WOODBRIDGE TOWN COUNCIL

Minutes of an on-line Meeting of the TOWN COUNCIL held on TUESDAY 16™ MARCH 2021 at 7pm

Councillors:
Present: S Bale, P Gillard, G Holdcroft, J Jewers, C Mapey, S Miller, E O’Nolan,
S Rawlings, R Sanders, M Sutton, M Sylvester, C Walsh and M Wilks
In Attendance: Locum Town Clerk, Locum Deputy Town Clerk, County Councillor Page (items

941-948 only) and five members of the public

The meeting was preceded with a minute’s silence to mark the death of Sarah Everard

Action

941. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE

Apologies for absence had been received from Councillor Blois and District
Councillor Yule.

942. TO RECEIVE DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

Councillor Sutton declared an interest in item 950 as Director of Woodbridge
Riverside Trust.

Councillor Sylvester declared an interest in item 945, 955 and 955* as a former
resident of Broomheath.

No other Members declared any interests in matters on the agenda.

943. TO CONSIDER REQUEST FOR DISPENSATIONS

There were no requests from Councillors with a Pecuniary Interest in any item on
this Agenda to remain, speak and/or vote during consideration of that item.

944. TO AGREE AND APPROVE THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD 16™ FEBRUARY
2021

The Council agreed and approved the signing of the minutes of the
meeting held 16" February 2021.
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945.

946.

947.

948.

PUBLIC QUESTION TIME

A member of the public enquired why the crown was missing from the roof of the
bandstand and the Locum Town Clerk advised that it had been removed following
vandalism and that until a more secure method of fixing it could be achieved it was
being held safely in the Shire Hall.

Another member of the public commented that whilst in principle they supported
the sale of ice-creams at Broomheath, the area had become very busy and the loss
of a car parking space would increase the on-road parking which was causing
obstructions. The member of the public was also concerned regarding litter which
had already increased during lockdown.

TO NOTE THE RECEIPT OF AWRITTEN REPORT FROM DISTRICT COUNCILLORS MAPEY
AND YULE

There was no written report but Councillor Mapey, in his role as District Councillor,
reported that the Deben Partnership was working with young people on youth
engagement.

TO NOTE THE RECEIPT OF A WRITTEN REPORT FROM COUNTY COUNCILLOR PAGE

The Council noted the receipt of the written report, to which County Councillor Page
added that Suffolk County Council would be supporting her proposal to establish a
database of unpaid family carers.

FOR MEMBERS TO QUESTION THE DISTRICT AND COUNTY COUNCILLORS ON
MATTERS CONTAINED IN THEIR WRITTEN REPORTS

Councillor Mapey was asked whether there was a link between the Deben
Partnership and the Town Council’s Youth Group and he advised that the
Partnership work was concentrated on the rural areas.

County Councillor Page was asked if her report could be updated with the financial
data for the projects and she advised that she would ensure it was before uploading
ittothe internet. County Councillor Page was asked whether the database of unpaid
carers would extend to include child carers and was advised that it was hard to
obtain this information as the children themselves had to self-identify and many did
not.

The Mayor thanked County Councillor Page and both District Councillors for their
financial contributions to the Town Council from their locality budgets.
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949. TO CONSIDER REPORTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FROM COMMITTEES AND SUB-
COMMITTEES

The Council noted the receipt of the following Committee minutes: -

Planning of 16" February and 2" March 2021

Climate and Ecological Emergency of 9™ March 2021

Finance of 23 February 2021

Emergency Response Group of 25" January and 1% February 2021

o 0 T w

950. TO CONSIDER, QUESTION AND AGREE THE FOLLOWING FINANCIAL REPORTS

The Council noted the receipt of and approved the following financial reports: -

a Income to 28th February 2021 £416,039.00

b. Expenditure to 28th February 2021 £319,802.00

C Income and Expenditure against Budget to February 2021

d Bank Reconciliation and Supporting Bank Statements to 28th February
2021 £625,530.05

The Accounts and Payments List for March 2021 £28,746.86

The HSBC Net report for March 2021 £26,307.15

The HSBC Corporate Card report for February 2021 £373.17
Summary of Direct Debit payments to 28th February 2021 - £310.68
Debtors Report to 28th February 2021

TS o

951. TO NOTE THE RECEIPT OF THE INTERIM INTERNAL AUDIT AND AGREE ACTION AS
REQUIRED

The Council noted the receipt of the interim internal audit and that there were no
matters to address.

952. TO CONSIDER WHETHER TO INCREASE THE FINANCIAL UNDERTAKING TO THE
CROWN ESTATES IN RESPECT OF THE COMBINATION AND INTEGRATION OF LEASES
RELATING TO THE LEASE OF THE FORESHORE BY THIS COUNCIL

The Council considered and agreed to increase the financial undertaking to the
Crown Estates by £1,524 in respect of the combination and integration of leases
relating to the lease of the foreshore by this Council.
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953.

