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1. Executive summary

This report summarises the responses to Lancashire County Council's Police Community Support Officer (PCSO) consultations 2018. Two separate questionnaires were developed for the Early Action and Schools based PCSOs, and the Safer Travel PCSOs. There are currently seventeen PCSOs jointly funded by Lancashire County Council and Lancashire Constabulary.

Online questionnaires could be accessed from www.lancashire.gov.uk. 

The fieldwork ran for six weeks from 5 March 2018 until 15 April 2018. In total, 204 completed questionnaires were returned for both consultations (46 for Early Action and Schools, and 158 for Safer Travel).

The findings presented in this report are not representative of the views of the population of Lancashire and should only be taken to represent the views of people who were made aware of the consultation, had the opportunity to respond and felt compelled to.

1.1 [bookmark: _Toc513807064]Key findings

Fifteen Early Action and School based PCSOs 
· Responding to whether they agreed or disagreed with the proposal to remove part-funding, 91% of respondents strongly disagreed and no respondents strongly agreed.
· When asked why they agreed or disagreed with the proposal, 43% of those responding to the question said it was an important/vital/invaluable service.
· When asked how removing the part-funding would impact on them the most common responses were that the support provided to young people would be reduced/stopped and would have a negative impact on young people (59%) and there would be a negative impact on other services (e.g. police, Young Addaction, schools' pastoral service).
· Respondents were asked if there was anything else they would like to say. 50% of the respondents said that it was an important service and 15% said to keep the posts. 

Two Safer Travel PCSOs 
· Responding to whether they agreed or disagreed with the proposal to remove part-funding, 85% of respondents strongly disagreed and 6% strongly agreed.
· When asked why they disagreed with the proposal, 27% of those responding to the question said PCSOs provide important support for behaviour management in schools. 
· When asked how removing the part-funding would impact on them the most common responses were that there would be a decrease in public/public safety on public transport (24%) and it would be a loss of a valuable external resource for schools and/or bus companies (14%).
· [bookmark: _Toc341438755][bookmark: _Toc342049121][bookmark: _Toc342049175][bookmark: _Toc345402202][bookmark: _Toc345403798][bookmark: _Toc345405318][bookmark: _Toc345405774][bookmark: _Toc345405963][bookmark: _Toc345406047][bookmark: _Toc348709172][bookmark: _Toc348709246][bookmark: _Toc350258973][bookmark: _Toc350335272][bookmark: _Toc350848600][bookmark: _Toc447025947][bookmark: _Toc447809379][bookmark: _Toc449081023][bookmark: _Toc513807065][bookmark: _Toc513807225][bookmark: _Toc304384966][bookmark: _Toc311022203]Respondents were asked if there was anything else they would like to say and we received 73 varying replies. 23% of respondents said that PCSOs increased public safety and removing them can only make it worse and 19% said that other services should be cut before the PCSOs.

2. Introduction

Like many councils across the country, Lancashire County Council continues to face an unprecedented financial challenge due to continued funding cuts by Government, rising costs and rising demand for the services we provide.  

We are committed to providing the best services we can to the people of Lancashire, particularly to the most vulnerable in our communities. However the council's financial position remains extremely challenging, with a forecasted funding gap of £144m in 2021/22. Because of this, we still need to make some difficult decisions in order to make further savings.

At Full Council on 8th February 2018, Full Council agreed to consult on the proposed removal of part-funding the police community support officers (PCSOs). There are currently seventeen PCSOs jointly funded by Lancashire County Council and Lancashire Constabulary. 

Early Action and Schools
Fifteen PCSOs work within early action and schools across the county, jointly funded by Lancashire County Council and Lancashire Constabulary. Originally, the posts were part-funded in areas that needed extra support for young people. Since then the constabulary has moved to an early action model and the PCSOs now support both young people and their families

Early action teams work with children, young people, adults and families. For example, they work with 7-17 year olds who are causing low-level anti-social behaviour or are at risk of future offending behaviour. They offer interventions on knife crime, gangs, anti-social behaviour, internet safety, crimes and consequences, alcohol and drugs – implications and the law, and a racist incident package.

