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London Assembly (Plenary) – 10 November 2010 
 

Transcript: Question and Answer Session: Metropolitan Police Authority and Metropolitan 
Police Service 

 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  We now come to the session on policing.  Can I formally welcome 
Kit Malthouse, in his capacity as Chair of the Metropolitan Police Authority, and Sir Paul Stephenson, 
Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis.  
 
I know that both Kit and Sir Paul wish to make an opening statement.  Just to explain how things are 
going to work, the questions we have got in today are quite unusual in that they are all quite similar, 
so it has been agreed that each question will be put in turn and the questioner will have the 
opportunity to ask two supplementary questions.  Other Members may ask supplementary questions 
once the answers to all four lead off questions have been received.  We will have question one, two 
supplementaries; question two and so on.  When we get to the fourth one then I will open it for 
debate.   
 
Kit Malthouse (Chair, Metropolitan Police Authority):  Thank you, Chair.  Very briefly, just to 
outline the atmosphere in which we meet – and, colleagues, we definitely meet in interesting times.  
Two significant issues that we are having to deal with as an organisation: first of all the budget - 
about which more in a moment -  secondly, obviously, we are facing possibly significant structural 
change with the publication of the Policing and Social Responsibility Bill on 29 November 2010.  We 
are not quite sure what that is going to entail but there are some certainties in there.  The one thing 
we do know is going to happen is that the Authority, as we know it, will disappear and the scrutiny 
and executive functions will be split, with scrutiny coming to the London Assembly, and the executive 
function staying with whatever residual body is devised under the legislation.  We are not quite sure 
what that is going to be yet.  Obviously that uncertainty will be removed on 29 November 2010 and 
the period thereafter. 
 
On the budget, I wanted to get our apology in first.  I know there will be a lot of questions about the 
implications of the budget today and what that is going to mean for policing into the future.  The 
truth is the situation is still very uncertain.  There is a lot of negotiation still to be had and a lot of 
issues still to be bottomed out between us and the Home Office and other organisations that fund us.  
I am afraid you will find both the Commissioner and me, today, couching many of our questions as, 
‚We’re not sure yet‛; just to warn you on that. 
 
In terms of where we are initially, though, in the overall atmosphere of what has been announced in 
the Comprehensive Spending Review (CSR), the message that we have been putting out publicly - 
which has the added advantage of being the truth - is that things are challenging but not as 
challenging as we thought.  A lot of the work that has gone in over the last two years - done by 
Sir Paul and his officers but also many Members around the table who are members of the Police 
Authority - has, I think, put the organisation in a better position to cope with the CSR cuts than many 
other authorities, and, indeed, local authorities across the country. 
 
Over the summer we have had a detailed informal budget examination through every business group 
and that has gone extremely well.  It is certainly the case that Sir Paul and his team have put their 
shoulder to the wheel on finding some of the efficiencies and savings that we need to put ourselves in 
a good position, and we are, therefore, increasingly confident that we will be able to weather what is 
less of a storm than we thought but, nevertheless, a challenging storm, in good shape. 
 



 

 

Against all that, it is worth saying, as it is some time since we met in this Plenary, that we have, 
notwithstanding the CSR, taken some significant efficiencies out of the budget over the last two 
years: something like 16%, getting over £300 million worth of savings over the last couple of years.  
At the same time, performance has generally improved, although there are still some areas and some 
crime types that are of concern.  I know the Commissioner wants to say some words about that in the 
future. 
 
The main message from our point of view is it is challenging but we are going to be, broadly, OK and 
the organisation is certainly in a better shape to deal with the shocks than it was a couple of years 
ago. 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Since I last attended this 
session in November 2009 I thought I would quickly run through what has happened in policing and 
how your police service has performed in that time. 
 
Of course there were the end of the financial year figures and we have got the current financial year.  
Our end of year figures for 2009/10 show, through a lot of hard work - not just by police officers but 
with other partners but we are certainly pleased with the work of our staff - a significant reduction in 
overall notifiable offences: down by almost 2%. 
 
Inroads were made against the most serious violence offences in the London area and offences of that 
type were reduced by 4.8%, in comparison to the previous year, and youth violence too was reduced 
but by a smaller amount: 1.2%.  There were 38 fewer homicides during that reporting period.  26 
fewer victims were killed with a knife or a sharp implement and 4 fewer victims killed by gun.  The 
number of adults and children killed in road accidents was reduced.  I am not going to give the 
percentage because percentages do not matter much; figures on this one matter more.  24 fewer 
people died on our roads during that period, which I think is important but still not where we want to 
be.  Finally, at the close of 2009/10 we saw serious acquisitive crime - that is burglary, robbery and 
motor vehicle crime - down to an 11 year low.  A pleasing period, but, nevertheless, not without 
problems. 
 
In this current financial year - our current reporting year - we have continued to build on that.  Total 
notifiable offences still continue to reduce.  They are down by almost 1,500 offences but it has to be 
said that that is a much smaller percentage because of the larger number. 
 
Residential burglary, again, is down by almost 3,000 fewer offences.  Building on last year,  Violence 
with Injury is showing a reduction of almost 2,000 offences.  Overall gun crime is down, as are 
instances where guns were discharged.  By the way, I am not complacent about any of these figures; I 
want to see them all reduce again, but it is useful to report on them. 
 
Other reported hate crimes are significantly down this year as well.  I always caveat that as we have 
got to be very careful about this because, of course, we know hate crime is significantly underreported 
and, therefore, we actually want more hate crime that is committed being reported. 
 
Finally - and I think very pleasingly - a further 30 fewer people have died from road accidents on our 
roads during this reporting year.  Again, far too many people are dying on our roads, but that is a 
significant reduction in numbers of casualties. 
 
Of course, we do still face challenges.  So far this year the number of recorded rape offences has 
increased by 323.  Our long term aim remains to reduce the offences of rape.  This is, again, a crime 
that we know is significantly under-reported.  We have taken steps to make rape easier to report here 
in London.  Working in partnership with others we have seen an increase in offences with almost twice 
as many reported last year through third parties, and a small increase reported directly through 
Havens [a sexual assault referral centre].  It is also interesting to note that the British Crime Survey 



 

 

does not show any increase in reporting of serious sexual offences.  I do think there is a significant 
amount of increase.  It is about increased confidence in reporting.  I am far from complacent about 
that; it is a pressure for us. 
 
Knife crime continues to come under pressure and, so far this year, that is up by 2.4%, which is 178 
more offences.  Although offences are up that increase is slowing down in recent quarters and, 
importantly, the number of occasions where a knife has been used to injure has reduced this year.  
The main driver for knife crime, as I reported to the Police Authority, has been the linkage with street 
robbery; an iconic offence here in London.  We continue to be challenged over that increase in street 
robbery here on the streets of London.  As a result of which we have launched our operation Autumn 
Nights which is using some tried and tested methods.  We are confident that that will cap that 
increase.  Nevertheless, robbery continues to be of concern to us. 
 
Tackling serious youth violence continues to be of concern.  So far, in this calendar year, we have had 
17 teenage homicides; 17 young people murdered in this city.  That compares to 12 in the same 
period last year, 29 in 2008 and 23 in 2007.  It is still far too many.  That is why we are keeping our 
focus on this, with various operations running right the way across the Metropolitan Police Service.  
17 is not where we need to be.  We do not want even one young person being murdered in this city. 
 
Can I finish by saying, very quickly, something about Safer Neighbourhoods.  I know it is going to be 
the subject of detailed questions but I do think I have got to start by taking you back to 2003.  Under 
the guidance of our Deputy Commissioner, Tim Godwin, the Metropolitan Police Service rolled out 
that programme which transformed the way we deliver police services here in London.  Seven years 
later we are looking again at the model; I think we should.  We are living in constrained financial times 
but I have to say, after seven years, it is right that we look at this model to make sure that what we 
have currently got fits the needs and desires of the public of London. 
 
The Chair and I recently sent out a letter setting out the framework for that review and I sent out 
further clarification to borough commanders to make sure that everybody understood that that review 
should take place within a proper process and rules for engagement.  They are, quite simply, that 
there will be no changes to Safer Neighbourhoods without there being a thorough consultation and 
that consultation being wider than just a few off the record chats with various people.  Fair 
consultation and also bringing it back through the Police Authority to discuss it there. 
 
I remain to be convinced that we should make any major changes to the Safer Neighbourhood model 
but I do think it is right that we review it.  Safer Neighbourhoods has brought us huge benefits in 
terms of increasing confidence and reductions in concerns of anti-social behaviour.  We must not lose 
that. 
 
