 Resident3 
What could we do differently with the money Cllr Gaywood answered for PP and answered 
on PCP points. 
GD answered on potential alternatives. 
 
PCSOs not known by the residents in attendance??? 
 

 Resident4 Cllr Yash  Gupta 
Thinks we have no control over deployment of PCSO funded by Thurrock. 
Police accessibility is poor. 
 
Cllr Gaywood do you have any police attendance? 
Cllr Stone not good recently. 
 

 Resident5 
Andy if we decide to spend the money elsewhere will we lose PCSOs?
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Cllr Wootton Not clear at the moment but touches on the criteria for allocation argument. 
Response from resident so value for money is currently an unknown? 
Cllr Wootton yes that is very eloquently put. 
Cllr Gaywood we need to clarify the Chief Constable's view on PCSOs and if he is supportive 
of recruiting more PCSOs to replace loses from the establishment. 
 
Cllr Curtis there are regular monthly meetings in South Ockendon with the Police? 
Cllr Stone no there were but not often recently. 
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Notes from Visit to Tilbury Community Forum meeting 

1st August 2013, 7pm 
PSCO Review 

Present 
Councillor Simon Wootton 
Councillor Steve Liddiard 
Councillor Bukky Okunade 
Councillor Angie Gaywood 
Matthew Boulter 
Stephanie Young  
 
Background to the PCSO review  
Councillor Wootton provided some background information for the PCSO review, explaining 
the Thurrock Council match funding contribution to Essex Police of nearly £250,000 for an 
additional 14 PCSO’s, and that the review is to ensure Thurrock Council and it’s residents are 
getting value for money. Currently the Council is reviewing the information to determine 
whether the Council funding was providing additional PSCO’s, rather than being used to 
fund existing services and PCSO’s which Essex Police would have provided anyway.  
 
Cllr Wootton explained that he has met with CI Ben Hodder, Inspector Norris and Inspector 
Mitchell (who covers Tilbury) and has been on a walkabout with 2 PCS0’s in Tilbury which 
was very productive. In 2-3 months Cllr Wootton hopes the process will be complete and 
that currently the group are 6-8 weeks away from pulling together findings.  
 
There were originally 55 PCS0’s in Thurrock which has now been reduced to around 42 – but 
Thurrock Council’s contributions have stayed the same. Councillor Wootton asked residents 
what their views on PCSO’s were and their effectiveness in the local area.  
 
Residents Discussion 
Resident 1 expressed concerns that the match funding has not made an additional 
contribution to increasing PCSO numbers – is it value for money if there has been a 
reduction of officers? 
 
Resident 2 has noticed a cutback in the area and feel that the PCSO presence is not as 
prominent as it has been in the past.  
 
Resident 3 Feels that PCSO’s are important and most know the 2 local PCSO’s – Phil & 
Debbie by name.  
 
Resident 4 feels that PCSO powers are too limited, they only have the authority to hold 
someone for 15mins each and their powers do not go above and beyond the power of 
citizen’s arrest. This resident asked why the money spent on PCSO’s can’t pay for actual 
Police Officers. To this Cllr Wootton responded that the Essex Chief Constable decides how 
much power Essex PCSO’s are given and that these have to fall within national guidelines, 
however Essex PCSO’s do have more power than many of their counterparts elsewhere in 
the Country.
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Cllr Wootton explained the differences between PCSO v regular Police Officer powers. 
PCSO’s are the eyes and ears of the community collecting local intelligence 
 
Resident 2 said that 6-12 months ago the PCSO’s were more visible in the local area as they 
were regularly seen on their bikes and were well known to the local community. However 
since they have the van the resident states they are taken away more from local issues.  
 
Resident 5 works in the Housing Locality Action Group and said that her and her colleagues 
used to have a very good relationship with the 2 PCSO’s and used to be able to task them 
with specific work that would help them in their work – e.g. by asking a PCSO to visit a 
problematic resident with them so they could act as a professional witness if the case went 
to Court. Since the Policing blueprint areas in Thurrock have changes Tilbury PCSO’s have 
lost some presence as they now need to cover a larger area. As a result she can no longer 
task them with such work. 
 