They also work with partner agencies to offer specific support to families as part of ongoing social care.

The early action PCSOs work in a dedicated early action role, or a more general role but carrying out early action work.

The consultation asked for the public's views about the proposal to remove the part-funding of the PCSOs and ceasing their work.

Safer Travel
Two of the seventeen PCSOs work as safer travel PCSOs to reduce anti-social behaviour and crime on the bus network across Lancashire, including the unitary authority area of Blackburn with Darwen. 

To do this the PCSOs:
· Investigate reports of anti-social behaviour on the bus network, including bullying, criminal damage, and verbal or physical assaults, both on buses and at bus stations.
· Provide easy access to confidential reporting for victims of bullying and anti-social behaviour.
· Work with school pupils, parents, schools and bus operators to change the behaviour of offenders, prevent future incidents and keep young people out of the criminal justice system. Serious and repeat offenders are banned from using bus services.
· Carry out undercover operations to identify and deal with those causing problems on particular bus services.
· Conduct document checks on taxi drivers providing home to school services, on their licences and clearances.
· Conduct evening operations with neighbourhood police to target behaviour, such as missile attacks directed at public transport and taxis.
[bookmark: _Toc513807067][bookmark: _Toc513807227]
1. [bookmark: _Toc513807068]Methodology

Two consultations were set up to ensure the different service users had chance to report on the relevant service. For both consultations online questionnaires could be accessed from www.lancashire.gov.uk. 

The fieldwork ran for six weeks from 5 March until 15 April 2018. In total, 204 completed questionnaires were returned online. 

The questionnaire asked respondents whether they agreed with the proposal to remove the part-funding of PCSOs and why and what the impact on them would be if the part-funding ceased. 


[bookmark: _Toc513807069]3.1 Limitations

The findings presented in this report are not representative of the views of the population of Lancashire and should only be taken to represent the views of people who, were made aware of the consultation, had the opportunity to respond and felt compelled to.

In charts or tables where responses do not add up to 100%, this is due to multiple responses or computer rounding.
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4. Main consultation findings 

Removal of part-funding for fifteen Early Action and Schools PCSOs and two Safer Travel PCSOs

First, respondents were asked how strongly do they agree or disagree with the proposal to remove the part-funding for the fifteen early action and schools PCSOs, and two safer travel PCSOs.

Respondents were most likely to say that they strongly disagree with the proposal to remove the part-funding, with 91% responding this way for Early Action and Schools PCSOs and 85% responding this way for the Safer Travel PCSOs. 

Chart 1a: Early Action and Schools
How strongly do you agree or disagree with the proposal to remove the part-funding for the fifteen early action and schools PCSOs?
















Chart 1b: Safer Travel
How strongly do you agree or disagree with the proposal to remove the part-funding for the two safer travel PCSOs?



















Respondents were then asked why they agreed or disagreed with the proposal. 43% of respondents (Early Action and Schools) identified that the PCSOs provide an important and invaluable service. 27% of respondents (Safer Travel) identified that PCSOs provide important support for behaviour management in schools.

2% of respondents (Early Action and Schools) identified that the Police should fund the roles and 1% of respondents (Safer Travel) identified that parents and pupils view public transport as outside the remit of schools.

Chart 2a: Early Action and Schools
Why do you agree or disagree with the proposal to remove the part-funding for the fifteen early action and schools PCSOs?



Chart 2b: Safer Travel
Why do you agree or disagree with the proposal to remove the part-funding for the two Safer Travel PCSOs?












Respondents were then asked if the fifteen early action and schools PCSOs were removed and the services they provide ceased how would this impact on them.