954.

955.

956.

955.*

957.

958.

959.

TO RECEIVE AN UPDATE ON MEETINGS IN PERSON POST MAY 2021 AND AGREE TO
CONCENTRATE MEETINGS TO ONE DAY PER WEEK

The Council received an update on meetings in person post May 2021 and agreed
to concentrate meetings to one day per week from 21 June (or a later date if
meeting restrictions are still in place) until 31° October 2021.

TO CONSIDER THE REFURBISHMENT OF THE CONFERENCE CHAIRS AT THE SHIRE
HALL

The Council considered and agreed the refurbishment of the conference chairs at
the Shire Hall at a cost of £2,205.50.

TO AGREE THE APPOINTMENT OF THE HOLDER OF THE LICENCE TO SELL ICE-CREAM

The Council confirmed the Licence contents.

TO AGREE, IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE PUBLIC BODIES (ADMISSIONS TO MEETINGS)
ACT 1960, TO EXCLUDE THE PUBLIC AND PRESS FROM THE FOLLOWING ITEM ON
ACCOUNT OF ITS CONFIDENTIAL NATURE

The Council agreed to exclude the public and press from the following item on
account of its confidential nature.

TO AGREE THE APPOINTMENT OF THE HOLDER OF THE LICENCE TO SELL ICE-CREAM

The Council considered the application and agreed to offer the Licence to Helen
Carter.

TO NOTE THE ASSET REGISTER REPORT

The Council noted and approved the Asset Register report.

TO COMMENT ON THE CONSULTATION ON A PROPOSED PROTECT DUTY

The Council agreed its comments on the consultation on a proposed Protect Duty as
shown in Appendix 1.

TO RECEIVE A VERBAL UPDATE ON THE SIZEWELL C EXAMINATION
PROCESS

Councillor Sanders gave a verbal update explaining that the detailed examinations
in public were unlikely to commence until July.
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960. CLOSURE

The meeting was closed at 8.43pm

Councillor Bale
Chair
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APPENDIX 1

TO COMMENT ON THE CONSULTATION ON A PROPQOSED PROTECT DUTY
The Government is consulting on a proposed Protect Duty, which will affect this Council

as the operator of public parks and open spaces. It will also, if introduced, impact upon
the operation of the Community Hall, as well as other venues and spaces in
Woodbridge.

The consultation ends in July 2021, and the length of time for the consultation reflects
the large number of owners and operators likely to be impacted by the introduction of
a Protect Duty.

The consultation considers how the use of legislation might enhance the protection of
publicly accessible locations across the UK from terrorist attacks and ensure
organisational preparedness.

With some exceptions (e.g. on transport security and for certain sports grounds), there
is no legislative requirement to consider or implement security measures at publicly
accessible locations. However, there are many reasonable and appropriate measures
which can be - and often already are - undertaken by organisations who operate at such
locations. These include:

e Having security plans and procedures to react and respond to different threats which
are understood by all staff and regularly exercised;

e Having simple and freely available training and awareness courses in place as part of
new staff and refresher training programmes; and

e Employing simple security measures (such as door locks, roller shutters) for crime
prevention and anti-social behaviour, which may also be used in response to other
security threats.

Recent years have seen an increase in terrorist attacks in publicly accessible locations,
i.e. locations that people visit, congregate in, or transit through. A defining feature of
such attacks is the targeting of people, whether randomly, or as representatives of
specific groups (e.g. relating to race, religious beliefs, etc).

Any publicly accessible location is a potential target, and it is therefore essential that
the owners and operators of all such locations understand the risks they face and

consider appropriate mitigations.
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The concept of protective security needs to be raised with and introduced to owners
and operators of publicly accessible locations — whether businesses, or other
organisations operating in permanent premises or the organisers of temporary events,
or those with wider interests in public security such as public authorities.

The Government believes it is worth noting that improvements made to security from
a counter-terrorism (CT) perspective are likely to have wider benefits, potentially
reducing other crime and antisocial behaviour. Similarly, existing or new security
measures implemented for other purposes can have a counter-terrorism benefit.

An important tenet of protective security is that it should, wherever possible, utilise
simple, affordable interventions that protect and reassure the public and deter would-
be attackers, with no (or minimal) adverse impact on the site’s operation or people’s
experience.

The proposed Protect Duty could apply in three main areas (but may also apply to other
locations, parties and processes by exception):

1. Public venues (e.g. entertainment and sports venues, tourist attractions, shopping
centres)

2. Large organisations (e.g. retail, or entertainment chains)

3. Public spaces (e.g. public parks, beaches, thoroughfares, bridges, town / city squares
and pedestrianised areas)

There are three proposals for introducing the Public Duty: -

1. The Duty should apply to owners and/or operators of publicly accessible venues
with a capacity of 100 persons or more.

