
Meeting with SYP Officers to Discuss Police Tactics 
22 February 2018, Snig Hill Police Station, Sheffield 

 
The meeting was requested by PC Rick Revitt, SYP Liason Officer who has been present 
and many tree campaign events. His main responsibilities are to deal with anti-fracking 
campaign events where similar issues arise. 
 
Two other Officers took part 
PC Mark Roxborough 
Tactical Advisor who has been involved in planning for future Tree Felling incidents 
PC Phil Reed 
Police trainer who works on preparing officers for dealing with different kinds of events, 
including protests. 
 
11 Tree campaign supporters were present, representing various local campaign groups 
including Nether Edge, Gleadless Valley, Millhouses, Dore, Totley and Bradway, Rivelin 
Valley, Greenhill and Crookes. 
 
We had a friendly and open discussion in which a great many issues were aired. Our 
general impression was that the police were very keen to give us full information and follow a 
‘No Surprises’ approach where we knew what they had planned and the various scenarios 
that they had envisaged. 
 
They confirmed that Amey would be back on the streets to fell trees very soon and 
mentioned the parking restriction signs as an indication of that. They would not discuss 
dates or locations of planned fellings. 
 
They explained how they sought to balance the prevention of crime with people’s rights 
under the European Convention on Human Rights, so a degree of criminality may be 
tolerated in order to allow the right of assembly and protest, eg in allowing obstruction of the 
highway for a limited period. 
 
Legal Background 
 
Their legal starting point in relation to tree protests is Justice Males’ injunction 
Judgement. While the injunction itself is a civil matter and not relevant to the police, some 
rulings in the judgement, concerning criminal law,are relevant and form a basis for police 
action. 
 
In particular Justice Males stated (para 63 of the judgement) that the tree felling work: 

...forms part of the council’s highway maintenance programme and as such 
constitutes the lawful exercise by the council of its statutory powers and duties under 
the Highways Act 1980. It is for the council as the highway authority to determine 
how highway maintenance should be carried out. 



 
So the Council may decide whether felling a tree is highway maintenance and having made 
that decision, they have a responsibility under the Highways Act to carry out the tree felling 
work. Any person who obstructs them in doing that work may be in breach of Section 303 of 
the Highways Act which says: 

A person who wilfully obstructs any person acting in the execution of this Act or any 
byelaw or order made under it is, in any case for which no other provision is made by 
this Act, guilty of an offence and liable to a fine not exceeding [level 1 on the 
standard scale]; and if the offence is continued after conviction, he is guilty of a 
further offence and liable to a fine not exceeding £5 for each day on which the 
offence is so continued. 

 
That is the basis of the use of ‘reasonable force’ by Amey’s SIA-registered Security 
Guards (SIA) and it is the basis for the Police to intervene. While S303 is not an arrestable 
offence, persistent breaches of S303 may lead the Police to remove people from a site by 
arresting them or using other powers (more on those powers below). 
 
(It’s clear from this that SCC are ‘marking their own homework’ and when they say absurd 
things such as tree roots being dangerous to cyclists or cars they are doing it to invoke the 
Highways Act and create a justification for felling, even if what they say is only an opinion 
with no basis in fact.) 
 
Having decided that a protestor may be committing a crime by breaking S303 the Police or 
SIA may then use Section 3 of the Criminal Law Act to take action to prevent that crime. 

A person may use such force as is reasonable in the circumstances in the prevention 
of crime, or in effecting or assisting in the lawful arrest of offenders or suspected 
offenders or of persons unlawfully at large. 

 
(NB this is not a special police power, SIA staff are acting as private citizens and we are all 
able to act in this way although of course we may have to justify our actions in court. If you 
see somebody engaged very clearly in unlawful assault or theft the situation is 
straightforward. If you think the other person is acting unlawfully but they have grounds for 
thinking they are being lawful then you may be on very difficult ground if you use force in 
response and you are likely to be charged with assault yourself. That’s why passive 
resistance has always been the keystone of direct action) 
 
There was considerable discussion of what is ‘reasonable’ in the use of force. The 
police officers were emphatic that it was always a matter of judgement on the spot, you 
could not make rules in advance, and to illustrate this they gave examples of cases where 
the use of extreme force by a police officer was the only reasonable response to a 
dangerous situation, eg where a person had a dangerous weapon and was threatening to kill 
somebody. 
 
