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Summary 

The Police, Crime, Sentencing and Courts Act received Royal Assent on 28 April. 
The Act makes provision for the protection and wellbeing of police and other 
emergency workers and grants the police further powers to address crime and 
disorder, among other wide-ranging provisions. During its passage through 
Parliament, the Act encountered controversy directed at its public order 
provisions in Part 3, which strengthen police powers to restrict public processions 
and assemblies, and which led to so-called ‘Kill the Bill’ protests.  

In the latter stages of consideration of the Bill, known as ‘Ping Pong’, a 
Government amendment was passed to include in the Act provision repealing 
the Vagrancy Act 1824, which made rough sleeping and begging criminal 
offences in England and Wales. The repeal will not come into force for up to 18 
months, after replacement legislation is passed. 

Recommendation 

Members are asked to note the contents of this report. 

Main Report 

Parliamentary proceedings 

1. The Act was introduced in the House of Commons in March 2021 and was then 
“carried over” into the next Parliamentary Session. There was fierce opposition to 
the public order provisions in Part 3 of the Act, with several unsuccessful attempts 
to expunge Part 3 wholly or partly from the Bill. In a lengthy ping-pong between the 
Houses, peers rejected some of the public order provisions three times before 
capitulating to MPs’ insistence. The Act received Royal Assent at the prorogation 
of Parliament on 28 April. 



 

 

Commencement  

2. Some provisions, such as the public order provisions, will come into force through 
secondary legislation. Some provisions came into force on Royal Assent on 28 
April, while others will come into force two months after Royal Assent. 

The Aims of the Act 

3. The stated purposes of the Act are to: 

a) protect the police and other emergency workers and enhance the wellbeing 
of police officers and staff;  

b) protect the public by giving the police the tools needed to address crime 
and disorder, and by addressing the root causes of serious violent crime 
using multi-agency approaches to prevention;  

c) ensure that the most serious violent and sexual offenders spend time in 
prison that matches the severity of their crimes, protects victims and gives 
the public confidence;  

d) address repeat and prolific offenders through robust community sentences 
which punish and also address offenders’ needs; and  

e) modernise the delivery of criminal justice by overhauling existing court 
processes to provide better services for all court users. 

Content of the Act 

4. Parts 1, 2 and 3 of the Act may be of particular interest to the Board. 

5. Part 1 contains measures aimed at protecting the police and other emergency 
workers, for example by doubling the maximum penalty for assault on emergency 
workers from 12 months to two years. Part 1 also places a duty on the Secretary 
of State to publish an annual report on progress against the delivery of the Police 
Covenant. 

6. Part 2 contains measures to prevent, investigate and prosecute crime. This 
includes a duty on authorities (including local authorities and chief officers of 
police, including the Common Council acting as local authority for the City and the 
Commissioner) to collaborate with each other to prevent and reduce serious 
violence. This part of the Act also strengthens the courts’ sentencing powers in 
relation to criminal damage to memorials, and makes provision for the extraction 
of information from digital devices for the purposes of the prevention, detection, 
investigation or prosecution of crime, safeguarding purposes and the purposes of 
investigating deaths. 

7. Part 3 strengthens police powers to address non-violent protests. This includes 
provisions to extend the powers to place conditions on public processions and 
assemblies; amend the offence relating to the breaching of conditions placed on a 
public procession or assembly; replace the common law offence of public nuisance 
with a new statutory offence; and amend the legal framework designed to prevent 



 

 

disruptive activities in the vicinity of the Palace of Westminster to ensure vehicular 
access to Parliament. 

Public order provisions 

8. Part 3 of the Act: 

a) Amends the Public Order Act 1986 to broaden the range of circumstances 
in which the police can impose conditions on protests, including where the 
noise of the protest causes “intimidation or harassment” or “alarm or 
distress”.  
 

b) Amends the Police Reform and Social Responsibility Act 2011 to expand 
the ‘controlled area’ around Parliament where certain protest activities are 
prohibited. It would also add obstructing access to the parliamentary estate 
to the activities prohibited in the controlled area. 
 

c) Abolishes the common law offence of public nuisance and replaces it with 
the statutory offence of ‘intentionally or recklessly causing public nuisance’. 