Resident 6 agreed that PCSO’s are valued but their value is in the fact that PCSO’s often 
work in the local community and know their residents, if this is diluted because of the 
blueprint and the fact that the PCSO’s now cover a wider area, the community lose this 
benefit.  
 
Resident 7 asked why Civil Enforcement Officers and PCSO’s cannot be merged and can 
more emphasis be placed on Neighbourhood Watch. Cllr Wootton explained that this is why 
they are seeking residents views – if the money is not spent on PCSO’s what should the 
money be spent on? 
 
Councillor Gaywood explained that the funding the Council provides for PCSO’s is not 
statutory and outlined the different roles between Civil Enforcement Officers (CEO’s) who 
are responsible for issuing parking fines, Public Protection Officers who tackle dog fouling, 
fly tipping and hate crime (and who often take a preventative role visiting schools and 
education and the School Safety Vehicle.  
 
Resident 4 asked whether PCSO’s outnumber Police Officers and whether PCSO’s are 
frustrated with their lack of authority. Councillor Gaywood responded yes PCSO’s do 
outnumber Police Officers on the Neighbourhood Policing teams. Councillor Wootton 
described how in his personal discussions with the 2 Tilbury PCSO’s they feel being a PCSO is 
advantageous (as they do not have to complete as much paperwork as the Police Officers), 
this means they can be out in the community more.  
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Notes of Visit to Ockendon Police Station 

6th June 2013, 10am 
Present 
Chief Inspector Ben Hodder 
Inspector Leigh Norris 
Councillor Simon Wootton 
Councillor Rob Gledhill 
Councillor Andrew Roast 
Councillor Gerard Rice 
Matthew Boulter  
Gavin Dennett 
 
Everyone agreed that the financial climate was very different now to when the PCSOs 
funding was first started and therefore it was right to have a review of the arrangements. It 
was clarified that the Council currently match funded 14 PCSO posts and that these 
represented an additional resource to the main provision of PCSOs that was funded solely 
by Essex Police. As time had progressed, PCSOs numbers had changed with people leaving 
to go on to other roles. There was currently a freeze on recruiting new PCSOs, although it 
was expected that recruitment would resume by the end of the year. Senior Police were 
currently debating the use and role of PCSOs in the future force.  
 
CI Hodder stated that there were roughly 42 PCSOs employed by Thurrock Police. This was 
considerably more than most other areas in Essex and therefore it was clear there was an 
added value that the Council funding provided.  
 
Performance Management 
 
CI Hodder felt the performance system the Council currently employed to monitor PCSO 
performance was bureaucratic and took up a lot of hours.  
 
It was agreed that managing performance targets for the police was a very difficult task and 
it was often the case that setting quantifiable targets tended to lead to officers focussing 
their work to achieve these results rather than tackling the real issues of the locality. Insp. 
Norris felt it was more important to have a quality of service over above a quantity of 
certain performance indicators.   
 
Every officer had a GPS device that tracked their movements and this was regularly 
monitored by senior management on a daily basis. PSCOs were rarely in vehicles and were 
on foot or bike for most of the time. The PCSOs’ focus was managed through monthly 
tasking meetings with the Council. They were also embedded into the community and could 
respond to any request or development fed to them through community bodies.  
 
The Panel heard of the new Grays Town Team initiative and how this was mostly made up of 
PCSOs. The team had been crucial in a number of arrests of criminals who naturally went to 
the town centre. It was important to remember that the resources put into Grays Town 
Centre impacted on the crime levels of other areas by removing criminals. 
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It was highlighted that it was very rare for PCSO or other resources to be removed from 
Thurrock for other Essex wide business. It was more the case that other parts of Essex 
complimented Thurrock as it was one of the busier areas of Essex for policing.  
 
