
 

  

Victim Charter 
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 
Force’s adherence to the Victim Charter within the local policing area 

 



 

 

 

   

 

 

Scrutiny Report Summary 

Stoke South Safer Neighbourhood Panel 
SNP Topic: 
Victim Charter  

Report Author(s): 
Rev. Jeff Short, George Beech,  
Elaine Cantrell and Janet Simpson 

Date: 
27.09.16 

Reason for review: 

 To scrutinise whether the Police are adhering to the Victims Contract / Victim Charter and if it is effective 
and of quality 

    

Documents & information reviewed: 

 
The scrutiny panel looked at 5 different incidents chosen at random covering a time period from 23 July - 21st 
September 2016.  
 
The offences were as follows:  
 

 Criminal Damage   - front window of a house.  

 Theft     - from a car.  

 Section 39 assault by beating  - use of a weapon.  

 Theft     - charity box from a fast food outlet.  

 Section 18 assault   - sustained violent assault on vulnerable victim.  
 

Background summary to review process: 

 
The panel looked at the incidents and noted the treatment of the alleged injured parties. The panel considered the 
speed of the response to incident; the level of communication with the injured parties throughout the process and 
the existence and recording of a victim contract and investigation plan.  
 
One injured party was contacted by telephone on the day of the scrutiny and was asked if he had been satisfied 
with the service and if anything further could have been done by the police. The phone number of a further injured 
party was unobtainable.  
 

It was not deemed appropriate to contact the injured party in the remaining 3 cases due to the sensitive nature of 
the case backgrounds. 

      

Findings of review: 
There was generally a good response time to the incidents when they had been categorised correctly. There was 
one incident which was classed as a 2 when it should have been a 1 but that was down to confused reporting of 
the incident from a 3rd party.  

 
There was good feedback from the injured party contacted during the scrutiny despite the fact that the case at the 
time remained unsolved. He felt informed at all times and was treated with respect. There was generally good 
communication with the injured party. However once chase seemed to have fallen off the police radar and needed 
chasing up. 
  



 

 

 

   

The Victim Contract was cited in most but not all cases. The actions of some quick thinking officers were noted as 
they declined to join their colleagues in the arrest of a perpetrator due to the risk of cross contamination of the 
crime scene. 

 

The incident of criminal damage regarding the front window did not have the same level of recording of actions as 
the other sampled cases. The incident was reported at 15:34 on 1st September 2016. At the time, there were 76 
other open incidents which resulted in the injured party calling back an hour later to see when someone was likely 
to attend. The injured party was visited. However, the next update on the system was not until 5th September 
when the alleged perpetrator was invited to voluntarily attend the police station to give a statement. He put for-
ward a defence via the telephone. According to the system, the alleged perpetrator had still not been interviewed 
by 24th September and if the injured party had been updated of any progress, there was no record of this on the 
system. 
 

The panel also noted that the section 39 assault by beating was originally categorised as a section 18 assault. A 
knuckleduster had been used. The variance between the original categorisation of the offence to actual final 
charge was extreme to say the least. 
 

 

Conclusion of Review and Recommendations made: 
The panel suggests that it may be appropriate to advise injured parties when reporting an incident that there may 
be a delay in response due to the number of open incidents at that time and the prioritisation of response times to 
crimes.   
 
The panel also suggests that all progress is logged on the case records and where progress is outstanding as in 
the criminal damage matter, the case is chased up by the relevant supervising officer.  
 
 

Comment  by Chief Inspector Robert Taylor, Local Policing Commander 
 
Independent scrutiny is very important and I welcome the findings of the report. It is very important that we deliver 
a quality service and put the victim at the centre of our decision making. The report provides insight into the 
challenges that the front Police Officers face on a daily basis. The scrutiny was conducted through the eyes of the 
victim and it was very interesting to view the report from their perspective. As the LPT Commander I value the 
reports and will reward officers who perform at the high standards. Should officers fall short of the level that is 
expected then I will evaluate those interactions and provide developmental feedback to staff.    
 

 


