
 

Appendix 1 

Police and Crime Committee – 17 January 2013 

 

Transcript of Item 5: The Mayor’s Draft Police and Crime Plan 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  If we can move to item 5, which is our main business this 

morning, and that is the start of our investigation into the Police and Crime Plan for London.  

This is the first such plan in the country and we are devoting at least three of our sessions to a 

full examination of this plan.  We are delighted with the range and quality of our guests this 

morning. Can I just start by welcoming our guests and we are very pleased you are here.  We 

have about an hour and a quarter, an hour and a half, with you this morning, so we will not get 

through every single question no doubt we would like to ask or information perhaps that you 

would like to give. Can I just start by thanking Marian FitzGerald for the information you have 

already submitted to us; it has been very useful.  If there are any further submissions any of our 

guests wish to make after the meeting this morning we would be more than happy to hear from 

you because it can only inform our work. 

 

Perhaps I could start because today we are hoping to get your advice and your expert opinion 

on public perceptions of policing.  Perhaps I could kick off just by asking each of you, to what 

extent do you believe that police presence and visibility impact on public confidence and, from 

the plan that you have read, do you believe that the new local policing model and the changes 

that are planned will impact on public confidence?  Perhaps I could start with Marian. 

 

Marian FitzGerald (Visiting Professor of Criminology, University of Kent):  Obviously 

there is perennially a demand for more and more visible officer presence on the streets and the 

roll-out of Safer Neighbourhood Teams from several years ago was a response to that demand.  

It is going to be difficult to roll back from that.  We also have to understand that, although 

people may feel reassured by that, the danger is of course that, if you were to withdraw that 

visible police presence, people would feel less secure and less reassured.  However, measures of 

confidence in the police are not necessarily determined ultimately by that.  If you are relying on 

surveys, what you will get will be the effect of whatever happens to be in the headlines about 

the police, whether in the Metropolitan Police Service or elsewhere, at any given moment.  

Whether it is a police officer falling off a bridge trying to save people from the floods, in which 

case people are very pro-police, or whether it is a sudden apparent scandal about corruption. I 

think you will get very different results from the same people, even with the same level of visible 

policing, depending on when the survey is taken.  There are some reservations around that. 

 

I also do think that the true measure of confidence is necessarily the extent to which the 

public - and this is a big challenge in certain areas of London, particularly high-crime areas - are 

prepared to report crime to the police in the first place, to co-operate in investigations and, as 

necessary, to give witness and victim evidence.  Those are the real measures of confidence and 

those are the things that I think we should be looking for improvement in. 

 

Ironically, of course, in terms of reporting crime, one of the reasons people are inhibited, 

particularly in your highest crime areas, from reporting to the police is not necessarily to do with 

confidence in the police or perceptions of police bias, but simply because they are frightened of 



 

reprisals.  That is a big hurdle to get over, but until and unless the police have got over that, you 

are endlessly into this spiral of violence where people settle things for themselves rather than 

taking it to the forces of law and order.  That is where I would want to see a real measure of 

improvements in confidence.  The irony being of course that a consequence of that would be to 

put crime rates up rather than down. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  Because more people would feel confident in reporting. 

 

Marian FitzGerald (Visiting Professor of Criminology, University of Kent):  Crime, if it 

was honestly reported and recorded, would be seen to go up. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  That of course is a conflict with some of the 20/20/20 targets 

that the -- 

 

Marian FitzGerald (Visiting Professor of Criminology, University of Kent):  There is a 

certain tension here. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  Yes, OK.  Mike, can I come to you next. 

 

Mike Hough (Professor of Criminal Policy and Co-Director of the Institute for Criminal 

Policy Research, Birkbeck College, University of London):  It is very clear that people 

think they want bobbies on the beat and more visibility and so on.  I read that as a sort of 

metaphor for a style of policing. I think they want a style of policing that is personal and trusted 

and one needs to listen to that.  I think the key thing in any policing plan is to keep an eye on 

levels of police legitimacy; what makes the police legitimate in the eyes of the public.  It is 

probably, as Marian says, I do not think it is just numbers of bobbies on the beat, but it is the 

way that people and police interact.  Trust and fairness is a critical thing that generates 

legitimacy and there are different sorts of fairness, like trust in procedural fairness and 

politeness and respect; trust in effectiveness; trust in fair outcomes.  The work that Ben 

[Bradford] and I have done suggests that the key driver of legitimacy is procedural fairness, the 

quality of interaction between police and policed. 

 

I would like to say one thing about surveys.  Marian and I have worked together in the past over 

many years and we agree on the big things. What we do not agree on is the value of surveys I 

think.  If a policing plan wants to monitor legitimacy, basically the only real way to do it is to 

talk to people, see if they trust the police and if they think they imbue legitimacy to the police.  

Probably, to my mind, surveys are the least-worst way of talking to the public in a way that is 

representative.  We have done a lot of work over the last five years, Ben and I and colleagues, 

using surveys, him in London, the Metropolitan Police Public Attitudes (MetPAS) Survey and 

the European Social Survey across 28 countries in Europe, where we have quite a sophisticated 

set of ideas now about different levels of trust in different countries, what that trust does to 

legitimacy, and crucially how legitimacy drives compliance with the law and co-operation with 

the police.  My sort of take-home message for the plan and for anybody commenting on the 

plan is that, looking at legitimacy is absolutely central to getting policing strategy right. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  Ben, do you want to add anything? 



 

 

Ben Bradford (Career Development Fellow in Criminology, University of Oxford):  Yes, 

mainly to say I agree with most of what has been said.  I think, if you see bobby visibility on the 

beat as a form of contact with the police, it is probably the most common form of contact 

people have with the police. I think there is a danger in over-emphasising quantity over quality 

and it is probably not so much how often people see the police or how much contact they have 

with the police, it is the quality of those contacts.  When people are interacting with police 

officers, all the kind of things that Mike has just been talking about are what they find 

important; it is the procedural fairness of the encounter that really matters. 

 

In terms of the plan and the kind of structures, I thought there was too much emphasis in the 

plan on structure over the process. It was too much about how are we going to erect this edifice 

of policing or rearrange this edifice of policing in London without paying nearly enough 

attention to the interactions that police officers have with members of the public and that is 

where you are going to get improvements in confidence because the structures of policing are 

invisible to most members of the public.  It makes no difference to them where police officers 

are located for the most part of the day; what matters to them is if they call the police they turn 

up and when the police officers do turn up they treat them fairly, they treat them with respect, 

they appear competent, they appear interested in their problems, etc, etc. Those are the 

important things, not where police officers happen to be located for the most part of their day. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  OK.  Can I follow that up then, because the plan suggests great 

changes to local policing, particularly in the Safer Neighbourhood Teams. I think all parties 

around this Chamber for the last ten years have been applauding our local Safer Neighbourhood 

Teams and our dedicated resources.  The plan envisages taking officers and Police Community 

Support Officers (PCSO) out of wards and leaving one police constable (PC) and one PCSO and 

then having the rest in larger geographical areas that can be moved around. Which some people 

say gives a greater flexibility, others say is in a sense a return to something akin to sector 

policing, which did not work.  I am just wondering, could you give an indication about 

confidence with regards to Safer Neighbourhood models and any work that you have done with 

regard to that? 

 

Marian FitzGerald (Visiting Professor of Criminology, University of Kent):  I think my 

concerns here are not just what has been referred to as the quality of interaction with those 

members of the public who do have contact with the police, and in order to do that I think you 

need to build up relationships locally over time and one of the problems has always been, even 

with the Safer Neighbourhood Teams, the extent to which there is a turnover of officers.  If you 

are going to invest in that way and build up those local relationships with local people you have 

to have, not only a sufficient number of officers, but you also have to have continuity and a sort 

of recognisability, which you are not going to get if you dilute the Safer Neighbourhood Teams 

as such.  Beyond that, in so far as people do have contact, and it is a good-quality contact 

which is important, but beyond that we forget that there is an awful lot of stuff to do with, 

“Well what happens afterwards?”  Where does that information go, in so far as the information 

that an individual gives ties in with something that is much broader and potentially much more 

serious than the issue that person has brought to the police. 