59% of respondents to the Early Action and Schools PCSO consultation identified that if the support provided to young people was to be reduced this would have a negative impact on young people. 16% of respondents identified that there would be a negative impact on the local community (increased crime and anti-social behaviour) and the same percentage of people identified that decreased information sharing would reduce the impact on the ability to address local issues.

24% of respondents to the Safer Travel PCSO consultation identified there would be a decrease in pupil and public safety on public transport and 1% identified that transport companies may adopt unregulated counter measures for managing anti-social behaviour.

Chart 3a: Early Action and Schools





Chart 3b: Safer Travel



Respondents were asked finally if there was anything else they would like to tell us. 

50% of respondents to the Early Action and Schools PCSO consultation identified that this was an important service and 4% of respondents identified that it is better to prevent things from happening.

23% of respondents to the Safer Travel PCSO consultation identified that PCSOs increase public safety and removing them can only make it worse and 1% identified that no-one is accountable and if the PCSOs are cut, then problems will occur and increase as a result.

Chart 4a: Early Action and Schools




Chart 4b: Safer Travel
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Appendix 1: Demographic Breakdown
A: Early Action and Schools
B: Safer Travel

Table 1a: Are you?

	Early Action and Schools
	%
	Count

	Male
	36%
	16

	Female
	60%
	27

	Prefer not to say
	4%
	2

	Total
	
	45



Table 1b: Are you?

	Safer Travel
	%
	Count

	Male
	37%
	57

	Female
	55%
	86

	Prefer not to say
	8%
	13

	Total
	
	156



Table 2a: Have you ever been identified as transgender?

	Early Action and Schools
	%
	Count

	Yes
	0%
	0

	No
	93%
	42

	Prefer not to say
	7%
	3

	Total
	
	45



Table 2b: Have you ever been identified as transgender?

	Safer Travel
	%
	Count

	Yes
	1%
	1

	No
	90%
	135

	Prefer not to say
	9%
	14

	Total
	
	150



Table 3a: What was your age on your last birthday?

	Early Action and Schools
	%
	Count

	20-34
	11%
	5

	35-64
	84%
	38

	Prefer not to say
	4%
	2

	Total
	
	45




Table 3b: What was your age on your last birthday?

	Safer Travel
	%
	Count

	16-19
	1%
	1

	20-34
	9%
	14

	35-64
	81%
	126

	65-74
	1%
	2

	Prefer not to say
	8%
	13

	Total
	
	156



Table 4a: Are you a deaf person or do you have a disability?

	Early Action and Schools
	%
	Count

	Yes
	2%
	1

	No
	91%
	42

	Prefer not to say
	7%
	3

	Total
	
	46



Table 4b: Are you a deaf person or do you have a disability?

	Safer Travel
	%
	Count

	Yes
	3%
	5

	No
	86%
	133

	Prefer not to say
	11%
	17

	Total
	
	155



Table 5a: What best describes your ethnic background?

	Early Action and Schools
	%
	Count

	White
	89%
	40

	Asian or Asian British
	2%
	1

	Black or Black British
	2%
	1

	Prefer not to say
	7%
	3

	Total
	
	45



Table 5b: What best describes your ethnic background?

	Safer Travel
	%
	Count

	White
	84%
	131

	Asian or Asian British
	1%
	1

	Black or Black British
	1%
	2

	Mixed Race
	1%
	1

	Prefer not to say
	13%
	21

	Total
	
	156




Table 6a: What is your religion?

	Early Action and Schools
	%
	Count

	No religion
	30%
	14

	Christian
	61%
	28

	Muslim
	2%
	1

	Prefer not to say
	7%
	3

	Total
	
	46



Table 6b: What is your religion?

	Safer Travel
	%
	Count

	No religion
	25%
	14

	Christian
	61%
	28

	Buddhist
	1%
	2

	Muslim
	1%
	1

	Prefer not to say
	12%
	19

	Total
	
	155



Table 7a: How would you describe your sexual orientation?