2. The Duty should apply to large organisations (employing 250 staff or more) that
operate at publicly accessible locations.

3. AProtect Duty should be used to improve security considerations and outcomes
at public spaces.

Whilst the first would impact upon the operation of the Community Centre, only the
last proposal has a potential impact on the Town Council.
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The diverse nature of threats and targeting means that where or when an attack will
take place can be predicted. Many of the attacks that have been seen recently, in the
UK and elsewhere, have occurred at public spaces. These are open public locations
which usually have no clear boundaries or well-defined entrance / exit points (e.g. city
centre squares, bridges or busy thoroughfares, parks, and beaches).

These locations are often vulnerable to low sophistication methodologies such as knife
attacks or the use of a vehicle as a weapon. However, it is usually innocent members of
the public who are the target, rather than the location itself. Whilst these types of
attacks are difficult to combat, the Government wants to consider how it can do more
to work with the parties responsible for such locations to consider and achieve
appropriate security measures. This is an issue which was raised in both the
Westminster and London Bridge Inquests, and the Manchester Inquiry.

The Government wants to consider further the questions of how responsibilities for
public spaces could be established, what would be reasonable and appropriate to
expect those responsible for public spaces to do to improve security at such locations,
and the potential role played by legislation in these issues. They recognise that these
are complex issues to resolve and are keen to hear the views of the range of
organisations having ownership or responsibility for such locations. They would like us
to consider whether, and if so how, legislation could be helpful to provide greater clarity
and certainty of the responsibilities and requirements of parties owning and/or
operating at these types of locations, and what security considerations and mitigations
could be undertaken by them to achieve greater public protection. In particular, they
would like to seek the views of landowners, local and public authorities, and others who
might coordinate or lead work to help improve protective security and preparedness at
public spaces.

The questions related to the concept of a Public Duty are shown below with suggested
responses in red:-

1. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement:
Venues and organisations owning, operating or responsible for publicly

accessible locations should take appropriate and proportionate measures to
protect the public from attacks in these locations.

299



Strongly Disagree (SD) — Disagree (D) — Neither Agree nor Disagree (NAND) — Agree (A)
— Strongly Agree (SA)

2. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement:
Venues and organisations owning, operating or responsible for publicly
accessible locations should prepare their staff to respond appropriately in the
event of a terrorist attack to best protect themselves and any members of the
public present.

Strongly Disagree (SD) — Disagree (D) — Neither Agree nor Disagree (NAND) — Agree (A)
— Strongly Agree (SA)

4. We propose that a targeted Protect Duty applies only to certain public venues.
What criteria would best determine which venues a Duty should apply to?

a. Capacity (as currently used in Fire Safety Regulations)
b. Annual revenue

c. Staffing levels

d. Other: (Free text, 100 words max)

[Where 3 is a]

5. We have proposed a venue capacity of 100 persons or more as a threshold. What
capacity level do you think would be appropriate to determine venues in scope
of the Duty?

The capacity should be great enough to exclude most village halls from the
legislation — probably 200(Free text, 100 words max)

[Where 3 is b-d]

6. What threshold would you propose for inclusion in the scope of the Protect Duty
for this criterion?
(Free text, 100 words max)

7. We propose that a requirement to consider security and implement appropriate
mitigations at a venue should fall to the owner and/or operator of the venue. Do
you consider this appropriate?

Y/N
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[If 6=N]

If no, why not:

Venues are hired/used for a multiplicity of purposes, each of which attracts a
different element of risk. The requirement should fall upon the hirer. (Free text,
100 words max)

We propose that where there is a shared organisational responsibility for a
venue, or multiple organisations operating at a venue within scope, the parties
would have to work together to meet the requirements. Do you consider this is
appropriate?

Y/N

[If 8 =N]

10.

10.

11

If no, why not:
(Free text, 100 words max)

We propose that a Protect Duty would also apply to certain organisations
operating at publicly accessible locations. If an organisation’s size were a
criterion for its inclusion in the scope of the Duty, what would be an appropriate
threshold? [select all that apply]

a. All organisations

b. Micro (1-9 employees)

c. Small (10-49 employees)

d. Medium (50-249 employees)

e. Large (250+ employees)

f. Other: 100 customer-focused staff, to include volunteers and contractors in
that number. Do not count backroom staff (admin/finance/HR etc) in that
number, but do include front of house catering. (Free text, 100 words max)

[Linked to Question 10]

What is your reasoning for this answer?
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

The number of customer-focused staff reflects the likely footfall of customers
(i.e. the number of public likely to be on site) (Free text, 100 words max)

We have proposed a Protect Duty would apply to organisations with 250 or more
employees. Is it clear as to whether your organisation falls within this criteria?
Y/N

[If 12 = N]

If no, why not?
(Free text, 100 words max)

Are you clear about whether your organisation falls within the scope of the
definition of a ‘publicly accessible location’ (a place to which the public or any
section of the public has access, on payment or otherwise, as of right or by virtue
of express or implied permission)?