 



 

The need is for the essential infrastructure, which can deal with that information, which can 

collate it, process it, use it intelligently, and also all of the infrastructure that deals with the 

prevention of crime, which deals with an awful lot of stuff that the public are not even aware of 

because fortunately it has not happened to them.  The specialist work that is done, it places a 

lot of emphasis on counter-terrorism, sexual violence, and all the rest of it, gangs.  If you are 

going to take a lot of people (leaving aside how you are going to deploy them locally) and put 

them into that area, you are taking them away from these other areas.  What concerns me is the 

stuff that affects the public directly day to day is only a very small part of effective policing, 

including policing that will protect the public and that can effectively act on the concerns that 

the public bring to the police.  Unless you have all of those pieces in place, which are not 

glamorous, which are not sexy (who cares about civilian staff?) but, unless you have them there 

processing the intelligence and making sure it gets to the right place at the right time, you are 

up a gum tree.  I am concerned that all of the emphasis here is on the politically-sexy stuff, 

which is the visibility. 

 

Now there are concerns within that about the dilution of Safer Neighbourhood Teams for the 

reasons that I have explained in terms of the need for continuity and building up local 

relationships. However, I have a lot of concerns beyond that, which I would not want to lose 

sight of, if we are going to put all the emphasis on what is the best way of ensuring a larger 

visible police presence locally. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  The same questions to Mike and Ben. 

 

Mike Hough (Professor of Criminal Policy and Co-Director of the Institute for Criminal 

Policy Research, Birkbeck College, University of London):  I would just say briefly I 

welcome the fact that the plan retains the principles of neighbourhood policing, which is really 

important.I do not really have any research evidence that I can put on the table about whether a 

sort of move to slightly larger units is going to undermine the philosophy or whether it can be 

finessed properly; I do not know. 

 

Ben Bradford (Career Development Fellow in Criminology, University of Oxford):  The 

only thing I would add to that is we should not lose sight of the fact that a large part of the 

work that police do, probably the majority of the work that police do, at least uniformed 

officers, has nothing to do with crime per se.  Most of the calls that police receive are not 

directly related to criminal behaviour. It is very easy in all of this to lose sight of the fact that a 

large part of the job that uniformed officers do is problem solving and by definition a lot of that 

problem solving will be in local areas, dealing with local problems that are not specifically crime-

related and you lose that emphasis, you lose that part of it at everyone’s peril I think. 

 

Marian FitzGerald (Visiting Professor of Criminology, University of Kent):  Can I just 

add to that a very important point about the business about relationships and continuity, 

because it ties in with what Ben said.  In terms of problem solving locally, this involves a lot of 

work with other local agencies, and the endless complaint of those other local agencies is the 

endless turnover of police officers. They build up a good relationship with one, you get one 

good officer comes to a meeting, you really think, “We are cracking this, we are going to get 

there.”  The next meeting, it is a different officer.  At that level too, not just relationships with 



 

the public, but those key other agencies who are involved in that problem solving locally. The 

need for continuity and stability at that very local level I think is something we should not lose 

sight of. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  Ben, I take it you were talking about the quality of life issues, 

such as fly-tipping and so forth that they engage with? 

 

Ben Bradford (Career Development Fellow in Criminology, University of Oxford):  Just 

the huge range of things that the police do.  The best definition of who the police are, I think 

most criminologists would agree, is from an American criminologist called Egon Bittner and he 

said, 

 

“The police are the organisation that you call when something is happening that ought 

not to be happening and someone should do something about it right now.” 

 

Which basically covers almost anything.  If you look at the calls to service made to the police, 

they do cover literally almost anything. 

 

Mike Hough (Professor of Criminal Policy and Co-Director of the Institute for Criminal 

Policy Research, Birkbeck College, University of London):  “Emergency” is the defining 

aspect of policing rather than crime control in my mind.  Crime control is an important bit, but 

dealing with emergencies is the overarching function. That can be turning out to fires, traffic 

accidents, people who are injured, people who are lost, mental health issues, all those 

emergencies that need immediate response. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  Before I bring in James, I just have one final question.  The 

Commissioner has talked a lot recently about the police just doing what they are tasked to do, 

which is enforcing, and they are not getting into the social side of stuff.  Given what you have 

said, Ben, is that going to be possible, or if that does happen will that then impact on 

confidence? 

 

Ben Bradford (Career Development Fellow in Criminology, University of Oxford):  The 

only way that would be possible would be to stop people phoning the police and expecting 

them to turn up to deal with problems that confront them.  If you want to say to the public, “If 

you are confronted with a problem that you think needs a police response, you cannot call the 

police, you need to deal with that problem some other way”, you could do that.  If you do not 

want to do that then you are not going to stop the huge mass of calls that the police get and 

the huge range of problems they have to solve, because they are generated by the public. 

 

James Cleverly (AM):  Thank you, Madam Chairman.  One of the things that strikes me with 

the move from a larger explicit team to a smaller explicit team with kind of a mobile reserve, as 

it were, the feedback that I have been getting is that there is a constant breach of the implied 

promise, when people are told, “This is going to be your local team and they are going to stay 

local”, and then they keep being abstracted. That has a detrimental impact on confidence.  

What do you think the balance is between being a bit more honest and saying, “Look, the team 

that you will get is going to be a smaller team but we will not extract them”, rather than what 



 

we have had historically, which is the implied promise that your local team is truly local but with 

a much more significant level of abstractions, even just across ward boundaries.  I was 

wondering if you could just give me your thoughts on that balance? 

 

Mike Hough (Professor of Criminal Policy and Co-Director of the Institute for Criminal 

Policy Research, Birkbeck College, University of London):  I would say honesty is the best 

policy.  That is not a research answer.  People find these things out if promises are not kept. 

 

Ben Bradford (Career Development Fellow in Criminology, University of Oxford):  I 

would agree with that.  I thought the structure proposed in here was not bad; I mean that seems 

a perfectly rational approach to the problem to me. 

 

Marian FitzGerald (Visiting Professor of Criminology, University of Kent):  But again 

the problem has always been, when you deal with any sort of reorganisation, people have the 

illusion that if something looks radically different on an organisation chart, something radically 

different is going to happen and it is all going to be better.  However, it is how the bits on the 

chart join up, which is the tricky bit, the bit that everybody puts in the too-difficult box and 

nobody addresses. 

 

Now, I remember when first the Safer Neighbourhood Teams were going to be rolled out and 

the Greater London Authority (GLA) was asked for huge amounts of more money just to fund it.  

They said, “Well do you not need more money for anything else and how is it all going to join 

together?”  What will be the relationship between the Safer Neighbourhood Teams and the 

response teams?  How do you ensure that the response teams know what the neighbourhood 

team picked up overnight or the neighbourhood team knows what the response team was doing 

overnight?  So, however you organise it, I think the big issues have to be, “Yes, but how does it 

join up, what are the links, who is responsible and in what timeframe for telling what to who, to 

make sure that the whole thing coheres”. 

 

I think, yes, Safer Neighbourhood Teams, be honest about it, invest in that properly, because 

otherwise you create cynicism, not just in the public, you cannot underestimate the impact of 

this.  If you have the officers on the ground feeling endlessly bashed about and the idea that 

you do not contact us unless it is something to do with the police, I think the officers on the 

ground, who nonetheless will day to day, even if it is not over the phone, in the street get 

people coming up to them with all of this stuff, what are they supposed to do?  They will feel 

utterly cynical and demoralised, and that has a knock-on effect to the way in which they 

interact with the public. 

 

James Cleverly (AM):  Are you suggesting perhaps that the quality of the back-briefing or the 

rear link, or whatever you want to describe it as, the quality of that information sharing is more 

or less as important than the names and numbers of the people who are allocated to the 

geographical areas on a ward-by-ward basis? 