 
171/2010 - Confidence of Londoners 
 
Joanne McCartney 
 
How will you maintain the confidence of Londoners that you can provide an effective and responsive 
police service in the face of drastic cuts to police funding?” 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Can I start by saying that 
confidence has increased and we should not lose that.  That is almost picking up where I just left off 
with my opening statement.  In 2009/10 62% of respondents to our Public Attitude Survey - which is 
over 20,000 people - said they thought local police did a good or excellent job.  For the first quarter 
of this year that has now risen to 63%.  We want to improve it more but it is a significant 
improvement.  We stand very well in the comparison with our most similar force across the country.  



 

 

As is explicit within your question, we need to maintain that confidence, whatever the financial 
constraints we face. 
 
Kit has already said that we do not know the full extent of the funding picture so I cannot give you a 
full answer because it would be irresponsible of me to make claims until I know exactly what I am 
facing in terms of the financial challenges.  I have to say what we do know is the policing model that 
we want and what Londoners want.  We have made it absolutely clear that local visible policing, 
predicated on the existing borough policing model, will continue to be the model of policing.  Within 
that, I am personally committed, I know the whole of the Management Board is committed and also 
the Metropolitan Police Authority (MPA) is committed to maintaining the Safer Neighbourhood 
Teams and that model.  We know it works because of the confidence figures I have just given you but 
also, additionally, despite what might have been reported in the press, here in London we have seen 
almost a halving in the last 12 months of Londoners’ concerns over anti-social behaviour.  I think that 
is significantly connected to what we do through Safer Neighbourhood Teams. 
 
Also, I have to say, maintaining that confidence is not just about that overt and obvious visible 
policing which is hugely important.  That is why I have gone to the default position of single patrol 
which, at the moment, is estimated to be increasing patrol in London by something like 400 additional 
visible patrols every day in London.  It is not just about that; it is the other policing; the not quite so 
visible; the more specialist: all the various teams on child abuse, sexual offences, hate crime and 
homicide that we know provide such additional benefits and, without them, the streets of London 
would be so much less safe.  I am determined to maintain that balanced policing model. 
 
These are challenging times.  I have made it clear that my priorities are to look at the inanimate 
objects first - our on-costs, our processes and our support systems - to try to minimise that and make 
them as lean as possible.  We need to look at the way in which we finance our buildings.  Sometimes 
our buildings are not what we want and they are too expensive.  There are various other processes to 
try to ensure we reduce those costs to maintain operational capability.  That is our determination.  
Precisely how that is going to pan out is difficult to say in advance of getting the final information on 
budgets. 
 
Kit Malthouse (Chair, Metropolitan Police Authority):  I wanted to add something.  I think we 
have to be careful not to connect confidence necessarily with resources.  The input does not 
necessarily equal the output.  For instance, over the last couple of years, as I said, 16% has been 
taken out of the budget and confidence has risen.  You cannot necessarily connect the two.  I do 
think that visibility and performance on crime generally, as Sir Paul said, across-the-piece has a 
greater impact on confidence than just the straight resources going in.  It was Sir Paul’s typically 
brilliant decision to go for single patrolling.  It would have had a bigger impact on confidence than any 
perceptions around the budget over the last couple of years.  Be careful about connecting the two. 
 
Joanne McCartney (AM):  One of the confidence indications is, indeed, Safer Neighbourhoods and 
policing out on the street.  Before we knew it was a 20% cut across the board - and we still do not 
know how that is going to affect the Metropolitan Police Service in particular - you said, planning for 
a 25% cut, that it would be an absurd notion to say that you could work on a budget without 
touching staff levels.  Is that still your view on a 20% cut? 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  In making those remarks I am 
genuinely trying to be helpful and not try to look as though I am covering things up.  I still think the 
Metropolitan Police Service is going to shrink.  I have said that all along.  I still think we will shrink.  
That does not mean to say our operational capability needs to shrink, but I will not make a 
commitment until I have actually seen the money.  My determination is to maintain operational 
capability but reduce costs wherever we can.  I think that the GLA, and the MPA in particular, have a 
right to expect me to work to a mantra of reducing unit cost of delivery but maintaining the capability 
and quality. 



 

 

 
To be fair, the Metropolitan Police Service has been on a journey over recent years.  If you look back a 
number of years from where we were to where we are now we are considerably better at managing 
budgets and reducing costs.  I am not saying we are perfect and where we want to be in another five 
years.  We need to continue on that journey.  I do think the Metropolitan Police Service can still 
shrink.  We are looking at various areas of the budget - catering, training, transforming human 
resources (HR) and various other areas of the Metropolitan Police Service - to look at how we can 
shrink it. 
, 
Joanne McCartney (AM):  In your opening statement you said that you were first going to look at 
inanimate objects, which led me to believe that, secondly, you would then look at staffing.  We have 
got the Olympics coming up.  Budget cuts are front-loaded.  Are we going to see a sticking plaster put 
over officer numbers at the moment and then a sharp decline after the Olympics? 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Certainly it is not my 
intention to put any sticking plaster over anything and, particularly, not over the Olympics.  It is too 
important.  This is the biggest operational challenge the Metropolitan Police Service will ever face.  It 
is huge for the whole country, not just London.  It will not be a sticking plaster approach. 
 
Have I been concerned hearing talk of cuts of 25% and 40%; have I been very, very concerned that - 
if that transpired - we would be so severely challenged that that would affect our ability?  Yes, I was 
concerned.  Am I still concerned at the challenge? Of course I am concerned; I would rather face an 
increase than a decrease.  I would be a mad Commissioner of the Metropolitan Police Service if I did 
not say that.  I have got to live in the real world.  I am determined to maintain operational capability 
wherever I can.  Until I see the final figures, I am not going to give any guarantees. 
 
I do have to say that following the outcome of the spending review I am far from complacent.  I still 
think it is going to be a challenge.  It was slightly better than we were anticipating; certainly better 
than when people were bandying 25% to 40% figures about. 
 
 
170/2010 - The future of Borough policing and Safer Neighbourhood Teams 
 
Caroline Pidgeon 
 
How do you envisage the future of Borough policing and Safer Neighbourhood Teams? 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Two things I have already 
said, and you are probably bored of hearing me saying them actually!  Firstly, we should prioritise 
operational capability, and we are committed to the borough-based policing model, and I am 
committed to the Safer Neighbourhood Team model. 
 
I do not want to draw amusing smiles around this but I do think we should review the way in which we 
are delivering Safer Neighbourhoods.  The model is now almost seven years old.  Irrespective of the 
financial challenges I do think it is right to have a conversation about that.  Does it still fit what local 
neighbourhoods want, what local people want and what local councillors want?  I think it is right to do 
it.  It would be completely misleading not to say, in doing that, I also have an eye to difficult financial 
times.  We do need to look at how we are delivering it. 
 
The Territorial Policing (TP) development programme is the principal vehicle for reviewing borough 
policing to see what improvements we can make.  I do come back to the fact that we invented this 
thing.  The current Deputy Commissioner, Tim Godwin, was one of the inventors of this thing, along 
with Denis O’Connor [Chief Inspector of Constabulary], it was the Metropolitan Police Authority that 
endorsed it and it was London that took the way forward.  We have seen such huge increases I would 



 

 

be mad not to say I value it and want to maintain it, but I do think we have to review it to make sure it 
is as relevant as it should be. 
 
Caroline Pidgeon (AM):  In the information provided to us you are currently engaging with partners 
such as council chief executives about local policing and exploring, in your words, ‚opportunities for 
developing multi-agency neighbourhood management teams‛.  What does that actually mean and 
does that mean a complete shift in the way Safer Neighbourhood Teams are set up and that they will 
be shared with other organisations such as councils? 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  We have got to explore every 
avenue.  Going back to when the Chief Inspector of Constabulary was Sir Ronnie Flanagan, Ronnie put 
in his report that preceded the previous Government’s paper on matters about the need to move from 
neighbourhood policing to neighbourhood management.  I am not too sure about that.  I think, on 
occasion, we confuse terms and we confuse everybody, including the public.  What we are trying to do 
is make sure that the effort of the police and the effort of the local authority and the effort of the 
various other voluntary communities is brought together to get the synergies out of it and to get the 
best management for the benefit of people in that neighbourhood.  That is what we are really trying 
to do. 
 
I think that Safer Neighbourhoods goes a long way towards doing that now; by making sure that we 
do relate to local councillors and making sure that we are sitting with local Safer Neighbourhood 
panels, saying to them regularly, ‚What do you want us to do?‛, then going away and doing it and 
coming back and reporting on it.  I think we have gone a long way towards doing that. 
 
What that is talking about is saying, ‚Can we work even better together?‛  I think, in essence, that is 
what that is about. 
 