	Early Action and Schools
	%
	Count

	Heterosexual
	87%
	40

	Gay man
	4%
	2

	Lesbian / gay woman
	2%
	1

	Prefer not to say
	7%
	3

	Total
	
	46



Table 7b: How would you describe your sexual orientation?

	Safer Travel
	%
	Count

	Heterosexual
	82%
	125

	Bisexual
	1%
	1

	Lesbian / gay woman
	1%
	1

	Prefer not to say
	17%
	26

	Total
	
	153













Table 8a: Are there any disabled children and young people in your household?

	Early Action and Schools
	%
	Count

	Yes
	7%
	3

	No
	87%
	39

	Prefer not to say
	7%
	3

	Total
	
	45



Table 8b: Are there any disabled children and young people aged under 25 in your household?

	Safer Travel
	%
	Count

	Yes
	6%
	9

	No
	84%
	129

	Prefer not to say
	10%
	16

	Total
	
	154



Table 9a: Are you..?

	Early Action and Schools
	%
	Count

	A Lancashire resident
	29%
	23

	A Parent/carer of a pupil currently at a Lancashire school
	8%
	6

	A member of school staff at a Lancashire school
	29%
	23

	An employee of Lancashire Constabulary
	3%
	2

	An employee of Lancashire County Council
	10%
	8

	A Community Safety Partnership
	6%
	5

	A member of a voluntary or community organisation
	13%
	10

	Other
	4%
	3

	Total
	
	80





Table 9b: Are you responding to this proposal as..?

	Safer Travel
	%
	Count

	A Lancashire resident
	34%
	99

	A Parent/carer of a pupil currently at a Lancashire school
	22%
	62

	A member of school staff at a Lancashire school
	20%
	58

	A bus operator
	7%
	21

	A bus/taxi driver
	0%
	0

	An employee of Lancashire Constabulary
	1%
	2

	An employee of Blackburn with Darwen Council
	0%
	0

	An employee of Lancashire County Council
	8%
	23

	An elected member of Lancashire County Council
	0%
	0

	An elected member of a Lancashire district council
	0%
	0

	An elected member of a parish or town council in Lancashire
	0%
	0

	A Community Safety Partnership
	1%
	3

	A member of a voluntary of community organisation
	4%
	11

	Other
	3%
	9

	Total
	
	288



Table 10a: Are there any children or young people in your household?

	Early Action and Schools
	%
	Count

	No, but expecting
	0%
	0

	Yes, aged under 5
	10%
	5

	Yes, aged 5-8
	8%
	4

	Yes, aged 9-11
	10%
	5

	Yes, aged 12-16
	16%
	8

	Yes, aged 17-19
	10%
	5

	No children aged under 20
	41%
	21

	Prefer not to say
	6%
	3

	Total
	
	51



Table 10b: Are there any children or young people in your household?

	Safer Travel
	%
	Count

	No, but expecting
	2%
	4

	Yes, aged under 5
	7%
	14

	Yes, aged 5-8
	11%
	23

	Yes, aged 9-11
	13%
	28

	Yes, aged 12-16
	27%
	58

	Yes, aged 17-19
	14%
	29

	No children aged under 20
	21%
	44

	Prefer not to say
	6%
	13

	Total
	
	213




Strongly agree	Tend to agree	Neither agree nor disagree	Tend to disagree	Strongly disagree	0	2.1739130434782608E-2	2.1739130434782608E-2	4.3478260869565216E-2	0.91304347826086951	
Base of all respondents (46)



Strongly agree	Tend to agree	Neither agree nor disagree	Tend to disagree	Strongly disagree	6.3291139240506333E-2	1.2658227848101266E-2	2.5316455696202531E-2	5.0632911392405063E-2	0.84810126582278478	
Base of all respondents (158)