 

Marian FitzGerald (Visiting Professor of Criminology, University of Kent):  I think you 

have to have that in the first place. You have to have that continuity and you have to have that 

ability to build up relationships between the police and local people, and also critically other 



 

local agencies.  Beyond that, to make sure that things happen, and in a timely, effective, and 

efficient manner, as a result of those contacts you have to have the communications right at all 

levels. From the local level to the borough level to the centre to nationally, across other 

agencies and so on.  Those are the bits that seem to me to be missing.  The idea is you just talk 

about the numbers that you put there because it sounds attractive, but if you have not thought 

through how it is all going to join up -- I think at the core is certainly that neighbourhood 

presence and the continuity, whatever size of unit that is, and I think you are right about that.  

However, you have to also look at the wider stuff that goes around that, if that is going to be 

effective. 

 

Mike Hough (Professor of Criminal Policy and Co-Director of the Institute for Criminal 

Policy Research, Birkbeck College, University of London):  One thing to add to that.  It 

strikes me that the big shift over the last five years has been the potential for getting in touch 

with individual officers over their personal mobile. That may be a solution to these issues of 

small local or bigger local. If the people you deal with in the police are contactable then you can 

get hold of them and find out what is going on, which you just could not do ten years ago. 

 

Marian FitzGerald (Visiting Professor of Criminology, University of Kent):  What also 

goes with that is the stuff about - and I raised it in my paper - the role of civilian staff. I have 

seen, in intensive work that I did in another police area, Safer Neighbourhood Teams becoming 

victims of their own success, in so far as they took up problems and then promised to get back 

to people, they were spending all of their time doing the follow-up work, both with the agencies 

they had taken the query to and the people they had promised to keep informed about progress 

on their problem, and it was taking them off the streets.  Unless they had that PCSO support to 

do the clerical and admin stuff, to answer the phones and put the messages out in a timely 

fashion-- you cannot do without that infrastructure, I keep coming back to this, but you really 

cannot effectively do it.  In fact, if you do your job effectively, the more you do it effectively, 

the more you need that infrastructure, otherwise the whole thing collapses in on itself. 

 

James Cleverly (AM):  Thank you. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  Yes, thank you.  I was interested in what you said, Ben, about the wider 

role of police, which is self-evident when you look around London. Yet it is not something that 

people always bear in mind when they talk about policing.  I like the neighbourhood team model 

because I know who my local officers are and my constituents like it as well.  I get over 

80 people who turn up at the neighbourhood policing meeting; that is a lot more than the local 

councillors ever manage.  People like it for confidence levels, but does that structure, that 

ownership of so many officers at ward level, hamper some of that wider job that you are talking 

about the police having to do? 

 

Ben Bradford (Career Development Fellow in Criminology, University of Oxford):  I 

think that probably is the part of the police that does that wider job. So, aside from pure 

emergency situations -- and we should not forget that, in many situations, crime or non-crime 

related, people call 999, they do not care who turns up, they just want a police officer and they 

want them now. That is going to continue to be really, really important and that kind of 

response will continue to be really important. 



 

 

In terms of the kind of broader local community-based work, problem solving, dealing for 

example, with people with mental health issues, the community, that is what those 

neighbourhood teams do, and they should continue to do that.  I think Marian is right; I think 

this is moving a bit away from my area of expertise, but I think those teams tend to be poorly 

integrated into the rest of the police service.  They do not talk to other aspects of it very well. 

There is a division within the police service where you have the neighbourhood teams and you 

have everyone else who does the real work.  There is a police ideology going on there as well. 

 

I think the structure here, as long as it maintains that local emphasis, and it may even improve it 

if we have that kind of stability and the ability of people in local areas to build proper links with 

the other agencies they need to work with, then it could get better as a result of this.  I do not 

see a particular problem with that. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  I do not know if you have looked at the riot that we suffered back in 2011 

around London, did the neighbourhood policing structure that we have, the rigid structure, 

hamper the response to that? 

 

Ben Bradford (Career Development Fellow in Criminology, University of Oxford):  I do 

not know.  What I would say about the riots, just to circumvent your question somewhat, 

because they do very much tap into some of the things that Mike was talking about, issues of 

legitimacy, both within Tottenham itself, the response to the shooting, the way the police 

handled or mishandled that, and more widely.  I do not think the riots were pure and simple 

criminality; they were much more complicated than that.  One of the things in the mix was 

definitely the problematic relationship between police and young people in local areas. 

 

Now, whether that is specifically a problem of neighbourhood policing, I somewhat doubt.  I 

think that is a problem those individuals and those groups have with the police as an institution. 

They are going to, as individuals, have interactions with lots of different types of police officers 

and not just their local neighbourhood teams. 

 

Whether neighbourhood policing impeded the response, I do not know.  I mean you could claim 

it was a failure of intelligence, someone in Tottenham should have been saying, “Look, this is 

going to be a problem, you need to have people on the ground to deal with it”, but I am not 

really qualified to say much more about that. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  I am interested to see what other witnesses might say about this, because 

of course we really only got it under control in London when we received help from other forces 

outside London.  Was it a case of the Metropolitan Police Service being overwhelmed or was it a 

case of the structure; of the way those officers were allocated within the Metropolitan Police 

Service being a barrier to a swift-enough response to deal with it? 

 

Mike Hough (Professor of Criminal Policy and Co-Director of the Institute for Criminal 

Policy Research, Birkbeck College, University of London):  I thought the Inspectorate 

reckoned that there was a hesitancy in responding rapidly for fear of inflaming things.  That 



 

could have been a misjudgement.  I do not know if that really relates to the issue of the 

structure of neighbourhood policing. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  Yes, we certainly discussed it here shortly afterwards and I think the 

senior management at the Metropolitan Police Service admitted to some of the shortcomings in 

the response in the way that the thing was viewed.  I was wondering if, and I am not trying to 

make a political point, it is a genuine question, because somewhere in the Metropolitan Police 

Service I get the feeling that perhaps there is less confidence in the neighbourhood models at 

being able to solve all our problems.  Really, that riot in 2011 is the one thing that has 

happened recently that might have changed people’s minds. 

 

Marian FitzGerald (Visiting Professor of Criminology, University of Kent):  I have done 

quite a lot of work on the riots, I have given it in lectures, and you are very welcome to have the 

analysis.  My analysis would suggest first of all it is important not to lapse too readily into 

thinking that these were anti-police riots, because by and large they were not.  Tottenham was 

where it started and Tottenham was different. I think there is a general consensus in all of the 

reports that have been done that, if the situation had been contained in Tottenham, it would 

not then have escalated on the scale that it did.  It is worth looking at Tottenham but realising 

that Tottenham is probably exceptional, although there are some lessons to be learned there. 

 

As I pointed out in my paper, I have been concerned for a very long time about the provocative 

use of section 60 searches by the Metropolitan Police Service in the name of tackling knife 

crime. I have also proved that there is no correlation between the extent to which different 

boroughs use the section 60 power and their trends in knife crime. Notwithstanding which, and 

I had recalled Swamp 81 in Brixton and said, “You are playing with fire here”, I had hoped that I 

would not be proved right, but I identified a huge surge in section 60 searches in Tottenham in 

each of the three months before the riots, which none of the main reports had picked up.  I 

think that is something that needs to be looked at. 

 

However, if you look at the internal Metropolitan Police Service report, what they also question, 

and I was thinking at the time of the riots, where were - and I will not name names - but all of 

the key people who have been on an inside track with the police for a very long time, many of 

whom were based in Tottenham and claimed to have the whole thing sorted, where were they in 

this process?  Well it seems to me from reading between the lines of the internal inquiry that 

they were consulted and it was their advice to the police, so back to Scarman, to consult 

members of the local community when you have a sensitive issue coming up. I think they did 

that and I think that the people who were self-appointed as the representatives of the 

community had said to them, “Oh, play this low-key; do not risk escalation”.  That was part of 

the reason for the failure to respond effectively, which, with hindsight - we may not be right - 

people say would have been the answer if you had gone out there and been very aggressive and 

made lots of collars.  We do not know how it would have played out in that alternative universe. 