Y/N

[If 14 is N]

If no, why not?
(Free text, 100 words max)

Referring to Annex 1, do you consider that there should be other exemptions
from a Protect Duty?
Y/N

[if 16 is Y]

If so what or who and why?
(Free text, 200 words max)

Are there any other issues regarding who legislation should apply to that you
would like to offer views on?
(Free text, 200 words max)

Public Open Spaces
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This section of the consultation considers the potential for specific requirements under
a Protect Duty to improve security at open public spaces. Section 1 raised the issue of
parties with an interest in the mitigation of attacks at public spaces, including
landowners, local and some public authorities, and other organisations who are
responsible for or who operate at such locations. There are already a range of ongoing
efforts to provide security advice and guidance to these parties. This includes
awareness raising and training courses, such as the Action Counters Terrorism (ACT)
and See Check and Notify (SCaN) modules delivered by Counter Terrorism Policing,
which aim to improve organisational and individual awareness, planning and processes
for what to do in the event of an attack.

The Government would like to understand what mechanisms are already being used to
consider and mitigate terrorism threats, whether more could be achieved through
them, and the potential for utilising them, or by establishing new requirements to
discharge a Protect Duty at public spaces.

Many local, and other public authorities (such as Highways Agencies) are already
fulfilling a range of functions within their jurisdictions to consider aspects of crime
prevention, public safety, and security. These mechanisms include:

e CONTEST and Protect Boards;

e Community Safety Partnerships;

e Licensing for sports grounds safety;

* Planning processes;

¢ Local Resilience Forums;

e Safety Advisory Groups (for events);

* Business Improvement Districts (which can be set up by Local Authorities, businesses
or individuals to benefit local businesses);

¢ Licensing Committees (for the sale and supply of alcohol, the provision of late-night
entertainment and refreshment); and

* Health and Safety, fire safety and building control processes.

However, there are limitations of these mechanisms in the context of the proposed
Duty: most are not designed to achieve security outcomes; and some are not a
legislative requirement, which means that they are able to mitigate threats to varying
degrees, and it is hard to have assurance of the level of public protection which is
achieved. This is not a criticism of authorities, merely a reflection of the current lack of
a dedicated legislative security requirement.
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In these and other areas, local and public authorities already play a vital role in
convening interested parties from across their areas, to discuss issues of shared
concern, and to work together to help resolve and mitigate risks, including criminal acts.
From previous discussions with local authorities, it is clear that different authorities are
using different mechanisms in different ways to consider security risks and implement
appropriate mitigating measures. The Government would like to seek views on whether
existing mechanisms (for example those listed above) could be used, or adapted, to
bring about more effective security outcomes.

In addition, security outcomes could potentially be improved by organisations
responsible for, or operating at public spaces, working with partners (e.g. police) to
ensure there is a better understanding of:

e Threat;

» Attack methodologies;

* Processes by which organisations can assess and manage risk; and
e Simple security measures and processes

The Government would like to consider cost effective means by which such efforts
could become more commonplace and co-ordinated, such as through local business
groups and other existing mechanisms (e.g. Business Improvement Districts).

Security outcomes could also be more fundamentally improved through a requirement
for local/authorities and other relevant local partners to consider security risks and
implement appropriate mitigations for public spaces. Requirements could include:

* Developing local, strategic plans to mitigate the risks and impacts of terrorism;

* Implementing proportionate measures through relevant systems, processes and
functions to improve public safety and security;

e Establishing clear roles and responsibilities for local partners; and

e Working with key partners (e.g. police) to consider how a security plan would operate
in priority local areas.

It is recognised that achieving effective security outcomes at public spaces will usually
be achieved through partnership working by multiple organisations who own or
operate at such locations. Achieving protective security and preparedness outcomes
will usually not be the responsibility of one organisation. There would also need to be
coherence between public space requirements and those for venues and organisations
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within Protect Duty thresholds. These are difficult issues which will require further
consideration through the consultation process.

As for the proposed requirements for venues and organisations, Government would
need to support local partners in considerations of mitigations for public spaces, for
example by providing guidance to enable them to better understand threat
methodologies, assess risks, and understand the range of security measures available
to mitigate these. Given the complexity of public spaces, there may be a need to
consider how bespoke support and expertise could be provided. What is required to
support organisations to discharge the Protect Duty is considered further in the
consultation.

The questions related to the current assessment and management of terrorism risk are
shown below with suggested responses in red: -

19.  Does your organisation currently undertake a risk assessment for terrorism?
Y/N

[Linked to Question 19]

20 Is this process undertaken by an in-house or an externally appointed individual?
In house/External

[Where 19 =]

21.  When you do undertake a terrorism risk assessment, how many working days a
year do you estimate your organisation typically spend on this task? (Where this
is undertaken by multiple staff, please include total days spent by all staff)?