In May PCSOs had assisted in 9 arrests, 11 stop and searches and numerous other duties 
including tobacco seizure and house to house enquiries.  
 
Some members of the Panel felt that the current performance targets should be scrapped 
and replaced with a quarterly report that could be brought to a committee of the Council 
where the Members could discuss performance. The panel felt this would go a long way in 
communicating the added value the funding would provide. It was agreed that the 
performance of the 14 funded officers could not be ring fenced and focussed on.  
 
PSCO Duties 
 
PCSOs covered 8am to Midnight and operated on a three shift cycle throughout that time. 
At peak times, there were no more than 12 PCSOs working at any one time. PCSOs focussed 
on the problem areas within the borough and were deployed on those areas based on 
current intelligence. They were briefed by the sergeant at the beginning of every shift.  
 
The Police clarified that officers were not present in safe areas and would only be visible in 
the places they were needed. It was felt that PCSOs were more trusted by the community. A 
lot of hours were put into projects that were not easily captured by performance systems.  
 
Funding  
 
It was recognised that that the reduction in PCSOs had made it difficult to quantify the value 
added by the council funding. It was agreed that the future development or addition of 
PCSOs were uncertain.  
 
It was suggested that if the funding continued that it be reviewed on a three yearly cycle.  
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MINUTES of the meeting of the PCSO Match Funding Overview and Scrutiny 
Review Panel held on 9 September 2013 at 7.00pm 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 
Present: Councillors Simon Wootton, Charlie Curtis and Steve Liddiard 
 
Apologies:            Councillors Gerard Rice and Andrew Roast  

 
In attendance: Councillor Angie Gaywood – Portfolio Holder for Public 

Protection 
G. Dennett – Head of Public Protection 
M. Boulter – Principal Democratic Services Officer  

  
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
3. MINUTES 
 The minutes of the PCSO Match Funding Overview and Scrutiny Review 
 Panel held on 28 May 2013 were approved as a correct record.  
 
4.        DECLARATION OF INTERESTS 

 
a) Interests 

 
No interests were declared. 
 

b) Whipping 
 

No interests were declared.  
 

5.       UPDATE ON REVIEW 
 

The Chair took the opportunity to update Members on the review so far and 
informed them that the following activities had been undertaken: 

 

 Three community forums had been attended (Ockendon, Orchards and 
Tilbury) to obtain the views of residents. 

 A walkabout with two PCSOs in Tilbury 

 Met with the Chief Inspector and his Inspector colleagues. 

 Wrote a letter to the Police Crime Commissioner. 

 The Diversity Network undertook a consultation on the value of PCSOs 
within the community.  
 

6.        WITNESS SESSSION: PORTFOLIO HOLDER FOR PUBLIC PROTECTION 
 

The portfolio holder stressed that PCSOs were valued and that the key aim of 
the review was to find out whether the Council’s contribution provided any 
additionality to the resources that was already supplied by the Police 
themselves. She added that Brentwood Council had ceased funding its two 
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PCSOs on the basis that they had no evidence that their funding was 
providing additional resources within community policing.  
 
The portfolio holder recognised that the Council should have spoken with the 
police when PCSO numbers started to drop to see if the council’s contribution 
could be amended appropriately. Likewise, the monitoring put in place by the 
special service agreement had slipped. The Committee agreed that if funding 
continued there would need to be a better and more responsive monitoring 
system. Officers confirmed this and suggested that a more narrative feedback 
by the police could give the Council a better idea of how council funded 
PCSOs were working. Some Members felt that this would not be robust 
enough and was actually involving the Council in an area of responsibility that 
was not theirs to have, namely the organisation and management of the 
police service.   
 
The Panel noted that back office staff at Essex Police had reduced 
significantly in the recent budget cuts and the requirement on completing the 
Council’s monitoring forms added a significant pressure.  
 