 

Then the third factor that comes into play is the claim that there were not enough riot-trained 

officers in any case available to do that.  That may address your point about whether -- well it 

comes back to my more general point about how you get the right balance between your 

specialists and the people in the front line. It may raise questions about that, but it is not 



 

either/or, is it about how the whole thing works together and getting the right balance.  The 

idea of throwing the baby out with the bathwater because you did not have enough riot-trained 

police in Tottenham at the time, when there were all of these other factors to be taken into 

account as well, I think would be unwise. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  I do not want to hold up the Committee, but I am considering the wider 

area than Tottenham. For instance, in my area, in outer London, we ended up defending the 

town with detectives and guys off the front desk and all sorts of people who had never 

expected in their lives to encounter something like that, but who very bravely went out and 

dealt with it. 

 

Marian FitzGerald (Visiting Professor of Criminology, University of Kent):  Once it has 

taken off on that sort of scale, you simply cannot find enough bodies, riot-trained or not, to put 

out there and contain it, but this was the problem. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  OK. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Back to two points you raised on the surveys, just in terms of the 

differences between you of whether they are useful or not. Is the real issue that we need to take 

onboard the interpretation placed on the outcome of surveys and any subsequent decisions 

made, not just about the results of it? Is that really where we should be putting it, in terms of 

the issues around policing and crime, really about the outcomes, how people take those survey 

results and either continue with the same course of action based on those survey results or 

change practices around that?  Is that sort of where, in terms of work that you have done in the 

past, that we should be cautious of, or those issues, not whether it is, should we do surveys or 

not, it is really about how surveys are used in future decision making?  Is that a fair assessment? 

 

Mike Hough (Professor of Criminal Policy and Co-Director of the Institute for Criminal 

Policy Research, Birkbeck College, University of London):  It is fair.  Surveys have flaws, 

they are fragile, they can be misinterpreted.  Samples can be incomplete.  There is a whole raft 

of things that make them not totally reliable.  On the other hand you can extract intelligence 

and good things from them.  I think the key thing is that there are hard-to-reach people who 

have less of a voice in sample surveys than your average Londoner and one must remember 

that.  However, the picture that comes out of the MetPAS Survey is extremely plausible. 

 

Ben Bradford (Career Development Fellow in Criminology, University of Oxford):  What 

I would add to that is two things: first, if I am going to use a survey - and I would, that is my 

preference and background - I would not have a measure of public confidence as the target as 

we currently do. I would have perhaps measures of legitimacy, as Mike was talking about, 

people’s self-assessed propensity to co-operate with the police. Questions about, “If you were 

to be a victim of crime, would you call the police?” those kind of things.  What we are interested 

in is, where public confidence in a sense is just a way to get to these other things, which is 

legitimacy, co-operation, compliance, etc. 

 

Neither would I have a named number target that the police were meant to be working towards 

and I certainly would not have one that is 20 percentage points higher than it currently is.  If 



 

you look at the trend of public opinion in London of the police over the last five, six, seven 

years, it is basically a flat line and they are being charged with increasing that hugely.  I do not 

think public opinion is shiftable in quite that way. It is much more stable, because lots of other 

things are going into people’s opinions of the police, not just what the police happen to be 

doing at that time. 

 

I would not place too much emphasis on the media, as Marian does. We did some work that 

tracked changes in media reporting of policing and the measure of confidence in London and 

they seem to have no effect over the short to medium term, which again I think suggests that 

people’s opinions are rather stable.  It would be much better to measure outcomes and think 

about how you can shift those outcomes or those measures in the surveys in positive directions 

and be content if they are moving up. 

 

Mike Hough (Professor of Criminal Policy and Co-Director of the Institute for Criminal 

Policy Research, Birkbeck College, University of London):  Nationally they have been 

improving, so you can get improvements, but I would be pretty astonished if 20 percentage 

points was the increase that we end up with in five years. 

 

Marian FitzGerald (Visiting Professor of Criminology, University of Kent):  I very much 

reinforce what Ben said about not using confidence, which is, “What does that mean to 

anyone?” but more concrete measures like scenarios.  Now people may kid themselves when 

they are asked, “Would you co-operate with the police?” or, “Would you ...”  But as long as 

they are kidding themselves to the same extent each time, you have a real trend.  I would also 

caution against measuring the trend against a national trend; you have to compare like with like.  

London is like other large cities where you also have far more complex problems, levels of very 

serious violent crime, and shifting populations and so on.  Therefore, you sensibly compare your 

results and how you are doing with other similar forces rather than the national average. 

 

Also 20%; the idea of 20% running through all of the targets, I mean, I think speaks for itself 

anyway. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Just to clear up, which ties on a number of points that you have made, 

partly starting with the infrastructure issue. On policing, emergency response, straightforward, 

there is either a very short-term problem-solving issue, you are there, you are dealing with an 

incident, or there is an ongoing investigation into that incident.  Is one of the issues not that 

practitioners have been saying in terms of tackling crime is that the space and time to deal with 

the longer-term problem solving, the more preventative type work, and freeing up space for 

that, is there any evidence about that and public confidence in terms of interactions with police 

and around that?  Not short-term response, there is an emergency response, and incident is 

there, response deals with it in terms of policing, or it gets carried on to a longer-term 

investigation.  It is some of those longer-term problem solving, some of that partnership work 

maybe that is required.  Is that not one of the issues around the capacity to deal with that, 

whether it is civilians, support staff, or that issue, is there any evidence around that, particularly 

outside London, that you can point to where we might learn some lessons on?  I always saw 

Safer Neighbourhood Teams being part of that longer-term, freeing up space to deal with some 



 

of those issues, which you could not do in genuine response issues or longer-term 

investigations. 

 

Ben Bradford (Career Development Fellow in Criminology, University of Oxford):  I 

think one of the biggest conundrums, if you are thinking purely in terms of public opinion of 

the police and how people come to form their views that they do about the police, one of the 

biggest conundrums we have is two of the biggest predictors of people’s opinions, if you like, 

are their perceptions of disorder. That is pre or sub-criminal signs of disorder in their local 

community, which might be abandoned cars, it might be graffiti, it might be and classically is 

groups of young people hanging around.  People’s opinions on those things strongly predict 

their opinions of the police. 

 

Another set of ideas and concerns that people have are about collective efficacy and social 

cohesion. If people feel that they live in a neighbourhood where they get on with their 

neighbours, where people are all pulling in the same direction, etc, etc, then those people are 

much more likely to have confidence in the police because the police represent to them that 

neighbourhood in some sense. 

 

Of course, the biggest conundrum, given that, is, should policing be about particularly 

increasing social cohesion in local areas?  Is that really what we want police officers to be 

doing?  There is a separate argument around disorder and around problem solving, around 

those kind of issues, and they probably are properly the province of the police, if you like.  

However, if you are thinking about issues of social cohesion, there are much bigger issues than 

policing and crime, yet they are strongly predictive of people’s opinions.  There is a key issue 

that policymakers have yet to grapple with, which is where to draw this line.  What do we want 

the police to do and where do we want to stop it being a policing issue and start being a much 

wider social issue, of which the police are only a relatively small part, which is not a very good 

answer to your question. 

 

Mike Hough (Professor of Criminal Policy and Co-Director of the Institute for Criminal 

Policy Research, Birkbeck College, University of London):  I think the Chicago Community 

Policing Programme tried to build in very effective middle-term problem solving and that did 

elevate confidence in some but not all sectors of Chicago.  I cannot remember the details more 

than that. 

 

Marian FitzGerald (Visiting Professor of Criminology, University of Kent):  I think there 

is a problem with the short-term measures, which are conventionally used within the service, 

and indeed by, may I say, politicians, to judge their effectiveness in terms of those short-term 

measurable things like number of arrests, detections and so on.  One of the things that came up 

in Policing for London - it goes back to where we started - in terms of those day-to-day 

interactions and how people feel about how they have been treated by the police and so on - 

and I remember people saying they have no illusions that we are going to catch the person who 

did their burglary red-handed and return their mother’s wedding ring - but if they are treated 

with respect and kept informed that we are making our best efforts, it is those things that they 

are measured by.  The idea of throwing improved detection rates at people and all of those 

short-term measurable things-- it is the longer-term stuff, not only that they experience in 



 

terms of their own relations and interactions with the police, but going back to Ben’s stuff 

about these wider sets of issues that inform how they respond, which are not necessarily 

anything to do with policing, but they do inform their response to questions about policing. 