Caroline Pidgeon (AM):  So it is an enhancement, rather than a complete change.  Given there are a 
number of pilots going on - there is one going on in Lambeth looking at response policing alongside 
Safer Neighbourhood Teams to put far more police in the frontline using existing resources - is it, in 
some ways, possibly too early to be reviewing Safer Neighbourhood Teams and TP?  I know you are 
saying it is not just financial pressures and it is time to review it.  Would it not be better for the 
Metropolitan Police Service to be really focusing on areas where there is waste and where there is 
clearly poor value for money across the Metropolitan Police Service - and I am thinking of areas such 
as information and communication technologies (ICT) and cars - where it may well be that, if you 
compare the Metropolitan Police Service to other forces, you are spending vast amounts more and we 
are not getting value for money? 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  We are doing all that, as you 
are well aware, through the Police Authority.  We are reviewing ICT, we are reviewing buildings and we 
are reviewing hire vehicles.  We are doing all those things.  You are absolutely right; we need to do 
that.  My determination is to be as lean as we can and reduce the management of our on-costs so we 
can protect operational capability. 
 
To not review the way in which we deliver operational policing services would not just be a mistake, it 
would be neglectful.  We have had Safer Neighbourhoods in place for going on seven years now, 
therefore, it is right to review it.  It is right to make sure that we respond.  There are people in local 
authorities who have been saying to us, ‚This model doesn’t work for us anymore in the same way it 
once did.  We would like to see a better recognition of neighbourhoods of postal wards‛. 
 
I have to say I am nervous about it.  I start from a point of view that I need to be convinced to make 
major changes outwith the financial constraints.  However, if we get the consultation right and if local 
neighbourhoods say to us, ‚We want it a different way‛, it will be wrong not to respond to it.  I do not 
think we can just review response policing and not review Safer Neighbourhood policing. 



 

 

 
It seems to me we have made a lot of efficiencies in the past.  I think at the last Police Authority I 
went through the list of savings over the last three years - cash savings - which amounts, since 
2008/09, to something accumulated like £550 million cash savings over that period.  That has largely 
come out of those other areas that you are talking about but there is more to come out of those on-
costs so we should do it all. 
 
 
151/2010 - More for Less 
 
James Cleverly 
 
What examples can the MPA and MPS give of where they have managed, or are aiming, to do more 
for less? 
 
Kit Malthouse (Chair, Metropolitan Police Authority):  There are a number of ways at looking at 
this.  First of all, as you said, there is the strategic which is that, in terms of doing more, crime is 
down, and for less, the budget is down by a significant amount.  Overall there is a lot going on. 
 
In terms of specifics, as you will know through the Police Authority, there are various projects such as 
the one we inherited, Operation Herald - which we thank Len Duvall, the previous Chair - of taking 
officers out of custody suites and putting them on the frontline.  Also, then getting the turnaround in 
custody suites much more quickly.  Obviously the expansion of special constables adds significantly to 
our resources.  I had a meeting on Monday night in Westminster.  Getting on now for 400 special 
constables make a huge impact, very efficiently from a cost point of view, on a Friday and Saturday 
night - single patrols.  The Commissioner’s decision to go for that is adding a huge amount.  Then 
there are other various projects - estates, cars and all the rest of it - which come in through the 
budget process. 
 
I do think, though, we need to think about the contribution we can make towards savings across the 
criminal justice horizon generally.  As you all know, the Mayor in particular is engaged upon making 
savings for other partners - probation, the prison service - through the work he is doing for Time for 
Action in Feltham, which is reducing reoffending and, therefore, on costs for both the police and the 
probation service.  The Diamond District which the Metropolitan Police Service is in, again, is reducing 
reoffending by about 30% it looks like - although the evaluation is yet to come through completely - 
which is saving costs across the board. 
 
The big question for us over the next year or so on all this work is who gets the saving?  At the 
moment the Metropolitan Police Service and the GLA are investing quite a lot of money, the savings 
of which will be felt in other organisations.  One of the challenges for us is drawing all of them - who 
are also challenged budgetary-wise - into the fold - hopefully through the London Crime Reduction 
Board - so that we can work out who can invest best and where we can co-invest, as you say, to do 
more and better for less. 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I would refer to the almost 
accumulated £550 million since 2008/09 that we have saved in cash already, which I have already put 
to the Police Authority.  We are also looking at the planned savings going ahead - and these are to be 
delivered of course - but it is the scale of the ambition: looking at savings from £34 million through 
catering modernisation, training modernisation delivering some £98 million, transforming HR 
£58 million, rationalising the property estate £93 million, modernisation of the Property Services 
Department (PSD) and contract rationalisation a further £73 million, and forensics £51 million.  These 
are big figures.  We have to deliver on those.  That is part of the Secure Infrastructure Programme 
(SIP) investing in a whole amount of research over the last year to prepare the position so we do 



 

 

exactly what Caroline was referring to earlier, and that is to take the cost out of the places that least 
affects operational capability. 
 
James Cleverly (AM):  With regards to doing better for less and doing more for less, it strikes me it 
is a case of prioritisation.  Could you give examples of where back office functionality has been 
reduced to create opportunities for what people would call - I know it is a badly defined term – 
frontline policing? 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Let me start where you 
finish.  I do think frontline policing is a wholly misleading term.  Out of verbal laziness I occasionally 
use it myself.  I think it means different things to different people.  I think there are a whole host of 
examples where we have done exactly what you are talking about, but there are many more to do.  If 
you look at what we have done with the integrated prosecution team - the Crown Prosecution Service 
(CPS) - that is about reforming the process, rationalising the process and spending less on it.  If you 
look at what we are doing with transforming HR: reducing our spend on that back office support 
function to make sure whatever money we have left we can prioritise it on spending on front office 
and operational capability.  I think there are a whole host of examples where we have done that.  
Those are just two. 
 
James Cleverly (AM):   I will finish off with something I know I brought up in the MPA which has 
been a personal bugbear of mine for a while.  Within the overall figure of police numbers, there are a 
large number of police officers who, for one reason or another, are not capable of proactive policing.  
What measures are you taking to look at reducing the proportion of police officers who are not able to 
fully perform their policing functions? 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  There has been some really 
good work done by the occupational health department working with boroughs in particular - because 
that is where the volume is - to reduce that long term recuperative process.  I think more needs to be 
done.  Funnily enough, I was talking to our head of that unit this week about how we can do more 
and how we can look for challenges in the future.  That has had the effect, on individual cases, of 
reducing the length of time that they are off. 
 
I would also say the Metropolitan Police Service has made real strides on reducing sickness rates, 
particularly for police officers but also for police staff.  We compare very well against most industry 
norms and certainly across the police service but there is more to do. 
 
I would anticipate that the Government’s current review of terms and conditions of policing looking at 
how we best manage those people who are termed restricted, i.e. cannot return to full police officer 
duties, and how we best think that problem through in the future.  I would anticipate that the terms 
and conditions review would look at that as well as many others. 
 
Kit Malthouse (Chair, Metropolitan Police Authority):  We have talked a lot already about the 
savings.  I think we need to decouple the savings from the CSR.  A lot of the efficiency savings which 
are going through on the SIP we would be doing anyway.  One of the declared objectives of the Police 
Authority two years ago was to build greater financial resilience into the Metropolitan Police Service 
balance sheet and to look for efficiencies.  That is why we went for the first two years of saving. 
 
As it happens, it turns out to have been a rather prescient decision by those of us who are on the 
Authority in that that resilience was designed for a rainy day - boy, has the rainy day come!  It puts us 
in a better position to deal with what is unfolding in terms of the budget, but we would be doing a lot 
of those things anyway.  The driver for them is not necessarily the CSR; it is a general drive for 
efficiency and a diverting of funds on to the frontline. 
 
 



 

 

109/2010 - Evidence based review of resource allocation 
 
Darren Johnson 
 
Given the historical growth of the Metropolitan Police budget and the expected reductions in 
government grant, are you undertaking a comprehensive review of the allocation of resources to all 
teams and departments, looking at the evidence of growth patterns, crime rates and performance 
statistics, to determine where reductions can be made? 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I suppose the short answer is 
yes, but I do not think you would be entirely satisfied with that as a response!  We have got an 
extensive evidence base built up over the years that tell us largely who the victims of crime are going 
to be, where the offenders are likely to come from - in a broad sense - and where crimes take place - 
that victim location approach.  We are using that analysis right the way across the Metropolitan Police 
Service both in the TP reform programme, which is very extensive, but also in other areas of the 
business to make sure that we are focusing the capability of the Metropolitan Police Service on the 
problem. 
 