All present recognised that the role of PCSOs had changed over the past ten 
years and they provided more policing services than simply community 
presence.  
 
It was clarified that PCSOs were tasked through Local Area Groups which 
would respond to present day concerns within the community.  
 
The Panel agreed that the Chief Constable should be approached to gain his 
views on the future of PCSOs, their deployment and also his response if the 
funding was removed.  The portfolio holder added that she had received 
assurances from a previous Chief Constable that if funding was removed the 
police would not seek to make any PSCO redundant but reduce services 
through natural wastage, for example, retirement.  
 
RESOLVED: That: 
 
i) The Chair of the Panel and the Portfolio Holder seek to have a 

meeting with the Chief Constable to clarify issues on the future of 
PCSOs in light of funding arrangements. 
 

ii) The Head of Public Protection provide a report on the ways in 
which match funded PCSO performance could be monitored in 
the future if funding were to continue.    
 

 
7.      DISCUSSION ON ALTERNATIVE SPEND FOR THE PCSO BUDGET 
 

The portfolio holder confirmed that the PCSO match funding accounted for 10% 
of the entire public protection budget. There was always a possibility that this 
money would be made as a future saving but the portfolio holder stressed that 
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she would fight for her budget and would plan to spend the money, if funding 
ceased, on other areas of enforcement which might include parking, anti-social 
Behaviour, fly tipping or enviro-crime. It was added that the funding amounted 
to the equivalent of 4 or 5 full time posts plus an operational budget, so it could 
be used to establish a very effective unit within the Council. The panel asked 
that if this ever occurred that the unit was made effective so as to counter the 
possible future loss of PCSOs. 
 
RESOLVED That the Head of Public Protection provide a report on the 
possible alternative spends of the money if match funding were to cease.  
 

8.     CONSIDERATION OF DIVERSITY NETWORK CONSULTATION     
        RESULTS 
 

The Panel registered their thanks to the network for their hard and very 
informative work. The Panel noted the varied responses of residents in relation 
to key questions such as what they would feel if PCSOs were removed entirely. 
The Panel briefly discussed the positive uses of special constables.  
 
RESOLVED that the report be passed on to the Chief Inspector for his 
information.    

 
9.       DISCUSSION ON SPECIAL SERVICES AGREEMENT 
 

The Panel agreed the document was unwieldy and overlong. Members 
discussed the merits of having PCSOs directly in contact with ward councillors 
and how this could best be facilitated in any future agreement. All agreed that 
because the Panel had not yet decided to either continue or cease funding 
that the services agreement could not be commented upon in detail.  

 
10.      REVIEW RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

The Panel agreed to receive all documentation relating to the review 
alongside draft recommendations once the Chair had met with the Chief 
Constable. There was proposed that one final meeting be held to sign the 
recommendations off. Members of the Panel registered their thanks to 
councillor Wootton for his chairing so far.  
 

The meeting was finished at 8.40pm. 
 

Approved as a true and correct record 
 

CHAIRMAN 
 

DATE 
  

Any queries regarding these Minutes, please contact 
Matthew Boulter, telephone (01375) 652082
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Thurrock Council, Civic Offices, New Road,  
Grays, Essex RM17 6SL 

 
Councillor Simon Wootton 

Chafford & North Stifford Ward 
 
 
20 September 2013 
 
Mr S Kavanagh, 
Chief Constable, Essex Police,  
Essex Police Headquarters, 
PO Box 2, 
Springfield, 
Chelmsford, 
Essex, CM2 6DA 
 
Dear Sir, 
 
You may be aware that Thurrock Council has established a Task and Finish Group to review 
our on-going matched funding arrangements of fourteen PCSO posts, which equates to a 
contribution of approximately £227,000 per annum. We have undertaken a number of tasks 
in relation to this including visiting resident groups, a PCSO walkabout and we have also had 
dialogue with a number of your colleagues, including Chief Inspector Ben Hodder and his 
management team, and the Police and Crime Commissioner, Mr Nick Alston, to understand 
what the role of PCSOs are, and what added value our match funding brings to policing in 
Thurrock. 
 