 

Now, a lot of those things about improvements at neighbourhood level, you are measuring a 

negative, it is the absence of these things that make them anxious; it is a better sense of 

community cohesion.  These are not things that they are consciously aware of or have analysed, 

but in so far as they are really happening they will affect their responses to survey questions.  

You are picking them up through that and I think that longer-term stuff is important. The 

trouble is it is not measurable and therefore it tends to get neglected, but overall that is 

probably what is going to really count. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Thank you. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  Thank you.  Can I just ask one question before I bring Jennette 

in, and that is, in the new model, the Safer Neighbourhood Teams are going to be given 

responsibility for investigating a lot of crimes and there are suggestions that therefore the 

reassurance and the talking may take second place.  Is that an issue that you have picked up or 

you saw as a danger in these plans? 

 

Mike Hough (Professor of Criminal Policy and Co-Director of the Institute for Criminal 

Policy Research, Birkbeck College, University of London):  I do not see why you could not 

treat people fairly, decently and respectfully and listen to them if you are investigating a crime.  

The quality of treatment is something different from the precise function you are doing in trying 

to find out who did this particular burglary. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  I suppose it is that time and that space that Len was talking 

about to do the problem solving as opposed to doing the investigative work and whether, giving 

those Safer Neighbourhood Teams more work in fact to do the investigations, you are not going 

to be doing that community engagement. 

 

Marian FitzGerald (Visiting Professor of Criminology, University of Kent):  I think there 

are a number of issues that need to be thought through here.  One is the danger that -- the role 

of detectives I think over the years, they used to be the elite, and it seems to have become more 

and more diluted. However, you do need some specialist skills for detections and the danger is 

that, if you are going to make this whole thing generic, how far are you diluting your sort of 

core detective capacity with those very particular skills, access to forensic science and so on.  I 

think that needs to be looked at, if you think the detection is going to go on at this level, as 

well as the potential cost to that relationship building and problem solving, which is the essence 

of the work of these teams. 

 

That is not to say that the people on the teams will not be frustrated and I think that this is 

again where does it all join up.  I think they often get frustrated when they pick up problems, 

they pass them on, and they get no feedback on what happens.  Therefore, have the people 

who can do the detection, some of the early stuff can and should be done by the people who 

take the report, because the victims themselves will value - particularly if they are traumatised - 



 

that degree of continuity with the person that they have come to know and trust.  I think there 

is a balance to be struck but I think that at a certain point you do need specialist detective skills 

and where the people on the ground can hand on those problems so that they can get on with 

their day-to-day stuff as long as they are kept informed about what happened subsequently. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  OK, thanks.  Ben? 

 

Ben Bradford (Career Development Fellow in Criminology, University of Oxford):  I was 

just going to back up what Mike said. Tom Tyler, who is the American academic whose work a 

lot of our work is based on, he makes the point that all contacts with police officers are what he 

calls teachable moments. Any contact anyone has with a police officer is a moment that they 

use to inform them about the police, about trust and legitimacy, etc, etc.  The Metropolitan 

Police Service and other police forces in the United Kingdom (UK) do not pay nearly as much 

attention as they should to training their officers in how to interact with members of the public.  

It should not matter why they are talking to someone, whether they are investigating crimes or 

just having a chat with them in the street, it is how they deal with that interaction that is 

important.  If they get those interactions right, it would not matter if the neighbourhood teams 

were perhaps more concentrating on investigating crimes and less on this kind of community-

building work because the quality of those interpersonal reactions would be better than they are 

at the moment. 

 

Marian FitzGerald (Visiting Professor of Criminology, University of Kent):  On a much 

more cynical note, you also have to take account of the fact that the officers on the ground, the 

officers on the teams, if they know that they can pass a problem on somewhere else and 

someone will deal with it, they are very happy to do it.  If that is a problem that is going to stick 

with them and it is going to take up a lot of time and resources to follow it up, if they are given 

the responsibility for seeing through the detection, they may prefer not to record it as a crime or 

whatever, do whatever they can to get rid of it, because it is going to interfere with doing the 

rest of their job.  I think that has to be taken into account as well. 

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  Is that not counterintuitive?  You would expect the local man to be 

approached to deal with a local problem with one of his local people who he has just interacted 

with in the way we have heard described. You would think he would want to do it, to take it 

through to the end, so he can then say to the person who stopped him, “Well I have dealt with 

that”, and she will tell all her friends, or he, and lo the role is enhanced? 

 

Ben Bradford (Career Development Fellow in Criminology, University of Oxford):  That 

is an ideal. 

 

Marian FitzGerald (Visiting Professor of Criminology, University of Kent):  That is the 

ideal, but you have to remember that same officer, all the time, is being inundated with all of 

these other demands from all of these other people and knows that they are going to be letting 

them down if they simply focus on seeing this through.  Therefore, getting the balance right 

where they can keep the contact with the victim, they can keep them informed of what has 

happened because they themselves are kept informed, so it is win-win without taking them 

away from doing the rest of their job.  This is how it is supposed to work I think.  There is also 



 

the question of the skills that are needed and the resources to follow up particularly more 

complex investigations, which take up a lot of time, but which that generic officer may not have 

the skills to do. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE (AM):  Yes.  Can I just start by saying thank you to the three of you for 

the insight that you have brought, certainly to me, and to the discussions that we have had so 

far on this subject. 

 

It is to you, Marian, and you touched on it. The concern that I have is, having spoken to three 

senior chief superintendents in my constituency, they favour the plan because they believe that 

the plan will give them this opportunity to work within their borough. To, if you like, identify 

the problem and deal with what Ben has identified as, not so much the criminality that they 

have to face, but the problems that they are asked to solve, which they have to deal with. They 

believe that this new model will give them that.  However, my concern is, when they are going 

to be judged, they are not going to be judged, if you like, in terms of their environment and 

their dynamic, they are going to be judged against maybe 32 other boroughs, and I suppose 

that would be good, but I fear that they are going to be judged by the overall Metropolitan 

Police Service collation, or whatever that is.  Is that not one of the problems that the 

Metropolitan Police Service faces in terms of how it is judged and how then people perceive it?  

Because, out of my three boroughs, they might be content, but then when they hear that the 

Metropolitan Police Service is failing and when they hear of an issue elsewhere in London, then 

they think, “Oh yes, well that is just the police, they are useless”.  It is this whole thing about 

perception, where it arises, how it is monitored, and then how it is relayed back to us, it seems 

to me, that is one of the struggles. 

 

Marian FitzGerald (Visiting Professor of Criminology, University of Kent):  I felt very 

much, when we were doing Policing for London, I was picking up a lot of -- it was just in the 

wake of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998. They had gone to borough level policing and I think 

there was a tension one was picking up between the fear at the centre that local commanders 

might go native, They would say, “We are signed up with our partners to this pact, and I am 

sorry, you may tell us we have to do this, but this is our priority, we cannot resile from these 

commitments”.  The centre was almost determinedly cracking the whip to make sure that they 

knew that was where their orders really came from.  I felt that, by and large because of the 

national functions of the Metropolitan Police Service as well, but in a very complex and diverse 

area, that ordinary Londoners missed out on the sort of level of policing that their counterparts 

elsewhere felt entitled to and were used to. 

 

From that point of view I think the idea of devolving more responsibility, autonomy and 

flexibility to borough commanders to sort out the problems that are local to them, but at the 

same time - I keep coming back to this - how they can best collaborate with people in a similar 

position, maybe not even in neighbouring boroughs, but to build in that collaboration across 

boroughs, which is absolutely essential, rather than setting them up to compete with each other 

around meeting totally arbitrarily-set targets.  That is, you are right, where it is going to fall 

down if we are not careful. 

 



 

Mike Hough (Professor of Criminal Policy and Co-Director of the Institute for Criminal 

Policy Research, Birkbeck College, University of London):  Presumably the borough 

commanders will be judged on borough level statistics I would hope. 

 

Marian FitzGerald (Visiting Professor of Criminology, University of Kent):  Against each 

other. 