Little other support for families	Other	Police should fund the roles	The work they do needs to continue and will fall on others like teachers who already have too much to do	Visible deterrent and first point of contact with police	PCSOs save money (the results dealing with crime/ASB/child in care)	Prevent problems before they start	The support (vulnerable) young people (and their families) in making better choices	Vital link between the community, others services and schools	Important/vital/invaluable support service	2.2727272727272728E-2	2.2727272727272728E-2	2.2727272727272728E-2	9.0909090909090912E-2	9.0909090909090912E-2	0.11363636363636363	0.29545454545454547	0.29545454545454547	0.34090909090909088	0.43181818181818182	
Base of all respondents (44)



Parents and pupils view public transport as outside the remit of schools	Safer Travel response time to incident reports is too slow	PCSOs can use resources (e.g. CCTV footage) during an investigation, which a school cannot	ASB on transport is outside the legal remit of a school, PCSO gives school ability to manage it	PCSOs do not make a significant difference	PCSOs provides coordination for issues involving pupils from more than one school	Early intervention by a PCSO reduces costs, later intervention will increase costs	PCSOs work to deter ASB, benefits elderly and other vulnerable public transport users	A PCSO is the only dedicated support for issues on LCC bus services	PCSOs in conjunction with Safer Travel, enables a range of responses to ASB	Difficult for schools to investigate and deal with issues related to public transport	Parents and pupils treat the PCSO (uniform) with more gravity than school staff	No alternative mechanism/resource to replace the work of PCSOs is being suggested	ASB is endemic on school bus services – more resources are required to manage it	PCSO is effective – police non-emergency service was not effective; used before PCSO	The work of the PCSOs has reduced the number of incidents on school buses	Bus operators value services provided by PCSOs, as rail operators value BTP	PCSOs increase parents confidence that their children are safe travelling to school on a bus	PCSOs help reduce/prevent bullying	Other	PCSOs important in ensuring safe travel for all, both travellers and workers (drivers)	PCSOs provides important support for behaviour management in schools	7.246376811594203E-3	7.246376811594203E-3	1.4492753623188406E-2	2.1739130434782608E-2	2.1739130434782608E-2	2.8985507246376812E-2	2.8985507246376812E-2	3.6231884057971016E-2	5.0724637681159424E-2	5.0724637681159424E-2	5.7971014492753624E-2	6.5217391304347824E-2	7.9710144927536225E-2	8.6956521739130432E-2	0.10144927536231885	0.10869565217391304	0.10869565217391304	0.13043478260869565	0.13043478260869565	0.15217391304347827	0.22463768115942029	0.26811594202898553	
Base of all respondents (138)



Massive/big impact	Other	Negative impact on local community (increased crime/ASB)	Information sharing would reduce impacting on ability to address issues	Negative impact of other services (eg Police, Young Addaction, school's pastoral service)	The support provided to young people would be reduced/stopped (negative impact on YP)	2.2727272727272728E-2	2.2727272727272728E-2	0.15909090909090909	0.15909090909090909	0.47727272727272729	0.59090909090909094	
Base of all respondents (44)