A lot of that is about increasing our visible police presence and maximising that, and we have just 
been discussing that.  Also, it is that balance on the specialist departments as well.  Making sure that 
we are looking at those and ensuring we have got the right sort of numbers in there to deal with what 
are the very real challenges that we face here in London around protective services.  I would remind 
you that the Metropolitan Police Service is only one of three forces in this country that are graded 
excellent by her HMIC for dealing with protective services.  These are heavyweight and very serious 
issues. 
 
There is a lot of talk about what is happening in TP.  Unnecessarily so, because that is the thing that 
we all see, and we feel it in Safer Neighbourhood policing and response policing.  In our Serious Crime 
Directorate the realignment in there is quite significant.  We took, if you remember, a significant 
amount of people from TP into the Serious Crime Directorate when we created the centralised 
Sapphire Command to improve the way we are dealing with rape.  Those people are still working out 
there in boroughs; they are still working out there in neighbourhoods.  Actually, we have identified 
increased demand.  As a result of that there is a huge amount of work taking place within the Serious 
Crime Directorate looking at what we can do in terms of saving resource in the homicide command 
because we have seen a significant reduction in homicide, and reallocating that resource to the 
Sapphire Command because that is under real pressure. 
 
That is just one example of where we are looking at our asset base, looking at the information, doing 
the analysis and then making the move to put the asset in place where we need to address today’s 
problems, not yesterday’s problems. 
 
Darren Johnson (AM):  We have been looking at some of this on the Assembly’s Budget and 
Performance Committee which is currently undertaking a scrutiny on the Metropolitan Police Service 
budget.  We have heard from various witnesses and looked at examples from other forces.  Have you 
calculated how much you could save by implementing mixed criminal investigation department (CID) 
teams, as Surrey and other forces have done? 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  We looked at that and we do 
do some of it.  We have done it quite significantly within the Serious Crime Directorate.  Our own 
homicide command - going back a couple of years - has introduced civilian support officers, police 
staff, to undertake some of the roles that were historically undertaken by -- 
 
Darren Johnson (AM):  Is there more scope for that needed in the calculations? 
 



 

 

Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  We should keep it under 
review.  In particular that is what the TP programme is looking at.  It is looking at every aspect of TP 
delivery but, in particular, it is looking at the investigative processes.  Doing the end-to-end process 
mapping, which is exactly what you are talking about with Surrey.  Looking at how we can be most 
efficient and what skills and abilities we need in each part of the process to ensure we deliver the right 
outcome, which is the detection. 
 
Darren Johnson (AM):  Finally, have you calculated how much overtime could be reduced by 
moving to annualised or quarterly hours for officers and better aligning shifts with demand patterns, 
as other forces have done? 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  On the demand patterns, 
again, the TP programme is looking at a full shift review and there have already been changes to shifts 
across the Metropolitan Police Service to ensure we are better aligning resource to demand.  
Ian McPherson [Assistant Commissioner, Head of Territorial Policing, Metropolitan Police Service] has 
done a huge amount around that.  That is ongoing and that is quite a significant change. 
 
As for the move to annualised hours etc, I would look for someone with greater granularity around 
that and I will happily give you a written response. 
 
Darren Johnson (AM):  Are you doing calculations on that regarding annualised hours? 
 
Kit Malthouse (Chair, Metropolitan Police Authority):  No, we are not. 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I am not aware of that. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair): We are now going to open up to general debate. The first person I will take a 
question from is Joanne [McCartney] followed by Jennette [Arnold]. 
 
Joanne McCartney (AM):  Following on my from my earlier question -- 
 
Brian Coleman (AM):  It seems rather bizarre to call Members who have already had a question. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  It might well do, but that is exactly what I am doing. 
 
Brian Coleman (AM):  You are calling Members of the Police Authority, rather than non-Members. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  No, I am not calling Members of the Police Authority.  I am calling 
Joanne McCartney, followed by Jennette [Arnold]. 
 
Joanne McCartney (AM):  Just picking up where I left off earlier.  Other forces, to deal with budget 
pressures, have issued redundancy notices to civilian and police community support officers (PCSO) 
staff.  I want to know whether the Metropolitan Police Service is looking at doing that and what are 
the timescales?  Secondly, other forces are requiring officers with 30 years plus experience to retire.  Is 
the Metropolitan Police Service looking at that and what are the implications? 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Joanne, on redundancies, as 
I think the Authority does know, we have recently looked at and issued a voluntary redundancy 
scheme targeted at certain areas of the business where we think we can reduce the cost.  I went 
through those earlier in terms of catering etc.  We are looking at voluntary redundancy and I guess it 
will be very much dependent upon the success of voluntary redundancy as to whether we have to take 
that further.  It is something that we will have to actively consider, dependent upon the outcome in 
December 2010 of the budget.  Sorry to keep saying that but it is actually the position. 
 



 

 

Joanne McCartney (AM):  Are PCSOs at risk of redundancy? 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Again, I would say a similar 
answer to what I have said previously.  We invented them; we see the value of them.  As far as we are 
concerned, PCSOs are hugely important for what they were there for: taking space and keeping that 
space where a police officer will use their powers and leave the streets.  They were invented to be part 
of Safer Neighbourhood Teams and that is where we see their huge value.  If we can see 
rationalisation cost savings without damaging operational capability then, of course, we will look at 
PCSOs but PCSOs are a hugely important part of our Safer Neighbourhood Team model. 
 
Moving on to A19, I am aware that certain other forces have decided to do that.  I have looked at 
A19.  We have brushed it off and it is there in the toolbox in case we did have to use it.  I rather hope 
we will not as I think it is a horribly blunt tool.  For those who do not know, A19 is where we can 
require people - although it could be subject to legal challenge I have to say - other than chief officer 
ranks, with more than 30 years’ service, to retire in the interests of effectiveness and efficiency. 
 
I do have to say, Joanne, I have a whole bunch of people over 30 years who I want to retain, 
particularly for the Olympics, and I might, on occasions, be happy to pay them more if I could.  There 
are some people with less than 30 years I would happily see go, on occasions. 
 
I think it is a blunt tool.  It is not a tool that I wish to use but it is there, ready to use, should we need 
to do it.  I do not want to send headlines out saying we intend to do it.  I certainly hope to avoid such 
blunt tools that do not target reductions in the way I would like to target reductions. 
 
I would go back to the fact we have the Olympics.  We are going to rely on huge amounts of 
accumulated experience and capability that is about using some people who have 30 years and more 
experience to deliver a safe and secure Olympics for us.  Therefore, I think you can understand my 
reluctance to use it. 
 
Joanne McCartney (AM):  The risk to PCSOs, you said you will know after the voluntary redundancy 
schemes have taken place.  Will that be linked to a Safer Neighbourhood scrutiny as well? 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  No.  That is linked to the 
budget.  That is linked to knowing how much money we have.  At the moment we have well in excess 
of 4,000 PCSOs.  We need something like just over 2,000 for our Safer Neighbourhood Teams.  The 
other PCSOs do good and valuable work but everything in the Metropolitan Police Service is coming 
under scrutiny. 
 
One of the great things is that PCSOs represent a fantastic and fertile recruiting ground for police 
officers.  One of our options may well be, as and when we can go back to turning the recruitment tap 
back on, of using that fertile ground of recruiting from PCSOs, so I am rather hoping to avoid the ‘r’ 
word. 
 
Joanne McCartney (AM):  Following on from Caroline’s question on Safer Neighbourhood Teams, 
which have been significant in raising confidence, you have talked about borough commanders doing 
some consultation with panels and chief executives.  Will you commit yourself to doing a full public 
consultation and open it up to members of the public to tell you what their views are?  That seems to 
me how you have to gain public confidence; any changes you make have to be with the backing of 
the public. 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  We are absolutely committed 
to doing very extensive consultation.  I do not know what you mean by full and public consultation.  I 
am just looking through some papers here -- 
 



 

 

Joanne McCartney (AM):  Will borough commanders call public meetings to talk about changes, 
that members of the public can attend and give their views? 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Yes.  A corporate framework 
was sent out saying what our expectation is for consultation.  It is split into, I think, four areas.  There 
is internal, then there are the key partners and local authorities, then there is that wide range of 
agency friends and neighbourhood panels, particularly around the Neighbourhood Watch panels; all 
that sort of thing.  Also, to committing to public meetings to ensure that we do everything we can to 
garner public opinion.  I think there is a framework already in place to try to give you exactly what you 
want, and that is that full consultation across all partners and the public. 
 