 

Mike Hough (Professor of Criminal Policy and Co-Director of the Institute for Criminal 

Policy Research, Birkbeck College, University of London):  There will be inevitable 

comparison I guess. 

 

Marian FitzGerald (Visiting Professor of Criminology, University of Kent):  Without 

taking account of the wider issues in the environment. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE (AM):  Absolutely, yes.  Surely that speaks then to the possibility of 

being able to say that there are different public perceptions from a world city than there is say 

in a metropolitan city or a town or a village. How do we factor in those differences? 

 

Ben Bradford (Career Development Fellow in Criminology, University of Oxford):  

There are two ways of looking at that.  There is some evidence to suggest that people 

distinguish between their local police and the national police.  Certainly in the British Crime 

Survey, people drew a moderately firm distinction, for example, in awarding them different 

levels of confidence.  I think you can overstate that.  I think the Metropolitan Police Service and 

police services in general can forget the fact that to most members of the public it is “the 

police”, it is one organisation.  Most people probably - I would imagine and I am pretty sure this 

is right - are not even aware of the specifics of the police organisation within London. It is 

invisible to them, and that is just something the police have to learn to live with.  They may be 

very interested in the internal structures, how their commands are split up, and who is in charge 

of what parts of London, etc, but to large sections of the public they do not care. It is “the 

police” that they care about, Which kind of diffuses the responsibility across the whole 

organisation, it does make it very problematic in terms of the types of things that Marian was 

talking about: how you measure performance; what is the right level to pitch that measurement.  

These are kind of inevitable problems. 

 

Marian FitzGerald (Visiting Professor of Criminology, University of Kent):  The other 

thing that will affect how different boroughs appear to perform, if you pit them against each 

other rather than setting up a situation that fosters the necessary collaboration and co-

operation, is that you will get one borough that is performing in policing terms as well and as 

effectively and using its resources as well as another borough, but where the partners are 

unsupportive, there is no co-ordination, there is no real meaningful partnership working. That is 

beyond the police’s control.  However, as we have already rehearsed, it is a lot of those wider 

issues, that wider experience, which will then inform the respondents in that borough in the 

responses they give on policing.  It is deemed to be the police’s fault if they are not doing as 

well as another borough; in fact they are doing the same thing but it is the context and 

particularly the work of other partners that is driving the difference in the results. 

 



 

Jennette Arnold OBE (AM):  Thank you.  I have another question about location as well.  To 

what extent is public confidence affected by how the public access the police?  Are the changes 

proposed to the police estate likely to impact on public confidence? 

 

Ben Bradford (Career Development Fellow in Criminology, University of Oxford):  I 

think my position would be that most people do not care about these things. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE (AM):  They do not want their own police station, their own blue light 

on their high street? 

 

Ben Bradford (Career Development Fellow in Criminology, University of Oxford):  No, 

they want to be able to contact the police. I think that is important. They want, once they have 

contacted the police, not an immediate response, people are realistic about these things, but 

they want as quick a response as it seems it is reasonable. They want, when the police officers 

turn up, them to do all the kinds of things we have been talking about.  I think they are 

probably much less concerned with the physical structure of police services in their local area, 

whether police officers are located in police stations or post offices or wherever it happens to 

be. A few people will care about that. The vast majority of people will not because the vast 

majority of people do not have that kind of relationship with policing. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE (AM):  Can I just stay with you, Ben, can I just say to you, I can think of 

an experience where I would challenge that. If you look and visit a particular station that I know 

of, I am aware that women use that station because of issues of reporting violence against 

themselves, that the police station is needed for issuing warrants, for doing all sorts of things, 

things that you could not do in a corner of the Tesco’s or the library.  Is that not a function of 

the sort of like, there is the general practitioner’s (GP) surgery, there is the chemist, there is the 

police station, is that not part of our thinking? 

 

Ben Bradford (Career Development Fellow in Criminology, University of Oxford):  In 

terms of those specific groups, I would agree with that. I would also add to that there is an 

important symbolic element of policing that is incredibly important to some people, probably to 

most people at various points in their lives, and the police station may provide that symbolic 

importance as somewhere you go for help.  In that case it is somewhere you go for refuge.  That 

may not be possible to provide for those groups of people in other ways, I think that is very 

true.  Perhaps I will correct myself. 

 

Mike Hough (Professor of Criminal Policy and Co-Director of the Institute for Criminal 

Policy Research, Birkbeck College, University of London):  We are in the process of 

transition though. We are aware, mobile phones, Internet access and so on, will become 

increasingly more the natural way of contacting the police, rather than face-to-face in a police 

station, you know, over a ten-year period. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE (AM):  To what extent does that relate to the population?  I represent 

a population that only has about 30% connectivity, so what happens to that 70%?  I do not see 

a point where, because of the mobility of the population, that you would get, if you like, the 



 

majority with that ability.  I think that speaks to a particular population, which I know of, that is 

wired. 

 

Mike Hough (Professor of Criminal Policy and Co-Director of the Institute for Criminal 

Policy Research, Birkbeck College, University of London):  I am just suggesting there is a 

shift in process and in ten years’ time the physical nature of the police station will be less 

important than the information technology (IT) connectivity to the police.  However, there will 

always be some people who are disenfranchised, as you say. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE (AM):  Elderly people, are they going to be wired in ten years’ time? 

 

Marian FitzGerald (Visiting Professor of Criminology, University of Kent):  You also 

have to take into account the fact that there are-- talking about improving confidence by 

increasing reporting of crime when people feel very vulnerable, very threatened and who are 

frightened of reprisals who would not want to be seen walking into a police station and may feel 

an awful lot safer -- 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE (AM):  They would not want the police coming to their house either, 

would they? 

 

Marian FitzGerald (Visiting Professor of Criminology, University of Kent):  -- may feel 

an awful lot safer if they just happened en passant while they were doing whatever they were 

doing in the library to tip off a police officer about something without it being as conspicuous.  

There is that side of the coin as well and you must not underestimate it. 

 

Plus which, who wants to join the queue in a police station with all the people reporting on bail? 

You cannot get through to anyone, and it is often very unpleasant having to go into a police 

station and wait to see someone, with the best will in the world.  There are other issues about 

the admin stuff, issuing warrants and so on. How best and most effectively that backroom stuff 

is done, but that is not the same as public contact where, as Mike said, there are all of these 

other ways which the public are increasingly using rather than face-to-face contact.  If they 

want face-to-face contact, there are large sections of the public that you may want to get to 

who would not want to be seen going into a police station, where it may be easier to access the 

police if they want to face-to-face contact in other ways. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE (AM):  Can I just ask you lastly, is there evidence about that, because I 

think there is so much anecdote because so many different experiences-- 

 

Ben Bradford (Career Development Fellow in Criminology, University of Oxford):  I may 

have given you the wrong answer. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE (AM):  -- the idea in some parts I can see, yes, you could have a 

conversation in the library or you could have it on the street. However, there are some areas 

where there is no library, the main centre in some places in our environment is the police 

station.  They do not have to be nasty places but they are a place of refuge or a place where 

people would expect to go there and get support from. 



 

 

Mike Hough (Professor of Criminal Policy and Co-Director of the Institute for Criminal 

Policy Research, Birkbeck College, University of London):  I am not aware of research 

evidence that speaks directly to that.  We are extrapolating. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE (AM):   We are extrapolating, we are all extrapolating, we do not know. 

 

Mike Hough (Professor of Criminal Policy and Co-Director of the Institute for Criminal 

Policy Research, Birkbeck College, University of London):  Is that fair, do you know of 

any? 

 

James Cleverly (AM):  Some of us are professors and some of us are not. 

 

Jennette Arnold OBE (AM): No, they say they do not have any evidence. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  I am interested in what Mike said about us getting to a position where 

people will behave differently and being in a period of transition driven by technology.  Perhaps 

I have been very unlucky but in a short period of time I was burgled twice and had another 

attempted burglary, had my car stolen and had my car broken into.  I did not visit the police 

station to report any of those crimes; I did it by phone.  Here is the thing; that all happened in 

the 1990s in a short period of time.  Is there really that much of a transition because, although 

people may not use the computer to report crime, or their BlackBerry, the fact is that for many 

years they have used their home phone and they are accustomed to doing it that way. 