(Free text, 100 words max)

22.  How frequently does your organisation typically review this risk assessment?
a. Multiple times per year
b. Around once per year
c. Around once every 2 years
d. Around once every 3 or more years
e. Other (please specify)
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23.

24.

25.

What mitigations against terrorism risks does your organisation currently
undertake (select all that apply)?

a. Well defined organisational security protocols and procedures, including for
response to terrorist attack.

b. Measures are in place to spot and disrupt hostile reconnaissance.

c. Work to ensure security behaviours are adopted by the workforce.

d. Personnel security policies and procedures consider security risks.

e. Site/location vulnerabilities (to terrorist threats) and appropriate physical
mitigations are considered.

f. Evacuation, invacuation, lockdown procedures are in place and are understood
and exercised by staff.

g. Staff training is undertaken to raise awareness of the threat and what to do.
h. Business continuity procedures or app (e.g. Action Counters Terrorism app)
include information on how to respond to attacks.

i. Liaison with police or other resource (e.g. security consultant) on threats and
appropriate security measures.

j. Involved in local security initiatives.

k. Other (Free text, 100 words max).

How much money does your organisation typically spend on new or revised
security measures or processes that would mitigate against terrorist risks in one
financial year?

fzero__ (Free text, 100 words max)

What are the existing activities and mechanisms which you consider result in the
best protective security and organisational preparedness outcomes at public
spaces (select all that apply)?

a. Communications campaigns e.g. Action Counters Terrorism and See It, Say |t,
Sorted.

b. Staff awareness raising and training courses.

c. Advice and guidance products and tools.

d. Local authority mechanisms and processes.

e. Other The current local threat assessment (Free text, 100 words max).
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26.

27.

What are the existing local authority functions which currently result in the best
protective security and organisational preparedness outcomes at public spaces
(select all that apply)?

a. CONTEST and Protect Boards.

b. Community Safety Partnerships.

c. Licensing for sports grounds safety.

d. Planning processes.

e. Local Resilience Forums.

f. Safety Advisory Groups (for events).

g. Business Improvement Districts (which can be set up by Local Authorities,
businesses or individuals to benefit local businesses).

h. Licensing Committees (for the sale and supply of alcohol, the provision of late-
night entertainment and refreshment).

i. Health and Safety, fire safety and building control processes.

j. Other None of the above can guarantee that the requirement in any licence is
complied with or interpreted. (Free text, 100 words max).

What are the existing local authority functions which have the potential to result
in the best protective security and organisational preparedness outcomes at
public spaces (select all that apply)?

a. CONTEST and Protect Boards.

b. Community Safety Partnerships.

c. Licensing for sports grounds safety.

d. Planning processes.

e. Local Resilience Forums.

f. Safety Advisory Groups (for events).

g. Business Improvement Districts (which can be set up by Local Authorities,
businesses or individuals to benefit local businesses).

h. Licensing Committees (for the sale and supply of alcohol, the provision of late-
night entertainment and refreshment).

i. Health and Safety, fire safety and building control processes.

j. Other (Free text, 100 words max).

[Linked to Question 27]
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28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

For your preferred option/s what would be required to improve or support
this/these to realise more effective security outcomes?

More enforcement officers (Free text, 100 words max)

How could organisations who work at public spaces be encouraged or required
to engage with partner organisations (e.g. police) to ensure there is a better
understanding of terrorist threat, the management of risk and mitigating
measures?

There should be dedicated Police Event Officers, who not only provide pre-event
intelligence but are visible on site (Free text, 100 words max)

What are your views on a potential legislative requirement for local authorities
(and relevant public authorities such as Highways Agencies) and other relevant
local partners to develop a strategic plan to combat terrorism, to ensure public
security, through partnership working?

Such plans will only serve to aid those who wish to circumvent them. This
guestion ignores the owners of public spaces, who may not be resourced either
to contribute to the plan or work within it. (Free text, 100 words max)

[Linked to Question 30]

What in your view would be the key components of such a legislative provision
and associated guidance?

Funding to support the implementation of any plan___ (Free text, 100 words

max)

[Linked to Question 30]

What organisation/s could play a leading role in bringing together and convening
such partnerships?

The Police as they have responsibility for law enforcement (Free text, 100
words max)
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33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

[Linked to Question 30]

What requirements to improve protective security and preparedness could be
realistically achieved by such partnerships?

Depends upon the funding available (Free text, 100 words max)

Do you have any additional proposals to put forward which could improve
security at public spaces?

Share more widely, and regularly, the known local threat level and likely type of
attack (Free text, 100 words max)

Where there is an existing legislative requirement for security (e.g. at certain
sports grounds and transport sites, or in future those organisations and venues
subject to a Protect Duty), is it reasonable to require relevant organisations (for
example those surrounding the site) to work in partnership to achieve security
outcomes?

