PHC Consortium Risk: C00018 - Procedural Failures in Kent Police Speed Enforcement & Risk Snapshot
Risk ID Category Rlsk.Short B satar Desired C.urre:nt Proposed
/ Element Title Outcome Situation Strategy
C00018 |R8 Procedural Kent Police have issued a Transparency on enforcement SJP Notice received on 07 1. Submit Letter 5 rejecting
0 Political /  |Failures in Kent |Single Justice Procedure policy and a formal response |\, 5405 the SJP process and
Governme |Police Speed Notice (SJP) for an alleged  |to key legal objections raised || o 5 (Response to SJP)  asserting invoice for incurred
i i lated d .
nt E_nforceme_nt & offe_nce of excegdl_ng a ICF; relate C:?"eipotr_l enced prepared and ready for costs.
Single Justice variable speed limit. The ompensation for time an submission on 24 March 2. Document all
Procedure enforcement process has resources expended on 2025, rejecting the process as correspondence and track
been conducted without due  |responding to these legal invalid. responses for a later
process, transparency, or defects, as invoiced. Ongoing assessment of escalation if required.
I.a;/'vfulldjuinflc?tlon, }’ellylng on | what Could Go Wrong? | |potential legal counteraction g DevelopRa b.e?pollfe PHC
intimidation, financia ) ) ; oncerns Register for
or public exposure of
coercion, and flawed legal 1. Proczedlng to cou; without procedural misconduct. ongoing monitoring.
premises. ﬁ{opfr l:e _proce_st_s' ’ ¢ 4. If unresolved, escalate via
Reformation is needed for Jlegl Imadefllmpo'S| Ilon 0 i public channels (legal action,
removal from the proces of ?c&eaiep I!n&thIaIdpt'-:nat_Ies. media, public records
intimidation tactics, lack of ; - en ?'C_f_ CO[: continue request).
due process, financial ob!gn?re &gl ,'”;a € 5. Consider a campaign
exploitation and refusal to 0 thc |on?, Le'n or;:mg a exposing the financial nature
engage in legitimate dialogue. Ea elm _° a .l:rs]e. : uti of speed enforcement
scg z.atlon without resolution, schemes if necessary.
requiring further external
intervention (legal, media,
advocacy group involvement).
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Flawed legal Unjustified financial  \Wrongful financial 4 2 8 £ 3 4 winter, 31May25/ Open | 21Mar25
framework of Kent and legal coercion penalty, legal H-1 2 David
Police enforcement  through the SJP harassment, and C-2 =
practices. process. erosion of due Q-1
process rights. S-1
Mitigating Actions / Response
Actions Action Due | Close
ID Owner Date | Date
| #1 ‘Submit Letter 5 rejecting the SJP process and asserting invoice for incurred costs. \ISV;'\}tigrx ‘ 20May25  Open
#2 ‘Document all correspondence and track responses for a later escalation if required. \Isvaif\‘/tigrx | 20May25  Open
| #3  Develop a bespoke PHC Concerns Register for ongoing monitoring. \ISV;T\}}?: | 20May25  Open
| #4 ‘If unresolved, escalate via public channels (legal action, media, public records request). \ISV;'J}SH | 20May25  Open
| #5 ‘Consider a campaign exposing the financial nature of speed enforcement schemes if necessary. \évgc}gﬂ | 20May25  Open
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