Parliamentary responses to the public order provisions 

9. As previously reported to the Board, there were numerous attempts, both in the 
Commons and the Lords, to remove Part 3 entirely or partly from the Act. Some 
parliamentarians opposed the principle behind the proposed police powers to 
place conditions on public processions and assemblies, arguing that this struck the 
wrong balance and threatened freedom of speech. There were also concerns that 
the terminology used in the provisions would “put police officers on the front line in 
the impossible situation of deciding when a protest is too noisy…”, with several 
parliamentarians objecting to the language as “vague” and “imprecise”. 

10. Home Office Minister Baroness Williams of Trafford argued that the provisions 
sought a “modest reset” of the “balance between the rights of protesters to exercise 
their freedom of speech and assembly… and the rights of non-protestors who 
might be adversely affected by a protest.” She argued that it is “completely 
unacceptable that a small minority of protestors can, through the use of 
amplification equipment or other means, impose disruption and misery upon the 
public through the excessive noise they generate.” The Minister assured peers that 
the Government “expect the vast majority of protests to be unaffected by these 
provisions. It is exceptional for the police to attach any conditions to a protest, and 
that will not change.”  

11. In response to concerns about the language of the Act, during ping-pong the 
Government removed “serious unease” as a trigger for the police power to attach 
noise-related conditions to protests. Crime and Policing Minister Kit Malthouse 
argued that the other terms used, such as “alarm” and “distress”, were 
“precedented and well understood by the police and courts,” and assured MPs that 
the Government “do not believe there is room for misinterpretation.” He said the 
provisions created “proportionate” and “modest” powers, which gave the police 
powers to strike the appropriate balance appropriate. He felt it was “entirely 
reasonable” that the police should be able to impose conditions when faced with 
“a prolonged protest in, for example, a residential or commercial area, where the 



 

 

level of noise is such as to amount to intimidation or harassment, or is causing 
alarm or distress.” 

Repeal of the Vagrancy Act 1824 

12. During ping-pong, a Government amendment was passed to include in the Act 
provision repealing the Vagrancy Act 1824, which made rough sleeping and 
begging criminal offences in England and Wales. The Government’s amendment 
was tabled in lieu of an amendment passed in the Lords, tabled by Lord Best 
(Crossbench). The Government opposed the Lords amendment because it 
included provision on the exercise of police powers to tackle rough sleeping and 
begging under the Anti-social Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act 2014.  

13. The Government amendment represented an about-turn; earlier during 
consideration of the Bill, the Government had argued that “an outright repeal of the 
Vagrancy Act might leave a gap” and was “premature”. Ministers assured 
parliamentarians that “once the necessary work has been concluded, the 
Government are committed to repealing the outdated Act and replacing it with 
much more modern, fit-for-purpose legislation when parliamentary time allows.” 
The Government were pressured to address the issue more urgently by the 
passing of Lord Best’s amendment. In announcing the Government amendment, 
Home Office Minister Kit Malthouse paid tribute to the campaign run by Nickie 
Aiken (Conservative), the MP for the Cities of London and Westminster, among 
others. The Corporation had engaged in this aspect of the Bill. 

14. While the Government amendment provides for the Vagrancy Act to be repealed 
in full in England and Wales, the Government have stated they intend to enact 
replacement legislation in the new Parliamentary Session before bringing the 
repeal of the 1824 Act into force. They will therefore delay commencement of the 
repeal for up to 18 months. The Minister assured the House that, in the meantime, 
the Government will “publish a bold new strategy to end rough sleeping,” setting 
out “how we will ensure that rough sleeping is prevented in the first instance and 
is effectively responded to in the rare cases where it does occur, and that our police 
have the ability to intervene where needed and keep everybody safe, including the 
person at issue.” 

15. Nickie Aiken told the House that the Cities of London and Westminster have the 
largest number of rough sleepers in the United Kingdom. In response to concerns 
that the repeal would hinder the police’s ability to deal with aggressive begging, 
she argued that other more recent legislation is relied on by the police “in the 
majority of cases”. She told MPs that “arrests and prosecutions under the 
Vagrancy Act have plummeted since 2014,” and that, “from the conversations I 
have had with the Met and the City of London Police, I believe alternative powers 
to deal with aggressive begging are already available.” Aiken added that she was 
“a pragmatist,” and therefore accepted the Government’s position of “seeking a 
thorough and comprehensive review,” but she asked the Minister to “ensure that 
that is done quickly and concisely”, arguing that 18 months was too long a period. 

Conclusion 

16. As noted above, the repeal of the Vagrancy Act 1824 will be delayed for up to 18 
months and will not come into force until replacement legislation is passed. The 



 

 

public order provisions will come into force through secondary legislation which is 
yet to be published. 
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