This is an unreasonable suggestion. Many sites are long-established and it is
unrealistic to impose upon their neighbours a legal requirement to work in
partnership. (Free text, 100 words max)

Where there is currently Government security guidance (e.g. bus and coach
operators and commercial ports and UK flagged ships) would it be appropriate
for this guidance to be become legislative guidance under the Protect Duty to
achieve greater certainty on security considerations and outcomes?

Yes, provided there is no watering down of the existing requirements
(Free text, 100 words max)

Where Government has published security guidance (e.g. bus and coach
operators and commercial ports and UK flagged ships) or put in place voluntary
schemes for products that could be used as weapons, would it be reasonable for
businesses and other operators responsible to be mandated to follow that
guidance under a Protect Duty?

Yes (Free text, 100 words max)
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To what extent do you agree with the following statement:

38.

39.

40.

41.

Compliance with a Protect Duty would require greater effort (e.g. time, staff
resource) than compliance for comparable legal and other obligations (e.g. fire
safety, health and safety, Licensing Act 2003 guidance, licensing for sports
grounds, Safety Advisory Groups)?

Strongly Disagree (SD) — Disagree (D) — Neither Agree nor Disagree (NAND) —
Agree (A) — Strongly Agree (SA)

How do you think these new requirements/mitigations will affect:
a. Number of customers/visitors visiting venues in scope of the duty?

(not at all, increase, decrease)

b. The public’s perception of the terrorist threat? (not at all, increase, decrease)
c. Vigilance of the workforce/use of good security behaviours by staff? (not at
all, increase, decrease)

Annex 3 (see below) sets out the anticipated costs and benefits of intervention
in the form of a Protect Duty. Please provide any comments you have on this
Annex.

There is a disproportional cost for owners of smaller capacity venues
(Free text, 100 words max).

Are there any other issues regarding what parties within the scope of a Protect
Duty should be required to do that you would like to offer views on?
(Free text, 200 words max).

Section 3: How should compliance work?

Others subject to a Duty (such as the Town Council)
Compliance requirements for these parties will be dependent on the outcome of

discussions to determine what would constitute appropriate legislative requirements

in these areas. The Government will continue to develop thinking and options on this

310



issue further to engagement with relevant stakeholders as part of the consultation
process.

Inspection and enforcement

The Government consider that an inspection regime would be required to provide the
necessary assurance that those within scope of a Protect Duty are meeting its
requirements, yet are keen to develop a light touch inspection regime, and will consider
whether, and how far compliance could be assessed remotely and or through
appropriate third-party agencies. They envisage that an inspection regime would use
evidence-based risk assessments and other proportionate means to determine how
and where inspections take place. This would take in to account the specific nature of
the threat, as well as information regarding levels of compliance and concern.
Inspections would offer an opportunity to provide specific support and advice to venues
and organisations to help them improve their protection and preparedness, before any
further action was considered. Wherever possible, the Government would want to
encourage compliance with the Duty through incentives and a range of available
support.

Further work is taking place to identify the most appropriate and cost-effective delivery
authority and mechanisms for carrying out inspections. Consideration is also ongoing
as to what powers should be given to inspectors to enable them to effectively assess
compliance where necessary.

As detailed above, a key objective of the Duty is to encourage the development of an
improved security culture, but to ensure that improvements are made, the Duty must
be robust enough to hold those within its scope to account if required. The Government
therefore propose that a proportionate enforcement model is developed where there
are issues of non-compliance.

They envisage the development of an enforcement model which gives inspectors the
capacity to provide advice and guidance on risk assessment and appropriate mitigations
for organisations within scope of the duty; where these were considered insufficient,
inspectors could request necessary improvements were made. If these were not taken
forward, further steps could include notices of deficiency and enforcement action.

Given the severe impacts that could occur as a result of a breach of the proposed Duty,
the Government proposes that a new offence is created for non-compliant
organisations who persistently fail to take reasonable steps to reduce the potential
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impact of attacks. They propose that an enforcement regime is developed, with

penalties primarily based on civil sanctions (such as fines) for organisations in breach of

the Duty. They consider this is an appropriate framework for a regime that is seeking to

encourage more effective organisational security cultures, than a system of criminal

sanctions which could result in persons responsible for security at venues and

organisations being imprisoned.

Further work will take place to develop detailed options for an enforcement model,

relevant offences, and an associated penalties framework.

Questions

42.

43.

44,

How can an inspection regime best be used to support improvements to security

culture and practices?

Only if adequately resourced. Local authorities are not currently resourced to

visit every licensed premises annually, and here is another duty being imposed.
(Free text, 100 words max).

What are your views on the use of civil penalties (fines) for organisations who
persistently fail to take reasonable steps to reduce the potential impact of

attacks associated with ensuring compliance with a Protect Duty?