I attach our terms of reference for your information.  
 
We are approaching the end of our review and are looking to make our recommendations to 
Council Members in November. There have been a number of questions arising during the 
review that our investigation has yet to answer and we had rather hoped to set up a meeting 
with you to discuss various aspects of the Review. As we have been unable to arrange a 
meeting, I am writing to you instead in the hope that you may be able to provide us with 
some responses if possible by 4th October to enable us to complete this important work on 
time. 
 
Our questions are, 
 
1. What is your current vision for the future use of PCSOs across Essex and particularly 

in Thurrock? What are the current criteria operationally for the allocation of numbers to 
areas and more specifically to Thurrock? Are they crucial to the continued operation of 
Essex Police? 

 
2. If Thurrock Council was to withdraw match funding what is the likelihood of a further 

PCSO headcount reductions? (When the scheme started in 2005 numbers were 
approximately 55. Now there are 42 PCSOs whilst in that time the match funding 
arrangements for 14 has remained constant). 
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We had hoped to seek a meeting with either yourself or Assistant Chief Constable Mason to 
discuss these issues but understandably your schedules are very busy and do not fit into our 
rather specific deadlines. We would however like to ensure that any views you have a 
reflected in our final report.  
 
I look forward to your response. 
 
Yours sincerely,  
 

 
 
Councillor Simon Wootton 
Chair of the PCSO Match Funding Task and Finish Review Panel  
 
 
c.c. Assistant Chief Constable Maurice Mason 
       Nick Alston (PCC) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Members Secretariat | 01375 366324 
 Email | swootton@thurrock.gov.uk  

Tel: | 07766 781998  

mailto:swootton@thurrock.gov.uk
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A copy of the email response from Chief Inspector Alan Cook to Councillor Simon 
Wootton – 7 October 2013 
 
Dear Simon, 
 
It was good to catch up today and hear you are keeping well. 
 
As discussed I would like to formally acknowledge receipt of your letter dated the 20th 
September regarding PCSO allocation and funding.  
 
In your letter you ask two specific questions, which I will try and answer in the round as they 
are linked. 
 
Essex Police is currently developing a PCSO vision of the future and as a result reviewing 
the role to determine the key operational principles for their deployment post April 2014. Part 
of this review will consider what the PCSO ratio or percentage reduction might be under a 
revised Essex policing model. The operating model for PCSOs was unchanged in a recent 
force restructure (Blueprint), where they continue to deliver a neighbourhood policing role.  
 
It is recognised that it has become increasingly difficult to understand the added value of 
match funded PCSO arrangements, where partners are equally under pressure to reduce 
spending. Therefore it is important the review understands how the PCSO establishment in 
each district meets the force’s demand profile and policing priorities. It will consider the 
following: 
 
1. Developing and determining a clear ‘Essex Police PCSO Strategy’ for the future 
2. Designing and developing a clear operational deployment criteria for PCSO’s 
3. Determine the future force PCSO establishment  
4. Determine their geographical distribution against a clear resource allocation model 
5. Review and revise existing joint funding arrangements, contracts, liabilities, constraints 

and operational control around demand management. 
 
In addition to the above Essex Police has just established a team (under the name Evolve) 
to take forward our response to CSR2. As this is a developing picture it is not possible at this 
stage to know what future numbers will be and what would happen in cases where joint 
funding is withdrawn.  
 
I also note your comments with regard to a meeting with the Chief Constable to discuss 
these matters. While it is unlikely he could add any further detail at this time I would be 
happy to arrange something if you feel it would be of benefit.  
 
If I can be of any further assistance please let me know.  
 
Kind regards, 
Alan 
 
Alan Cook  
Chief Inspector 
Staff Officer to Chief Constable  
Executive Support 
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