Undermine efforts to promote schools and Safer Travel working as a team	Transport companies may adopt unregulated counter measures for managing ASB	Loss of support for parents raising children in rough neighbourhoods	Increased use of school sanctions (fixed term or permanent exclusions)	Increased pressure for closure of safer travel unit	All education providers should contribute to funding the PCSOs	Negative impact on my ability to ensure the safety of students	Increasing complaints to Lancashire County Council	Increasing costs for council services, as increasing ASB means greater council spending	Drivers are not able to manage chronic issues with ASB or H	&	S issues on their bus	No obvious body to complain to about ASB on public transport	Areas/routes with chronic ASB issues, lose their bus service	Safer Travel have powers (e.g. ban from using public transport), we do not have	Loss of official support and counselling to reduce offending among young people	Increased workload for schools	Increased use of private car, instead of public transport	Harder for schools to investigate incidents of ASB on public transport	Increase in direct referrals to the police for issues with ASB on public transport	Negative impact on school and public bus service provision	No impact on me	Negative impact on ability of schools to assist efforts to manage ASB on buses	Increase in ASB on public transport	Other	Parents will lose confidence their children are safe on school buses	Loss of a valuable external resource for schools and/or bus companies	Decrease in pupil/public safety on public transport	6.9444444444444441E-3	6.9444444444444441E-3	6.9444444444444441E-3	6.9444444444444441E-3	6.9444444444444441E-3	6.9444444444444441E-3	2.0833333333333332E-2	2.0833333333333332E-2	2.7777777777777776E-2	2.7777777777777776E-2	3.4722222222222224E-2	3.4722222222222224E-2	6.25E-2	6.25E-2	6.25E-2	6.25E-2	6.25E-2	6.9444444444444448E-2	8.3333333333333329E-2	9.7222222222222224E-2	9.7222222222222224E-2	0.10416666666666667	0.1111111111111111	0.125	0.1388888888888889	0.2361111111111111	
Base of all respondents (144)



It's better to prevent things happening	Couldn't be easily replaced (takes time to build relationships)	Prepared to make a contribution to cost	It will cost in the long run	Keep the posts	Other	Important service	3.8461538461538464E-2	3.8461538461538464E-2	3.8461538461538464E-2	7.6923076923076927E-2	0.15384615384615385	0.26923076923076922	0.5	
Base of all respondents (26)



Contracts do not generate enough revenue to pay for a chaperone, will you pay more?	In December 2002 a school bus crashed killing 1 and injuring 30 near Ystradowen, this service was implemented to prevent similar incidents occurring in Lancashire	No one is accountable, if PCSOs are cut and then problems occur/increase as a result	PCSOs have resolved bullying issues	Cut PCSOs and pupils/parents may choose schools to avoid unsafe bus journeys	Schools have little jurisdiction over what happens on public transport	Employing only 2 PCSOs over such a wide area, seems like deliberate under resourcing	Don't expect parents to take responsibility for their children	All buses should have CCTV and be single deck	Work with transport companies to maintain the service	Working with Safer Travel has allowed us to reduce incidents	Pupils must recognise transport is public, showing respect to contractors and other passengers	Reduce school bus fares and more pupils will use them, generating more revenue to fund PCSOs	If you get rid of PCSOs, what are you going to replace them with?	PCSOs support a formal response to ASB, which parents and pupils respond to	The Safer Travel unit saves LCC money by reducing ASB and vandalism	Safer Travel provide prompt and decisive intervention for reported issues	PCSOs are an integral part of the system my school uses to manage behaviour on public transport	PCSOs provide a proactive solution to ASB on public transport, rather than a reactive response	Bus drivers need the security provided by PCSOs, as well as pupils	Safer Travel unit and PCSOs provide important support for schools	The PCSOs are the last coordinating link between schools, police and transport providers	Cutting PCSOs/Safer Travel is a false economy, a more expensive resource will replace them	The service provided by the PCSOs works well	Other services should be cut before the PCSOs	PCSOs increase public safety, removing them can only make it worse	Other	1.3698630136986301E-2	1.3698630136986301E-2	1.3698630136986301E-2	1.3698630136986301E-2	1.3698630136986301E-2	1.3698630136986301E-2	1.3698630136986301E-2	1.3698630136986301E-2	1.3698630136986301E-2	1.3698630136986301E-2	2.7397260273972601E-2	2.7397260273972601E-2	2.7397260273972601E-2	2.7397260273972601E-2	4.1095890410958902E-2	4.1095890410958902E-2	5.4794520547945202E-2	5.4794520547945202E-2	5.4794520547945202E-2	5.4794520547945202E-2	6.8493150684931503E-2	6.8493150684931503E-2	6.8493150684931503E-2	8.2191780821917804E-2	0.19178082191780821	0.23287671232876711	0.24657534246575341	
Base of all respondents (73)
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