
 

  

Community Remedy 
Scrutiny Report 

Commissioned by Matthew Ellis 
 
Police and Crime Commissioner for Staffordshire 

The Safer Neighbourhood Panels (SNP) have been introduced by the Police and Crime 
Commissioner (PCC). It is a group that is open to residents and those closely associated with 
the community. The role of the panel is to hold the Local Police Commander to account. The 
panels can choose to monitor and scrutinise any aspect of local policing. 
 
This report has been produced by the Safer Neighbourhood Panel members to scrutinise the 
use of Community Remedies within the local policing area. 

 



 

 

 

   

 

 

Scrutiny Report Summary 

Newcastle Safer Neighbourhood Panel 

SNP Topic: 

Community Remedies 

Report Author(s): 

Lilian Barker MBE, Val Rowley JP and Susan 

Keller.   

Date: 

 

Reason for review: 

   Community Remedies is a topic chosen by the group members of the Newcastle Safer Neighbourhood Panel as 
it was broadly felt that Community Remedies or Resolutions were a crucial part of the process of repairing the 
damage experienced by the victims of crime.   
 

Documents & information reviewed: 

 Question Set raised with the Newcastle Local Policing Team over a course of meetings. 

Background summary to review process: 

 
Over the course of the three meetings the following questions were directed at the Local Policing Team at 
Newcastle. 
 

1. How do Community Remedies link in with the Victim Gateway? 

2. Who does the decision rest with as to whether a Community Remedy/Resolution should be instigated? 

3. To ensure a fair and transparent process, the Police will publish a list of all cases where Community Rem-

edies have been applied in the community for the public to read and scrutinise.  Where are the lists of 

these cases and whether there is a link on the Police website? 

4. An offender is usually required to repair any damage which they have caused to the victim or community. 

How is this monitored? 

5.  An offender should sign an Acceptable Behaviour contract and agree not to behave anti-socially in the 

future. Do people have to rely on the Police or community information for further incidents caused by the 

offender and how are these monitored? 

6. The offender should meet with the people from the local community so that they can understand the con-

sequences of their behaviour. Please explain in what context would this happen? 

7. How do the community know that community remedies are working and how is this communicated? 

8. What support is in place for the perpetrator with addictions for example? 

9. Who are the Neighbourhood Justice Panel (NJP) and who sits on the panel? 

10. Is it appropriate for Medium and High Risk Offenses to be on for community Remedy? 

11. In terms of when the individual received a community resolution to the point where they meet the victim, 

are there timescale for each category – Low, Medium and High Risk? 

 

Findings of review: 

1. The group was directed to the Victims Gateway website which sets out the link to restorative justice 

(http://www.snscab.org.uk/about-us/svg/).  The group were satisfied with the information laid out on the 

website and a full explanation was given. 

 
2. One person does not make the decision.  On further exploration, the Police already use a process called 

Community Resolution. This enables them to deal with low level criminal damage, low value theft, minor 

assaults (without injury) and anti-social behaviour out-of-court. To use a community resolution, the officer 

http://www.snscab.org.uk/about-us/svg/


 

 

 

   

must firstly have enough evidence for a case to be brought to court; secondly the offender needs to admit 

their guilt and thirdly, the officer decides the matter would be better dealt within the community after con-

sultation with the victim. The community resolution is the process by which the community remedy is de-

livered. On the remedy document, there is a list of option from which the victim can choose from which 

helps to inform the decision about how to deal with the offender in the community (known as an out-of-

court disposal. The final decision on how to deal with the offender is made by the police. The decision 

made must improve public confidence in the use of out-of-court disposals and must not breach the individ-

ual’s human rights. 

 
3. It appears that the cases are not being published. 

 
4. This is done through the Probation Service if over 18 and the Youth Offending Service (YOS) if under 16. 

The Police also monitor if the offender undergoes a Community Resolution. 

 
5. The incidents are logged and a multi-agency meeting takes place with the parents and the perpetrator 

sign an Acceptable Behaviour Contract (ABC).  This is monitored on a 6 weekly basis.  The ABC lasts for 

12 months from the date signed. 