It would be impossible to succeed in a successful prosecution if the attack was
conducted in a new or unexpected manner (Free text, 100 words max).

Do you have any other comments regarding how a compliance regime
(inspection and enforcement) could operate?

No (Free text, 200 words

Section 4: How should government best support and work with partners?

Government currently undertakes significant efforts to ensure parties responsible for

publicly accessible locations can be appropriately advised on:

e Understanding the terrorist threat and attack methodologies;

What constitutes appropriate and proportionate protective security and

prepa redness measures;

312



e Understanding the importance of vigilance, the reporting of suspicious behaviour or
activity, and what constitutes appropriate action to be taken following a terrorist attack;
and

e How to plan and prepare for possible terrorist attacks, for example through staff
training and awareness raising and the testing and exercising of emergency procedures.

There are a variety of mechanisms to provide this advice and guidance. These include:
e Engagement by Counter Terrorism Security Advisers (‘CTSAs’) who provide bespoke
advice to site owners and operators, local authorities and others;

» Targeted awareness-raising sessions and training courses delivered by NaCTSO, CTSAs
and Counter Terrorism Awareness Advisers to managers, front of house and other staff
at publicly accessible locations;

e Engagement with representatives of leading sectors (e.g. sports grounds, shopping
centres, entertainment centres), member associations and organisations who own or
are responsible or operate at publicly accessible locations;

» Advice provided to local authorities, planners, developers and architects by CTSAs,
the Centre for the Protection of National Infrastructure (CPNI), and by the Ministry of
Housing, Communities and Local Government through the National Planning Policy
Framework and associated Guidance, designed to ensure that proportionate security
measures are considered for appropriate new builds and refurbishments;

e Online advice and guidance regularly reviewed and updated, for responsible parties
from Counter Terrorism Policing and CPNI; and

e Targeted communications to stakeholders and the public from Counter Terrorism
Policing.

They have also been developing new mechanisms to increase the range of our
engagement and to develop tools and products tailored to the needs of users, including:
* A new, freely available digital service where security content, advice and training can
be accessed through one platform (due to launch in 2021);

e Sectoral and regional engagement days (Action Counters Terrorism Corporate)
initiated by Counter Terrorism Policing to provide advice and guidance to sectoral and
regional groupings of responsible stakeholders;

e New and revised training and awareness products for managers, front of house and
other staff at publicly accessible locations;

e An e-learning awareness training programme (covering spotting the signs of
suspicious behaviour and what to do if an attack should take place) freely available to
all;

313



e An Action Counters Terrorism (ACT) app (launched in March 2020) providing easy
access to a range of stakeholder advice and guidance, tools and products;

e A range of regularly revised and new advice and guidance provided by Counter
Terrorism Policing and CPNI; and

e More extensive communications regarding threat, methodologies and mitigating
measures by Counter Terrorism Policing to businesses and the public.

However, they are conscious that take up is voluntary, and research has shown that
those responsible for publicly accessible locations are not always aware of these tools.
As such, if a Protect Duty is developed, efforts to support organisations within scope of
the Duty will need to be enhanced. Dedicated advice and guidance could include:

e Easy to understand information regarding threat and attack methodologies;

* Advice on understanding risk assessment and managing risks;

e QOutlining the considerations and tools which allow for mitigating threats through
systems and processes; and

* Detailed guidance on protective security and preparedness mitigations.

Supporting guidance will need to reflect clear and simple advice for a wide range of

users (in terms of organisation size, type / business, and security expertise).

Questions

45. Do you currently access Government advice (primarily from Counter Terrorism
Policing and the Centre for the Protection of National Infrastructure) regarding
threat, protective security and preparedness?
Y/N

[If 45 = Y]

46.  What, if anything, do you find most valuable in current advice and guidance?
(Free text, 100 words max).

[If 45=N]

47.  Why do you not currently access this advice and guidance?

a. | did not know it existed.
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48.

49.

b. | do not think | need to address the threat.

c. | do not have the time to access this.

d. It is too confusing to find what | want.

e. Other It is both (a) and (b). We did not know it existed and as managers of
small public parks in a rural market town do not believe the threat is
substantial _ (Free text, 100 words max).

What would you find most useful to help you to comply with a Protect Duty
(select all that apply)?

a. A single, digital service where you could access relevant material, advice and
training in one place.

b. Easy to digest information regarding threat and attack methodologies.

c. Arisk assessment template.

d. Information on undertaking a risk assessment for terrorism threats.

e. Advice relating to protective security mitigations.

f. Advice relating to personnel and people security.

g. Advice relating to how an organisation can prepare for terrorism attack.

h. Advice on what constitutes reasonably practicable and appropriate
mitigations appropriate for my circumstances.

i. Development of product certifications or standards for aspects of the
approach.

j. Staff training and awareness courses.

k. E-learning products.

l. An App.

m. A sector meeting where | can talk about the Duty with experts and other
similar organisations.

n. A local meeting where | can talk about the Duty with experts and other similar
organisations.