 

Mike Hough (Professor of Criminal Policy and Co-Director of the Institute for Criminal 

Policy Research, Birkbeck College, University of London):  I do not know.  I think there is 

a process of transition.  How far down we will get I do not know. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  I am interested because my constituency, we are always saying, has the 

highest number of retired and elderly people in London, so if there is going to be a problem 

then that is where we are going to have it. 

 

Marian FitzGerald (Visiting Professor of Criminology, University of Kent):  You also 

have to remember, when we were doing Policing for London, a big complaint then was that all 

of the really local police stations had already been shut and they were moving to big central 

headquarters that were not accessible to most of the public anyway.  We have long passed the 

time when you had as many cop shops as pubs and people could just drop in to one as they 

were on their way to Tesco’s. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  Do you have any evidence, Marian, that a police station deters crime? 

 

 

Ben Bradford (Career Development Fellow in Criminology, University of Oxford):  The 

answer is that policing deters crime. 

 



 

Marian FitzGerald (Visiting Professor of Criminology, University of Kent): I think the 

answer is no. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  Because that is the claim that -- 

 

Marian FitzGerald (Visiting Professor of Criminology, University of Kent):  You do not 

get it around the police station; it moves elsewhere. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  A lot of my local protesters would make that claim, would say, “If the 

police station in our district closes, it will leave us at the mercy of criminals and the amount of 

crime will go up”.  The borough commander would differ from that, not least because someone 

went around and stole the lead off the top of the roof of the police station.  I am genuinely 

interested in whether we have any evidence about that and, if there is a deterrent, which there 

may be in the immediate area, how far that deterrent spreads. 

 

Mike Hough (Professor of Criminal Policy and Co-Director of the Institute for Criminal 

Policy Research, Birkbeck College, University of London):  I do not know of any. 

 

Ben Bradford (Career Development Fellow in Criminology, University of Oxford):  No. 

 

Mike Hough (Professor of Criminal Policy and Co-Director of the Institute for Criminal 

Policy Research, Birkbeck College, University of London):  I would just say that police 

stations dispersed across London were essential in the 1930s and 1940s because most people 

did not have phones.  The communication structure has been changing all the time and we take 

phones for granted now, but phone penetration was under 50% then. 

 

John Biggs (AM):  Just a quickie, and I think you are probably right, but if we go back to the 

thing about the riots. Are there particular places where a police station closure might give a 

signal to an area that would be greater than purely sort of performance indicators might 

suggest?  Say Tottenham Police Station shut or the one in the heart of Brixton, would that be 

potentially, in public policy terms, a signal, unless there was something I suppose in place of it, 

which countered that, or am I barking up the wrong tree? 

 

Marian FitzGerald (Visiting Professor of Criminology, University of Kent):  One of the 

interesting things in my analysis of all of the data that was available on the riots and part of why 

I say I do not think they were police riots, is that if you look overall at the pattern of offences 

and the property that was attacked, police stations, police property, was no more likely to be 

attacked than domestic property.  Therefore, at least in the context of the riots - which is why 

you are raising the question - I do not think there was any evidence that police stations had a 

symbolic importance one way or the other.  However, as I say, I would not argue that they were 

anti-police riots so I am not quite sure what you can draw from that. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE (Deputy Chair):  I want to pick up the issue of the relationship 

between crime levels and public satisfaction.  How important do you think it is the police should 

focus on what the public prioritise in terms of crimes and put their resources in there?  For 

example, looking at the Metropolitan Police Service’s public attitude survey, gun and knife 



 

crime, and gangs and gang-related crime is really highly prioritised across London and as a local 

priority. These do not seem to feature in the headline performance targets in this Police and 

Crime Plan.  I am wondering what your thoughts are on that, and also how well you think public 

priorities are really addressed in this draft Police and Crime Plan. 

 

Mike Hough (Professor of Criminal Policy and Co-Director of the Institute for Criminal 

Policy Research, Birkbeck College, University of London):  My view is that the 

performance of the police in tackling crime is only a secondary driver of public perceptions of 

police and public sense of legitimacy.  We are just saying the same thing repeatedly, but it is the 

quality of treatment that is the biggest driver of legitimacy.  People are probably of very limited 

awareness of performance in tackling gun crime, for example. They do not know whether the 

police put more resources or fewer resources than they did in the past, whether that has had 

any impact. They just do not know these things, and it is optimistic to think that shifts in 

priorities to try and match public preferences really affect public perceptions of legitimacy.  I do 

not see that happening.  One has to focus on the quality of interaction between police and 

policed if you want to put up confidence. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE (Deputy Chair):  In terms of the draft Police and Crime Plan, how 

well do you think that reflects public concerns and priorities or do you say it does not matter? 

 

Mike Hough (Professor of Criminal Policy and Co-Director of the Institute for Criminal 

Policy Research, Birkbeck College, University of London):  My own view is that the public 

are very poorly placed to say what should be policing priorities for particular sorts of crime.  It is 

quite a technical issue to know what the patterns of different crimes are, what the trends are 

and to expect somebody to just have a gut reaction that is the one they should go for is very 

optimistic. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE (Deputy Chair):  Ben, do you agree with that? 

 

Ben Bradford (Career Development Fellow in Criminology, University of Oxford):  Yes, 

absolutely. The other thing I was going to add, and one thing we have not talked about in terms 

of measuring performance, is satisfaction rather than confidence. How do people who have 

contact with the police judge those contacts?  That is in here.  I think personally I would like 

that much higher up the scale of importance, if you like, and I would like it to be much better 

investigated than it is at the moment.  I do not think the systems they have in place at the 

moment - and this is not just the Metropolitan Police Service, this is policing across the United 

Kingdom - the systems that police forces have at the moment for investigating how people feel 

about the contacts they have with police officers are not robust enough because they miss out a 

huge group of people who have contact with the police but do not respond to surveys. That is 

just a question of targeting the survey better, in my opinion, than it is done at the moment.  

Then you are back in the realm of looking at things that the police can control and the police 

can do something about, rather than this much wider set of issues that they are embedded in 

and cannot get away from. 

 

Mike Hough (Professor of Criminal Policy and Co-Director of the Institute for Criminal 

Policy Research, Birkbeck College, University of London):  Something we should say, 



 

while it is in our minds, about the quality of contact, satisfaction with contact, there is a sort of 

important asymmetry in that dissatisfaction with police contact really affects confidence badly, 

depresses it deeply.  Satisfaction only improves it slightly.  Each time there is a bad contact that 

has a very serious effect on overall confidence.  If you want to get back to where you were, you 

have to have an awful lot of good contact to get there.  One should remember asymmetry is a 

very well established phenomenon in improving trust in the police. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE (Deputy Chair):  Thank you.  Marian, do you have anything to add 

on this subject? 

 

Marian FitzGerald (Visiting Professor of Criminology, University of Kent):  I think 

inevitably there is a mismatch between what people will say are their priorities - and they are 

probably given a limited list and they are all to do with crime -  and what we have endlessly 

been discussing, which is the nature and range of the day-to-day demands that they make on 

the service. Including, coming back to the idea that, if you were to tell them, “I am sorry, those 

demands are not legitimate, you have to go somewhere else, we are not going to deal with it”, 

that in itself is massively going to damage confidence.  The sort of response they get and 

maybe, if the officer says, “Look, it is not a policing issue, but the person you need to contact is 

this”, and has the right phone number and so on, that would square all sorts of circles.  The idea 

that the priorities, as generated by surveys, are going to be what the public is really concerned 

about ultimately is seriously misleading. I think that Ben is absolutely right. You need to place 

far more emphasis within your surveys on people’s experiences who have had contact with the 

police and their levels of satisfaction as a result of that.  Then, in terms of the wider issues of 

confidence, to go back to not asking these woolly questions about confidence, but asking 

specifically about their willingness to co-operate with the police and supplementing that with 

real-world measures of whether this is happening.  Those are the things you want to be looking 

for. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE (Deputy Chair):  OK, thank you. 