 
6. A variety of Restorative Justice (RJ) processes are available which are designed to take account of the 

specific needs, wishes and circumstances of the participants but the processes fall broadly into two main 

categories: 

1. Processes involving some form of communication between the person responsible for causing the 

harm and the person harmed; 

2. Processes involving no communication between the person responsible and the person harmed. 

The following processes involve some form of communication between the person responsible for causing 
the harm and the person harmed: 
 

 Face-to Face Meetings which can be led by either one or two facilitators and are attended by only the per-

son(s) harmed and the person(s) responsible (eg a meeting between the person harmed and the person 

responsible arranged by a police officer/offender manager/other trained practitioner); 

 Shuttle Dialogue which involves a facilitator acting as a go-between for the person(s) harmed and the per-

son(s) responsible (e.g. a police officer/offender manager/other trained practitioner arranging an ex-

change of letters between the person responsible and the person harmed); 

 Restorative Conferences which are normally led by two facilitators and are attended by the person(s) 

harmed, the person(s) responsible, their respective support persons and other affected persons. 

 
7. Community Remedies are victim focused so they can usually see the progress of the Offender.  Other-

wise this is through the Lead Agency (case owner) such as a Police Officer, Probation officer or Council 

Officer.  The meeting usually takes place in a neutral location but the victim and offender are normally ac-

companied by support agencies. 

 
8. Court sanctioned treatment requirements such as Drugs Rehab Requirements (DRRs) and Alcohol Treat-

ment Requirements (ATRs) are in place for perpetrators with addictions. Support packages are provided 

by local treatment providers such as One Recovery. 

 
9. Facilitated by volunteers, Neighbourhood Justice Panels (NJP) give victims an opportunity to tell offend-

ers the real impact of their crime and get answers to their questions as well an apology.  They also give 

offenders the chance to understand the real impact of their actions and to do something positive to repair 

the damage. 



 

 

 

   

The panels deal with a variety of offences which are not serious enough to prosecute through the courts, 
or where cautions and fixed penalty notices are inappropriate.  These include incidents of criminal 
damage and anti-social behaviour. 
 
Victims decide if an offence is referred to a NJP which then takes place if the offender also wants to 
attend, admit responsibility as well as wants to put things right. 
 
At a panel, offenders are asked a number of questions about the offence they committed before the victim 
is given the chance to talk about how the crime has affected them personally.  A solution is then mutually 
agreed between the victim and the offender. 
 

10. This is a Force/PCC policy decision and not a decision for the Local Policing team. 

 
11. It is important to remember that Community Remedies are a non-statutory disposal used for dealing with 

less serious crime where the offender accepts responsibility.   The timescales for the community remedy 

are usually short and consist normally of 1-3 meetings between the offender and victim.  The first meeting 

is for the offender to explain his/her actions and reason for the offence and then discuss suitable ‘repara-

tion’.  The second and third meetings are to monitor the ‘reparation’ and then if the victim accepts that jus-

tice has been delivered, closure follows. 

 

Conclusion of Review and Recommendations made: 

1.) With regards to Community Remedies/Restorative Justice, the Panel feels that the victim must be given 
the choice as to who they feel more comfortable dealing with as a point of contact within the Police.  This 
may be a PCSO, PC or Sergeant.  The Panel understands however that this model may not be 
sustainable in the long term as the policy does not allow the victim to choose due to safeguarding 
reasons.  There is an argument to suggest that many members of the community do not fully understand 
the role of say a PCSO and so would request their contact to be a PC or Sergeant which would be 
unsustainable.  However, this highlights a need for the Police to further promote the role and function of 
PCSO’s. 
 

2.) To ensure a fair and transparent process, the Police must publish a list of all cases where Community 
Remedies have been applied in the community for the public to read immediately.  This is not being done 
on a consistent and timely basis and the Panel strongly recommends that this happens. 

 
3.) The Local Policing Team should do more to promote the role and function of the PCSO within the 

community especially if the public are not fully aware of what the PCSO can offer in cases where a PCSO 
is the case lead. 
 

4.) Victim support has expressed a concern via commissioned monitoring reviews that they are not receiving 
Anti-Social Behaviour (ASB) and crime-related related referrals from the Victims Gateway.  Can we have 
clarification of the referral process?  Victim Support is to be decommissioned by Newcastle Borough 
Council at the end of the financial year. 
 

 

Comment by Chief Inspector Peter Owen 

The Local Policing Team welcomes the review which has been undertaken by the Panel and will examine the 

findings with a view to improving the service which is delivered to victims.   

 

 