0. Other: _Government funding___ (Free text, 100 words max)

Counter-Terrorism Policing are working with Government and the Private Sector
to design a digital service to provide access to relevant counter-terrorism
material, advice and training in one place for organisations operating in publicly
accessible locations. Do you anticipate that you would access counter terrorism
information through this service if it were available to you?

Y/N

315



50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

[If 49 = N]

Why not?
(Free text, 100 words max).

[If 49 = Y]

What would you most likely use this kind of service for (tick all that apply)?

a. To get general updates on how the terrorism risk is changing.

b. To support business planning activities.

c. To understand what risk management activities you need to do.
d. To access CT training.

e. To connect with other organisations to discuss counter terrorism.
f. To understand what to do after an incident.

g. Reporting of suspected terrorist activity/concerns.

Do you have any further comments or suggestions for how you might like to
access counter-terrorism information and work with local partners on counter-
terrorism issues in the future?

(Free text, 100 words max).

What role should local business partnerships (such as Business Improvement
Districts, Local Enterprise partnerships, etc.) have in supporting organisations
and venues to deliver improved security?

(Free text, 100 words max).

Working with others, what could the Government best do to incentivise
improved security practices?

Discounted insurance cover for terrorism for venues/public spaces meeting
certain criteria (Free text, 100 words max).

To support the provision of high-quality advice and guidance from private sector
security professionals providing counter terrorism security advice, Government
should consider (tick all that apply).
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56.

57.

58.

a. Government supported standards for Counter Terrorism (CT) risk assessments
and advice.

b. Qualifications / Accredited training for individual professionals

c. Government supported ‘approved contractors’ scheme’.

d. Regulation of CT consultants.

e. None.

f.Other __ (Free text, 100 words max).

g. |l don’t know.

What advice and support would be required for organisations and venues within
the scope of Protect Duty?

Financial, especially for the smaller venues (Free text, 100 words max).

Given the complexity of public spaces, and the potential need for partnership
working to achieve effective ways of working leading to improvements in
protective security and preparedness, what additional bespoke support and
expertise could be provided?

(Free text, 100 words max).

Do you have any other proposals on what Government could do to support
partners in the delivery of a Protect Duty?

(Free text, 200 words max).
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Annex 3 - What types of cost and benefits are expected?

Should the avidence gained from the consultation support further interwention or change,
then detaibed proposats will be set out in full at 3 later date, supported as requirsd by 3
Reguiatony Impact Assessment and analysis of the expected effects. At this stage costs
and benefits will be identified and assessed for the prmany options, draweng on the
infommation gained throwgh the consulation.

The expectaiion is that the cument situation will be used as the basefine or counterfacheal .
The Horme Office will se=k to measure the marginal change in costs andior bensfits arising
from any change to the cument recommendations. Direct. indirect and wider efects will be
considensd. The assessment will also examine risks, any unintended consequences and

ary potential impacts on specific groups. Both guantitatve and qualitative evidenics will be

s,

The following costs and benefits of further intervention may be seen:

Stakeholder .

aroup Paotential benefits

Crganisalions | Reduced fisk 0 organisabons Som disrupton (Arect and ndired)

AT calsad by teonst nckdents

operating Reduced Impact of temonst Incidents on organisations (e.g. reduced

Puslicsy property Samage COGs)

Arcessibie Improved reassurancefaeling of safely among empioyees/ volNIZErs

Locallong from Ingreased considerations of security from iemonst fireats and

{Inciuding mitigating measures

Businesees, Poianial for Incregsed revenue for secuity providers

publicly owned | potangal for raguced INSUrANce premium for businesses that

and Tird sl | mplement mitigating measures
Vider beneis of a percelved reducion In nsk (2.9 ncreased
visiirsTevenua)
Dependent on Me nabure of the Guy, QReaier Conesion between
EMENQENCY BEMVICEE, 103l authorifes and businesses

Sockely Improved vigiance, securfly MeasUes, SYSIEMS and processes, have
the potential to disnagt, defer or detect bemonst Incldents
Reuced IMpact of 1Emonst INCOSNES (2. IS of e, njury,
pEyChoiogical Impact)
Wider pengits of achual and percetved reduciion In fsk (e.g. Increased
visOrsTEvanue)
Imoroved reassLranceraeling of sately 10 MEMDers of the puolic
Spill Dver efecis O SECUNTy Measures belng benencial In deteming or
regucing other high Rarms or Sms of cime

Stakeholder .

group Potential costs

Crganisalions | Famillanisation ime with changes 1o Me Protec DUty s requirements

caming / Cost of undertaling risk assessmeants

aoerating Cost of developing and updating aclion plans

Members are to consider the suggested responses and agree their comments.
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