Joanne McCartney (AM):  I do sit on the MPA Safer Neighbourhood Scrutiny looking at this.  Police 
officers come and say that Safer Neighbourhood Teams should be reallocated according to need, but 
Safer Neighbourhood Teams were set up, originally, to do the planning and the capacity building.  
They were deliberately set up not to follow need.  If you are going to come back to us and say that is 
what you want to do - you now want to change the remit of the Safer Neighbourhood Teams so it 
follows need - how are you going to convince wards that are going to lose police officer numbers that 
you are not retreating from community policing their areas? 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Could I pick up on my last 
answer because I have now found the document.  We are committed and we are saying all borough 
commanders must consult internally, with their own staff.  Secondly, strategic partners, which would 
typically include chief executives, Members of Parliaments, Leaders of Councils, opposition leaders, 
MPA Link Members; all of those people.  Neighbourhood partners next, which is the ward councillors, 
ward panels, independent advisory groups (IAGs) neighbourhood watch coordinators, local authority 
managers, town centre - all that sort of thing.  Community consultation, which is advertised public 
meetings, consulting with local residents, local businesses and including discussion of the service 
delivery, the outcomes and what do they need.  Critically, consulting with the key individual networks, 
which you will recall we set up under Safer Neighbourhoods which has been an invaluable source of 
feedback right the way through the last seven years. 
 
Going to your next question and that is this perception that we are going to move from Safer 
Neighbourhoods being about reassurance into more of an obvious crime fighting model.  We are not.  
Safer Neighbourhoods were set up to provide the level of reassurance that we were addressing the 
requirements that people want us to address locally.  The benefits have been enormous.  Of course we 
want to reduce crime at the same time.  I would be a very strange Commissioner if I did not say I 
wanted to do that. 
 
Part and parcel of our reduction in crime, I believe, has been the build of confidence and the way in 
which our Safer Neighbourhood Teams have assisted us.  These are not, as you know, fairly soft 
woolly-minded individuals wandering about just being nice to people and serving cups of tea.  These 
are the people who have been closing crack houses.  These are the hard edge of policing.  The 
mistake has been, in the past, seeing neighbourhood policing as some soft alternative to delivering 
what is required by the public. 
 
There is no change in that.  We do need to make sure we get the best out of those Safer 
Neighbourhood Teams because some of them are better than others.  Some of them alter their shifts 
more to deal with the public’s requirements than others.  Therefore, we need to make sure that we get 
everything we can out of those Safer Neighbourhood Teams and make sure that the best are examples 
to the rest. 
 
Kit Malthouse (Chair, Metropolitan Police Authority):  It is worth adding that a lot of the 
impetus for the review of Safer Neighbourhood Teams is coming from local authorities.  I have had 
representations from several local authorities saying they want to have a look at Safer Neighbourhood 



 

 

Teams themselves to see if it is matching with their resources and whether they can squeeze more out 
of it for their own people.  It is not a Metropolitan Police Service initiative; it is coming from local 
authorities as much as anywhere. 
 
Jennette Arnold (Deputy Chair):   The area I want to talk about is prevention and it is linked with 
public confidence.  We know we have heard and we would all agree that visibility and good 
performance are key factors relating to maintaining confidence.  Would you agree with me that public 
confidence is also improved if people believe that the police are working with other agencies and 
neighbourhood watches to prevent crime?  I think, sometimes, we miss out that third factor. 
 
At a full Authority meeting in September 2010 you said, ‚Sometimes we move into gaps in the market 
and that, on occasion, has been to the detriment of what is our prime purpose in policing and in our 
prime purpose: to save life, prevent crime, detect crime and keep the Queen’s peace‛.  What gaps 
have the Metropolitan Police Service moved into that has been to the detriment of policing and when 
is the Metropolitan Police Service planning to withdraw from those areas? 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  In answer to your first 
question you asked do I agree with you and the answer to that is yes.  Funnily enough, you provided 
the evidence of why.  You said I said at a Police Authority what I have been saying for the last 35 
years since I started to become a policeman.  I was taught then that the purpose of policing is to save 
lives, prevent crime, detect crime and keep the Queen’s peace.  It was then and it is now.  There has 
been no change in that mission.  It has got trickier over those 35 years but there has been no change.  
I am absolutely committed to preventing crime. 
 
That is why we have got Safer Neighbourhood Teams.  Confidence goes along with it.  It goes to the 
question that Caroline asked earlier about the move into neighbourhood management and making 
sure that all partners are working together to the best effect with what is, now, an increasingly 
constrained public sector resource.  I am absolutely committed to doing that.  There is no 
inconsistency with what I said.  It is not just about the Metropolitan Police Service.  I have said it 
about policing generally.  On occasions, we seem to forget what our prime role is.  I have just outlined 
our prime role. 
 
I have talked about gaps in the market because other people are not doing things.  I talked about 
being very proud of the police.  The cops and police staff are very candid people and if they see 
something that is connected with their prime mission - part of which is prevention - that another 
agency is not doing, they will very often move into it and, on occasions, we move into the corrections 
agency as opposed to making sure we are in the right place.  I happen to believe the move towards 
the police doing more cautioning and more tickets for more offences has not been to the public good.  
I happen to think, on occasions, we have looked too much like a corrections agency and not enough 
like a police service. 
 
Wider than that, we do have people - who actually do it in their own time, for which we should value 
them - police staff and cops who, on occasion, in police time, see their role of doing what other 
agents should be doing in terms of that community intervention, including taking people fishing and 
various other diversionary schemes.  Those things need to be done and we need to support them, but 
we should not be leading them.  If I have got police officers out there I want the police officers doing 
the role that they are paid to do and that is either providing specialist services or those visible services 
of delivering policing services to the public.  If those other things need to be done - which they do - 
we should be helping those people to do it, but we should not be abstracting them from the streets to 
do it.  That is what I am referring to generally. 
 
Jennette Arnold (Deputy Chair):  Over the years what I have observed is much of the preventative 
work is done in partnership at the borough level.  Much of that is done through joint funding and 
much of that is about diversionary activities, especially around young people, to prevent them getting 



 

 

involved with the wrong people, doing the wrong things, and also an understanding of right and 
wrong that, sadly, is the case today. 
 
Anne McMeel [Director of Resources, Metropolitan Police Service] is with us today.  She has stated 
that when specific funding comes to an end that work will stop.  Funding for a partnership project, 
including prevention and diversion, will stop.  Can you confirm that you are aware of what scale that 
work is and, if you have that information, would you be willing to share that borough by borough?  I 
do not believe that we understand and fully appreciate the extent of that buy-in to partnership and 
the work around prevention.  If we are not doing prevention then what we will be doing is chasing our 
people when they become fully-fledged criminals. 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Of course we are involved in 
diversionary work and I am not saying we should not be involved in diversionary work.  When you look 
at the work that some of the Safer Neighbourhood Teams are doing, that diversionary work is keeping 
kids and encouraging them to go to places when, otherwise, they might be committing crime.  That is 
hugely important to our mission and role.  I am talking about when we wander to the boroughs and 
various other places and engage in the sort of activities that other agencies should be doing. 
 
As for the amount of joint work with the boroughs, of course I am aware of it.  It is gigantic.  It cannot 
be defined by the amount of money.  It is much more than that.  It is about will, it is about capability, 
it is about skills.  I am aware of that.  I do think we have got to be a little careful here.  If the other 
agencies choose to cut their services that we would say you should not cut and the Metropolitan 
Police Service and the MPA say, ‚Don’t worry about it.  We will fill the gap‛, then all I will do is face 
criticism and questions, ‚Why are there no cops on the street?  Why don’t we have people in the rape 
commands?  Why don’t we have people in homicide commands?  Why are there abstractions from 
Safer Neighbourhood Teams?‛  I think we have got to be very careful here that we do not say to 
everybody else that you have been providing an amount of money which has brought real benefit to 
the public but, if you take that money away, do not worry about it and we will do it for you.  That 
would be mad and wrong in my opinion. 
 
Jennette Arnold (Deputy Chair):  I am not suggesting you say that.  I am saying we need to know 
the scale because you need to factor-in - when you are giving assurances about there being no 
withdrawal from the frontline - these partnerships and this work to that statement.  Will you agree 
that we can be provided with that information, if it is not available now, as soon as it is available; the 
borough by borough partnerships that exist in terms of joint funding and, particularly, the 
preventative work and the work that is commissioned through local strategic partnerships? 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Firstly, I have not said no 
withdrawal from the frontline because I try to avoid using ‘frontline’; I think it is a completely 
misleading term and it means different things to different people. 
 
Secondly, no, I cannot give that commitment because I am not entirely sure how much work it would 
create to try to cost every bit of partnership work that has taken place in the Metropolitan Police 
Service.  It may well be the cost of doing that would mean we have less cops on the street and less 
people doing the things we want them to do.  Let me go away and look at it and I will give you an 
answer.  It might be very difficult, if not impossible, to disentangle it in any meaningful way. 
 