They said that inflicting pain, for example in prizing a person’s grip away from railings, was 
acceptable if that was the only way to prevent a crime and the person had the opportunity to 
co-operate if they chose to do so. We pointed out that, nevertheless, we had the right to 



challenge behaviour that was unprofessional, for example if SIA staff had other options 
which were less aggressive or less risky. 
 
However the police stressed the need for a safe and orderly environment and 
acknowledged that the situation at Meersbrook Park Rd (MPR) had got out of hand. People 
had been injured and criminal offences may have been committed by both protestors and 
Amey staff. 
 
Plans for forthcoming fellings 
 
For this reason the Police had reviewed the situation and, with Amey, had decided on a new 
approach. Planning was led by Assistant Chief Constable Hartley. Amey, Acorn, Servoca 
(SIA contractors) and SCC had all been involved in the planning. 
 
Amey would restart felling very soon, the following week’s parking restrictions were 
mentioned by the officers, and the Police would attend in greater numbers, they anticipate as 
many as 30 officers involved including control room staff. The Police would be there at the 
start of the felling work and not wait to be called out by Amey. There would be direct 
communication between some Amey staff and the police control room staff involved. PC 
Rick Revitt would probably be on the spot and take a leading role. 
 
The Police acknowledged that their role in January had been too passive and they needed to 
observe more closely. They would ensure that officers were in close attendance when SIA 
staff took action and Police Evidence Gatherers would be present in addition to those 
employed by Amey. They would seek to identify incidents of criminal behaviour by either 
Amey staff or protestors. 
 
The Police expected SIA staff to follow the ‘Five Step Appeal process when seeking to 
remove a person from a location. This involves making three or four requests of a person 
and allowing an appropriate length of time for the person to consider between each request, 
Then a final request is made including the question “is there anything else I can do?” eg to 
persuade the person or assist them to leave. In some circumstances the Police Officer on 
the spot may make the last request. 
 
After that the SIA Staff are authorised to use force to remove the person. If you were on 
MPR in January you may have seen a process like this used to remove bunnies from the 
work zone. It is a time-consuming process but clearly less likely to lead to disorder than the 
kind of free for all we witnessed before. 
 
Finally, the police discussed other ‘disposal options’ that might be used in future 
depending on circumstances: 
 
Section 35 Criminal Justice Act allows an order to be made to a specific person requiring 
them to stay away from a specific area for a set time. That’s quite a big deal and requires an 
Inspector or above to authorise its use, probably in advance. Typically it might involve 
requiring an individual to stay away from a particular street until felling work had finished for 



that day. The officers said that would be extremely unlikely to be used against a resident on 
their own street. 
 
Section 14 Public Order Act allows the police to set conditions on assemblies such as 
location or numbers of people. However this is concerned with serious disorder or risk of 
disorder or intimidation. 
 
The Police may use reasonable force to remove people from an area (legal basis was not 
discussed but presumably in conjunction with Sect 35 or Sect 14 
 
Under Section 60AA of the Criminal Justice and Public Order Act the Police may in 
some circumstances require individuals to remove face coverings if they believe a crime is 
about to be committed. The officers agreed this was very unlikely if there was no immediate 
reason, for example if an individual was cooperating with the police at the time and willing to 
reveal their identity when off-site. 
 
We asked about whether information about identity would be shared with SCC or Amey, eg if 
a bunny was arrested, or they were asked for identity regarding Section 303 offences. The 
police said they had no agreement with SCC for sharing such information. The implication 
seemed to be that there might be some circumstances where SCC might seek an order to 
do so but nothing like that was happening and it would probably be a big deal if they did.  
 
At present Police are not expecting bunnies to reveal their identities on site and willing to 
transport bunnies away from the site for questioning if they don’t wish to give information on 
site. 
 
 