The one thing I can tell you is I have always been aware of how important partnership work is and the 
huge amount that takes places in boroughs. 
 
Jennette Arnold (Deputy Chair):  It is based on funding so it is based on an exchange and then a 
contract.  I would imagine that your Head of Finance will know, for instance, how many extra police 
officers were bought in and how many programmes there are at local level?  I would have thought 
that that is the sort of information you could get. 



 

 

 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Jennette, I think that is 
entirely different.  I do not think that is partnership funding.  That is part of the funding for 
partnership.  Look at what a Safer Neighbourhood Team does.  Every day they are engaged in 
partnership with the neighbourhood managers, the council - all those people.  To try to disentangle 
those costs, I think, would be hugely difficult. 
 
If you are looking for where are people providing funding I can tell you now.  The number of PCSOs 
purchased by local authorities is 283.  The number of constables purchased by local authorities is, 
bizarrely, 180.35. 
 
Roger Evans (AM):   I am pleased to hear you are doing a review of Safer Neighbourhood Teams 
because, certainly in outer London, we have cases where there are ward boundaries which run down 
high streets so we have two Safer Neighbourhood Teams.  That makes sense in terms of ward 
boundaries but, when it comes to policing into the community, people see those high streets as a 
focus for the community, rather than as a boundary between them.  A lot of informal working 
arrangements have grown up with teams working together to police the town centre.  Could you look 
at formalising some of those arrangements when you do the review and maybe combining some of the 
management for the teams?  It seems to be an opportunity not only to make a saving but to reflect 
what is happening on the ground. 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I think you have just 
captured why we need to do a review.  I would expect a Safer Neighbourhood Team on one ward to 
engage in problem solving with the Safer Neighbourhood Team at another ward when the problem 
crosses the ward boundary.  We know problems cross ward boundaries.  Of course I would expect that. 
 
I am nervous about coming away from a ward-based system because I think it has brought benefits.  I 
will look at the evidence on that.  As soon as you formalise something you come up with another 
standard operating procedure that becomes a restriction for doing sensible things.  I veer between 
being manic about sending instructions out because something went wrong and saying, ‚For 
goodness’ sake, can we stop sending all these instructions out that take away the initiative of people 
doing the obvious thing‛.  I am a sinner and a saint on that on different days. 
 
What I think we should be able to do is give people confidence that we have a framework that 
guarantees a level of delivery that people can expect and maybe gives the level of flexibility so that 
people can properly engage in sensible decisions on the ground with local people.  The danger is, if 
you take that too far, in what is a very challenging role: a borough commander has a hugely 
challenging role with lots of pressure coming from different places.  The temptation, historically, has 
been to underfund neighbourhood policing and so we end up making promises and not delivering on 
it.  We must not make the flexibility so great that we allow people to come away from what is a basic 
model of policing within the Metropolitan Police Service and stay there.  We do need to give the right 
level of flexibility. 
 
I am nervous about the word formalise but I am happy with the word flexible, as long as we can define 
those flexibilities to a degree. 
 
Roger Evans (AM):  I know my constituents will welcome your commitment to the Safer 
Neighbourhood Teams concept and, certainly, I was not asking you to move away from that, just to be 
absolutely clear, should anyone choose to misquote me in future over that question. 
 
Looking at some of the work which is not so frontline, what is the MPA’s view of the value of 
community and police engagement groups (CPEGs) and local consultative organisations?  Is there 
somewhere there that money could be saved, rather than taking it out of frontline services? 
 



 

 

Kit Malthouse (Chair, Metropolitan Police Authority):  There is, yes.  You are quite right.  We do 
value CPEGs, although their functioning across the city is patchy; some are extremely good and some 
are not quite so good.  What has grown up over the last few years is a fairly hotch potch approach to 
their administration and management.  We are talking to their collective body, which is called the 
London Communities Police Partnership (LCP2), about a rationalisation of the support for CPEGs.  
Then the Police Authority is having a general review of engagement procedures over the next year or 
so. 
 
The current cost of running the CPEGs is about £1.5 million.  I think for the LCP2 - and we are agreed 
that there can be quite significant savings coming out of a rationalisation and professionalisation of 
the support of CPEGs - we have not yet reached a conclusion on how much that will be but I imagine 
it would be pretty significant. 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Could I support what Kit said 
there because I do think we should take the opportunity to reduce costs across-the-board.  It is a 
matter for others to decide what the governance of policing should be and not for me, but if there is 
going to be a change, then that change should take the opportunity to look at the costs of 
governance and reduce that cost wherever possible.  I think it would be unacceptable just to see a 
reduction in costs on the operational side and the governance side, hugely important though it is.  We 
need to look at those costs. 
 
Roger Evans (AM):  Can we see an approach to CPEGs which measures the results they achieve in 
terms of output, rather than, say, the number of meetings they have or the number of consultations 
they take part in, which are the type of measurements that encourage people to make up work rather 
than encourage them to solve problems? 
 
Kit Malthouse (Chair, Metropolitan Police Authority):  I think so.  The challenge with CPEGs is 
to make sure that we preserve the best and lose the worst.  Often, with CPEGs, the main issue, as far 
as I can see, is a) how professional and efficient they are but b) also whether the right people are 
sitting on them?  In some circumstances they do become mini-fiefdoms with the same people sitting 
on them year after year with no refresh and, therefore, necessarily, no changing view of what may be 
a changing crime environment. 
 
We will be reviewing that over the next few months through the Police Authority and making sure we 
get that right.  At the same time, as Sir Paul said, we are duty-bound - if we are asking the police 
service to take costs out - that some of these other structures have to take significant costs out too. 
 
Richard Tracey (AM):  As you have heard, we have been taking evidence elsewhere about frontline 
policing, whether the Commissioner likes the term or not.  We have been talking to HMIC and former 
chief constables and one point raised is that there is a tendency sometimes for officers to go off into 
specialist units and then, when the threat and the risk they are supposed to be addressing within 
those specialist units decreases, they are not taken off into normal duties again.  What is your view, 
Commissioner, of that point that has been made to us? 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  There has always been a 
danger of that.  There is a danger of that in any business that we have got.  An example of what we 
are doing about it is the way in which we have looked at the growth in demand because of what we 
have done around the Sapphire teams and centralised rape command, and the need to put additional 
asset in there and looking at the reduction in demand - we still want to reduce it more of course - in 
homicide in this city.  There has been a very significant reduction in homicide.  Therefore, we have 
reallocated asset from the homicide command where the demand was reducing, although we need to 
maintain very high professional standards - which is a world leader for any city in the world - and we 
have moved asset into rape command.  I am aware of that and we need to make sure we stay on top 
of it. 



 

 

 
The other thing we have done - and it has been a problem for the Metropolitan Police Service and it 
has been the product of success - the Metropolitan Police Service has been through, for many, many 
years, year-on-year growth, which has been a huge success and, from a policeman’s objective, I 
welcome that - although it does leave us with a difficulty when there are many people in the 
organisation who have never experienced the hard times which some of us experienced coming from 
elsewhere.  But in that process, because we have had a younger workforce and we have seen the 
specialist and highly capable detectives going off to specialist command and leaving behind some less 
experienced people dealing with high volume risk, we have taken action on that.  We have got a 
detective rotation policy in place that says, with certain exceptions, you can only stay in certain 
commands for a period of time before you come up for moving back to borough, or between certain 
other commands, to try to make sure we get that balance of experience and get some people who 
may have been in the Flying Squad for some considerable period of time back on borough and giving 
their benefit and their experience to less experienced officers.  That is hugely successful and that is 
something we intend to continue. 
 
At the same time you have to maintain the specialist capability and make sure you get the benefits of 
all the training.  It is getting that happy balance. 
 
Richard Tracey (AM):  The former Chief Constable of Surrey told us that he had been able, in the 
past, to reduce CID and increase some of the back room office staff, not warranted police officers, and 
save money that way.  Is this part of your direction of travel in the Metropolitan Police Service now? 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I think I referred to that 
earlier.  Caroline [Pidgeon] asked the question earlier.  Certainly we continue to review how we staff, 
particularly investigative processes.  That is what the TP process is about.  It is looking at the whole 
investigative process from beginning to end to analyse how do we best put the skills to that process. 
 
We do have to be really careful here.  I am not saying that every area of London on every occasion is 
unique but London is not Surrey.  We deal with volume high risk here.  We need to make sure that we 
have the specialist capability here to deal with London’s problems.  I will leave it for the Chief 
Constable of Surrey to deal with Surrey’s problems. 
 
Richard Tracey (AM):  Fair point.  There are stories about in some of our boroughs and one of mine, 
Merton, is a case in point, about the possibility of merging borough commands, particularly between 
smaller boroughs in London.  Can the two of you give us an answer on this; is it included in the 
review? 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I am very clear on this.  I 
know one or two forces have gone towards getting rid of coterminosity between that local borough 
command and the local authority.  They have done it because they feel that is appropriate for them.  
My view is I think we have got huge benefits out of coterminosity between borough command and 
local authorities.  The benefits have been gigantic in this city.  I do not want to see any reduction in 
that coterminosity. 
 
I have also said, if there are changes in local authority structures, then it is right and proper that we 
should look at those changes and look to opportunities and advantages to make sure that we are 
aligned.  If a number of boroughs come together and decide not just to merge their chief executives 
but merge their community safety plans, then we ought to be talking to those boroughs and having 
the same discussion with them.  How can we make sure that 1) we are aligned with you and 2) we 
make appropriate savings? 
 
Richard Tracey (AM):  In terms of educating the public about what the police really do - and I think 
this is part of this whole debate about visibility, frontline policing, call it what you will -  your 



 

 

colleagues in Manchester recently put the whole of a day’s police work on Twitter just to illustrate 
what they did.  Have you thought about that?  Is that a model you might take on board? 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  No. 
 
Brian Coleman (AM):  I was rather encouraged by remarks of the Chairman and the Commissioner 
on the budget issues.  What would the Commissioner say to borough commanders who are rushing 
around their boroughs spreading doom and gloom, not least the borough commander of Barnet who 
did it again on Monday night in front of a meeting of Barnet cabinet?  He said he had got to 
reallocate his resources.  That will, inevitably, mean cuts in Safer Neighbourhood and does not rule 
out extraction.  Sadly it is going back to the language of ten years ago with talk about deprivation, 
poverty and crime figures.  It is all very well but the result of that was that policing disappeared from 
nice middle class wards across great areas of the suburbs and many areas of outer London lost 
confidence in the Metropolitan Police Service because they did not see any police resources.  Safer 
Neighbourhood Teams put those police resources as a minimum guaranteed level back into all areas of 
all our boroughs. 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I am not too sure there was a 
question there but I do want to take an opportunity -- 
 
Brian Coleman (AM):  There was a question; the question is what is the Commissioner going to say 
to those borough commanders who are spreading doom, gloom and disaster? 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I missed it. I am sorry. If that 
is the question that is exactly what I wanted to address.  Firstly, we have got to have some space in 
this city to have a debate about how we improve things.  If every time we have that debate we end up 
with sensationalist headlines then that is not to the benefit of policing in this city and the safety of 
London in the future. 
 
Borough commanders do an extraordinarily difficult job.  It is true - and I think it is fair to say and it 
was pointed out to me at the Police Authority and I answered it - that we allowed this debate to go on 
without there being a proper framework around it.  I regret that.  That is down to me.  It is not down 
to your borough commander or any other borough commander.  That is my responsibility. 
 
We have sent the framework out for that discussion and we have made it very clear what the process 
of that discussion will be and what the rules are.  I understand you are a bit distressed by what your 
borough commander said the other night.  That was fed back to me.  I have had him spoken to.  He is 
absolutely satisfied - and I am absolutely satisfied - his discussions have operated within those rules.  I 
happen to think you have a very good borough commander who is not spreading doom and gloom; he 
is trying to have a discussion to try to find out how do we make sure that what we have got in the 
future has been properly and rigorously examined and tested. 
 
Brian Coleman (AM):  It is the language of ten years ago.  Are you going to guarantee to the nice 
middle class suburban wards suffering with the level of burglary in particular that they are going to 
keep the level of policing that they have come to expect since the introduction of Safer 
Neighbourhood Teams? 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I do not think it is the 
language of ten years ago.  I think I have given more than sufficient assurances at this Committee 
today of my commitment to Safer Neighbourhood Teams and all operational capability. 
 
Brian Coleman (AM):  Can I move on to another subject. Commissioner, you will have seen the 
scenes on the picket lines during the recent two days of Fire Brigade strikes which seemed reminiscent 



 

 

of something 20 or 30 years ago.  Could you give a guarantee that you and your officers will robustly 
investigate all complaints that are made to the police about incidents on picket lines? 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I am not too sure I need to 
use the word robustly.  The bottom line is we have a duty to investigate complaints that are made to 
us and use the public asset appropriately in relation to those investigations.  I have spoken to the 
Head of the London Fire Brigade and he is very satisfied in what he says to us about the way in which 
we supported them during that strike. 
 
Richard Barnbrook (AM):  I would like to continue on the aspect of public confidence.  Recently I 
have made - on three occasions and I am quite surprised and alarmed by the results - freedom of 
information requests (FOIs) to the Metropolitan Police Service.  Each of those related to violent 
incidents.  I had asked for the description of the attackers, person or persons involved.  The reply has 
come back.  One example is with Thomas Hewitt [Thomas Hewitt Jones, a man attacked in Dulwich in 
July 2010].  Two comments come back.  One is that to issue a description of the perpetrators would 
not be in the public interest.  The other circumstance was that this disclosure would undermine 
individuals’ confidence in helping the Metropolitan Police Service.  Can you explain how that is the 
case; that it is not in the public interest or it may pull people back from informing on incidents to the 
Metropolitan Police Service by disclosing the person or persons involved with violent attacks? 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Firstly, I am not going to be 
commenting on individual investigations at this Committee -- 
 
Richard Barnbrook (AM):  I appreciate that. 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Secondly, there are good 
reasons on occasions why we would say it is not in the public interest or in the interests of criminal 
justice not to publicise an identity, or indeed a description of someone.  There are legal reasons for it.  
If we went back to holding an identity parade then that identity parade would be fundamentally 
undermined if we did that. 
 
Also, there are good reasons, investigative strategies, on occasions, when we might know who it is or 
have a good idea who it is, but the last thing we want to do is publicise it because we might have an 
investigative strategy that that person does not know that we know who it is or what he looks like.  
There are good reasons why we do it but, on occasions, I am sure we can make mistakes as well. 
 
I do not know the cases you refer to and I will not discuss individual cases. 
 
Richard Barnbrook (AM):  I appreciate that.  Are you sure there is not an element of 
disproportionality within certain communities which simply highlights a certain group or groups of 
people that are creating these aggressive crimes and, consequently, may knock some of the figures 
out of play for these lovey doveys who like to see the whole community working quite fine? 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  I do not think that is a question, Mr Barnbrook. 
 
Richard Barnbrook (AM):  Do you not think there is a possibility that there is a disproportionality 
amongst these violent crimes in certain communities that may not be beneficial to the public to 
know? 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I think I have got a track 
record, as Commissioner, and I think the Metropolitan Police Service has a track record, of being very 
open and honest, particularly at the Police Authority in public session, of where the problems of 
crime, criminality, victims and perpetrators lie in this city.  I have no reason to believe that that would 



 

 

drive out any of our responses and, if you have reason to believe it, you would have to produce 
something to justify that. 
 
Caroline Pidgeon (AM):  I would like to pick up a couple of the issues from earlier.  I am, Sir Paul, 
really reassured in your commitment to Safer Neighbourhood Teams and, particularly, that you are 
nervous about moving away from the ward-based model; I certainly am as well.  It is very reassuring 
compared to what I have heard the Assistant Commissioner in Territorial Policing say.  I found that he 
clearly has ideas to change TP completely.  You said to Richard [Tracey] that that might be Surrey, 
this is London.  It seems to me Ian McPherson’s ideas come from Norfolk, and that is not London 
either.  Perhaps you might want to bear that in mind. 
 
Looking at the paperwork you have provided, whilst you have talked about consultation with the 
communities and you have talked quite passionately about that, when you look at what has been 
provided to us it says there is going to be a review of the current position and resources: an internal 
consultation, engagement with local partners and communities, presentation of findings to the 
Metropolitan Police Service and MPA and then development of a business case for change.  That does 
not really sound like there is a lot of room there for really genuine consultation engagement with 
communities. 
 
One ward in Southwark has contacted me and told me their residents are being shown a paper map 
and told, ‚Can you circle where your neighbourhood is?‛  That does not really sound like proper 
consultation on how we are going to develop local policing. 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  If I clarify what I said earlier.  
I am genuinely nervous about moving away from a ward-based model.  That does not mean to say I 
could never be convinced.  That is what a review is for.  I am genuinely nervous.  I think you are being 
a little unfair on the ex-Chief Constable of Norfolk.  He has been brought in here to shake things up 
and ask some difficult questions.  That is what we want from him.  I am being honest.  I start from the 
position of being very nervous from moving away from a model that has brought huge benefits to us. 
 
As for the consultation, what I have got in front of me, I am happy to share it with the Police 
Authority.  It was sent out on 9 November 2010, which is the minimum standard for consultation, and 
it goes somewhat further than the document you have got.  I am very happy to share that.  That goes 
through the internal consultation, saying what that should be.  The minimum standards for strategic 
partners, which must include the minimum standards for neighbourhood partners and the minimum 
standards for community consultation and what processes it must include.  It goes some way further.  
It will never be perfect.  We cannot hold a referendum on these things.  That is not where we can go. 
 
Actually, it has given me some reassurance that TP, under the leadership of the Assistant 
Commissioner, Ian McPherson, who did a fine job there, is getting a grip of that making sure the 
consultation is extensive.  Any discussion we then bring back to the Police Authority on the basis of 
the evidence, rather than the basis of any of our preferences or prejudices. 
 
Caroline Pidgeon (AM):  That is fantastic.  Can I pick up one more point.  I also have had reported 
to me that people are being told half the Safer Neighbourhood Teams sergeants will be removed.  Can 
you reassure us today that is …? 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  There has been no decision 
on that.  I do think we have got to look at supervisory ratios.  I think we have got it wrong in the 
Metropolitan Police Service.  I think supervisory ratios and management on costs are too high and I 
think we do need to look at it; that includes Safer Neighbourhoods. 
 
Caroline Pidgeon (AM):  That is being considered as part of this review?  It is not set in stone? 
 



 

 

Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I think it has to be. 
 
Jenny Jones (AM):  Commissioner, could I push you on something you were talking with Darren 
about earlier and that is the whole issue of annualised hours and aligning shifts with demand and all 
that sort of thing?  I am not sure in Norfolk they have had huge success with this.  Do not tell me 
Norfolk is not London because I think we are all aware of that!  It did reduce overtime quite 
substantially but it also reduced sickness, which I thought was quite interesting, by 17%.  Will you 
commit today to looking more closely at annualised hours and changing shifts to meet demand?  Will 
you do the calculations? 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I actually do not think I need 
to commit today to looking at the shifts because that is a fundamental part of the whole TP change 
programme.  That is well advanced with three basic shift systems being offered to all boroughs.  That 
is well in advance right the way across the boroughs to try to match resource to demand.  We are 
pretty well advanced on that. 
 
The other thing is, I would say, we are always looking for any way, and I will take any suggestions, of 
how we reduce sickness even more.  We have produced figures to the Authority, which do not always 
make the media, which put the Metropolitan Police Service in a very good light compared to any other 
police service across the country and, indeed, any industry norm.  We have made huge progress on 
sickness but I am always interested in how we can make even further progress. 
 
The shift review is well underway already. 
 
Jenny Jones (AM):  The calculations about the annualised hours?  Will you do those? 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I will firstly try to find out 
more about it.  As you have already picked up, this is not my specialist area - annualised hours - so I 
will commit to look at it. 
 
Jenny Jones (AM):  I will speak to Anne [McMeel] then.  Thank you. 
 
Andrew Boff (AM):  Commissioner, could you tell me whether or not you accept that the police 
service’s duty to ensure the safety of women extends to those who are involved in the sex trade? 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Our duty is, as I have said 
already, to save lives, prevent crime, detect crime, and keep the Queen’s peace.  That applies to 
anybody, whatever their trade and whatever their background.  We do not differentiate. 
 
Andrew Boff (AM):  Could the Commissioner share with me how the protocols have changed 
recently with regard to the publishing of the images of street prostitutes on the internet? 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  They have not.  They have 
stayed the same.  I understand this comes from a response by the Mayor to the GLA.  My answer to 
the issue of publishing people’s identity - I have already touched on that today - is that there are rare 
occasions where publication of an offender’s photo is a proportionate tool to prevent crime.  They are 
rare occasions.  There is guidance on it.  We should look at, firstly, would it provide public 
reassurance.  Secondly, would it enhance enforcement.  Thirdly, what is the deterrent effect but, also, 
what is the effect on an individual.  There are rare occasions where it may be that the benefits 
outweigh the disbenefits.  It is a tactical tool that remains for the Metropolitan Police Service.  We will 
keep it as a tactical tool but it will be used rarely, if ever. 
 
Andrew Boff (AM):  Is the Commissioner aware that there is no evidence base for making the 
assumption that the publishing of these photographs is not a danger to those women themselves? 



 

 

 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I am also aware that there is 
no evidence base to the contrary.  We have got to make very balanced decisions on how best we 
protect individuals who are engaged in illegality and how best we protect the communities within 
which those individuals also work.  That is always a very difficult balanced decision.  What I can assure 
this Committee is there will be no cavalier attitude to it.  It is not something we would ever do lightly 
and it is something that is done very rarely.  It is something that we will retain as a tactic to be used 
rarely and reviewed. 
 
Andrew Boff (AM):  Would the Commissioner accept that the publishing of the images, of some 
very damaged people who have resorted to street prostitution, on the internet does not necessarily 
safeguard their safety? 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  What I am actually saying is 
that is part and parcel of the consideration on what is a very, very difficult and rare, but balanced, 
decision. 
 
Andrew Boff (AM):  Under what circumstances can you see the publishing of a street prostitute’s 
photograph on the Metropolitan Police Service’s website of ensuring that person’s safety? 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I am not going to go into 
what circumstance and what is detailed because we are just going to get into a, ‚what if, what if, what 
if‚.  What I can assure you is the process that we go through and the process we go through is 
detailed, considered and it is used rarely.  I will happily give you a written answer on it, and I 
understand you have asked for it. 
 
Andrew Boff (AM):  The Commissioner is very well aware of the response of the Mayor to this 
particular issue.  It begs the question who is actually in charge? 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I run operational policing in 
London. 
 
Andrew Boff (AM):  Even with the very clear direction from the Mayor of London that this practice 
should not happen again.  Yet you are saying that that practice will be considered in the future? 
 
Sir Paul Stephenson (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  It is one of our tactics and I 
have had no such direction from the Mayor. 
 
Andrew Boff (AM):  I believe you have had a direction from the Mayor. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  I think you have just been told by Sir Paul that he has not had a direction from 
the Mayor. 
 
Andrew Boff (AM):  Thank you very much. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  OK.  There are no further questions.  
 
Len Duvall (AM):  I have a point of order.  Can I say I am very grateful for the way the questions 
have been answered this morning but having heard the opening statements and the guests’ 
admissions themselves on budget as well as structural matters, can we give some consideration for 
timetabling a further discussion with our colleagues from the MPA and the Metropolitan Police 
Service in the New Year, once we get the information around the budget and once we have seen the 
nature of the legislation?  
 



 

 

Dee Doocey (Chair):  That is not a point of order.  I will take any discussions or suggestions off line.  
Can I thank Sir Paul and Kit for attending and for the way they have answered all the questions this 
morning.  Thank you very much indeed.   
 
Brian Coleman (AM):  Chair, I am very sorry, I have some sympathy with Mr Duvall.  I am amazed, 
Chair, that the vast majority of the Members called in this debate have been Members of the Police 
Authority.  Whereas it is up to party political groups how they use their time I am surprised that no 
Labour Member not on the Police Authority had an opportunity -- 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  That is not a point of order, Mr Coleman. 
 
Brian Coleman (AM):  It is a point of order because you have constantly called Members of the 
Police Authority above non-Members of the Police Authority.  You also called a Member who had 
already spoken and who had already participated in the debate before you called Members who had 
not participated. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  Mr Coleman, I am not going to have a slanging match -- 
 
Brian Coleman (AM):  That is a point of order. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  It is not a point of order.  Please sit down. 
 
Brian Coleman (AM):  Consequently, this is the only opportunity in 12 months that non-Police 
Authority Members get to question the Police Commissioner and the Chair of the Police Authority and 
I think it has been handled shambolically this morning. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  You are entitled to your opinion.  I find your outburst quite sad, frankly, 
because you understand better than most people -- 
 
Brian Coleman (AM):  As a former Chairman some of us know what we are doing when we have 
chaired this meeting in the past and have always given priority to Assembly Members who are not 
Members of the Police Authority and do not normally have the opportunity to question the 
Commissioner and the Chair of the Authority. 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  You are out of order and if you continue like this I will have you named and 
removed from the Chamber.  Do not think I will not.  Silence is golden.  
 
John Biggs (AM):  Can I make a simple point? 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  If it is a point of order. 
 
John Biggs (AM):  I believe it is.   
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  You believe it is?  It either is or it is not.  What is your point of order? 
 
John Biggs (AM):  In the order of business, would it be worth noting that Mr Coleman has 7 minutes 
and 22 seconds left in which he could have asked questions if he had been bothered to do so? 
 
Dee Doocey (Chair):  That is not a point of order.  We are now moving on to Part 2. 
 