 

Jenny Jones (Deputy Chair):  That segues perfectly into -- on the issue of public priorities, 

road safety has been a public priority for a number of years now, and yet it has been missed out 

completely from this policing plan.  My experience of Safer Neighbourhood Teams, road issues 

came up every single month, mostly speeding drivers, and yet here we see that issue that comes 

up every month for people dropped.  Do you think that is sort of being a bit out of touch? 

 

Mike Hough (Professor of Criminal Policy and Co-Director of the Institute for Criminal 

Policy Research, Birkbeck College, University of London):  I would go back to the point 

we made earlier that crime is part of the police function, but it is only a part. There are lots of 

other bits that need to be taken into account in a rounded policing plan and that would include 

traffic and all the other sorts of calls on police time. 

 

Marian FitzGerald (Visiting Professor of Criminology, University of Kent):  It is that 

holistic approach that we are looking for.  The danger is that if you establish a narrow range of 

targets what does not get measured does not get done.  That is an endless refrain, is it not, in 

policing research, and that is the real frustration of officers on the ground. They know that 



 

those things are not what the public is judging them on and yet that is what they are driven by.  

Finding some sort of way of capturing more holistically how people feel about the range of 

contacts and demands they are making on the service rather than having this priorities set 

according to somebody’s notion of what priorities ought to be, and targets set that then drive 

the police away from dealing with the issues in the round that they are expected to deal with, I 

think is perverse. 

 

Jenny Jones (Deputy Chair):  On the issue of community engagement of course it is going to 

change with the panels and the ward panels. Do you think that ward panels have been good at 

understanding local priorities?  I mean you talked about some dislocation between Safer 

Neighbourhood Teams and the rest of the police; do you think those local priorities have made 

it through? 

 

Marian FitzGerald (Visiting Professor of Criminology, University of Kent):  I do not 

honestly know enough about the ward panels and how they have been working to comment 

about that. You always have to be aware of the fact that all of the citizenship participation 

literature going back for years, not just here but internationally, always shows that with the best 

will in the world the people who are going to get involved at that sort of level are not 

necessarily going to be representative of the community at large. I think that they have a role to 

play and it is important, but I think that picking up more widely what people’s experiences are 

and their concerns and so on is far more important than loading too much on the role of 

whatever sort of panels themselves. 

 

Jenny Jones (Deputy Chair):  Do you think that such formal arrangements are not the answer 

and there should be more emphasis on informal liaison? 

 

Ben Bradford (Career Development Fellow in Criminology, University of Oxford):  I 

absolutely agree with what Marian just said.  I think that also works the other way around.  Too 

often the police have had a kind of “take me to your leader” approach to local communities, so 

you identify a community and you say, “Who is the leader?  We will go and talk to that person 

and everything will be OK.”  That is equally as nonsensical as the reverse process. It does need 

to be much more diffuse and they need to develop the ability to talk to a much wider range of 

people within local areas and across London than any kind of formal structure of this kind is 

going to allow at the moment. 

 

Jenny Jones (Deputy Chair):  How can it be accountable if it is informal? 

 

Ben Bradford (Career Development Fellow in Criminology, University of Oxford):  I 

would see the police being accountable in other ways. I do not think they should be held 

accountable by and through the extent they may or may not talk to different groups of people, 

because that is always going to be changing by definition.  They should be accountable for the 

kinds of responses they give to the problems that they are faced with. 

 

Mike Hough (Professor of Criminal Policy and Co-Director of the Institute for Criminal 

Policy Research, Birkbeck College, University of London):  I think the ward structures can 

have a use, which is to feed back to the police whether they are getting relational things, quality 



 

of treatment right.  Probably people can feed that back to the police better than they can speak 

to what the police should be doing as a priority.  If the structures were focusing on quality of 

interaction, they could feedback some useful information. 

 

Marian FitzGerald (Visiting Professor of Criminology, University of Kent):  However, it 

goes back to what I said about Tottenham and the “take me to your leader” thing. I rather 

suspect that happened and you always have to build in that whoever you get on these panels 

are not necessarily going to be completely representative of the community more generally, 

including some of the most vulnerable sections.  What I think the police have always been very 

bad at is that officers on the ground, and particularly the people who are out there talking to 

the public, they have their finger on the pulse and they are often an invaluable source. It is not 

intelligence in the formal sense, you would not expect them to put it into the system. However, 

if you just debriefed them regularly and the sorts of things they are hearing people say, the 

sorts of concerns that are starting to bubble up, you would be ahead of the game.  That source 

of day-to-day feedback from the streets is largely overlooked and instead you set up these 

structures and you say, “We have it all sussed now”, and you never can in that way.  It is not 

that they are useless, but you have to understand their limitations.  Meanwhile, there is other 

stuff out there that you are failing to capitalise on. 

 

Jenny Jones (Deputy Chair):  If you were going to advise the Mayor on guiding principles for 

community engagement, what would they be? He might listen. 

 

Ben Bradford (Career Development Fellow in Criminology, University of Oxford):  

Accessibility.  One of the problems with formal structures is they are exclusionary by definition, 

because if you do not know the rules of the structure then you find it difficult to gain access. 

Even if you do gain access, you find it difficult to speak up because you are being excluded by 

the structure.  There is something about accessibility to everyone being much more evenly 

spread than I think it probably is at the moment. 

 

Marian FitzGerald (Visiting Professor of Criminology, University of Kent):  You have to 

go to people where they are at.  If you do not expect them to participate in those formal 

structures, they may feed into them.  You go out to all of your local groups and they will have 

conflicting demands and you have to reconcile all of that, but you have to go to where people 

naturally are and talk to them there rather than expecting them to come to you in some sort of 

structure that you have created.  It is a lot of work and it will give you a lot of conflicting 

demands which you then have to reconcile, because you cannot afford to raise people’s 

expectations and then say, “I am sorry, we can’t do it”. 

 

That is one of the problems of formal consultation as well.  I have known people who are terribly 

worthy citizens who have got involved in consultation about the police and went along to do 

their civic duty and then said, “Two years later we are asked to go back to be consulted but 

nothing happened as a result of the previous one”.  There is that danger, but if you can find 

ways of going into the various organisations, wherever people tend to congregate, and just 

picking up on what it is they are talking about, that is effective consultation. 

 

Jenny Jones (Deputy Chair):  Do you have any examples of good practice? 



 

 

Ben Bradford (Career Development Fellow in Criminology, University of Oxford):  We 

did some work with the Metropolitan Police Service on newsletters and whether newsletters 

targeted at local areas could improve confidence.  We did a proper experiment, which was really 

unusual, and they could.  The key message in terms of this debate is it was not the fact of a 

newsletter that was important, it was the fact it was a properly structured process.  They went to 

local communities, they talked to people, they listened to what they said, they responded to 

what they said, they did something about the problems that people were communicating to 

them.  They did not wave a magic wand and solve them instantly, but they did something.  Then 

they told people via the newsletter about the things that people had been talking to them 

about.  It is that kind of process.  It is a proper conversation, not just, “You come and tell us to 

do something and we forget about it”. 

 

Jenny Jones (Deputy Chair):  A two-way communication. 

 

Ben Bradford (Career Development Fellow in Criminology, University of Oxford):  

Exactly, and part of an iterative process.  Once people have been told, “We have done 

something about these problems, now what can we do?  What is next?”  You are never drawing 

a line and saying this is the end of the process, because that is never going to happen. 

 

Jenny Jones (Deputy Chair):   One group you mentioned earlier was youth, and I have 

recently talked to a lot of young people in different projects over London and they do have a 

very, very much lower trust in the police.  Ben, you said something about they have poor 

relationships with Safer Neighbourhood Teams, but everything I heard was that they understood 

the Safer Neighbourhood Teams, it was police coming in from outside that upset them. 

 

Ben Bradford (Career Development Fellow in Criminology, University of Oxford):  

Absolutely.  That is a really common theme in the literature.  One of the distinctions that people 

draw is between, as I say, their police who they may know by name and who they see regularly, 

and, classically, response teams coming in from outside who have a very different demeanour 

and a very different way of interacting.  We are going back to this quality of interaction idea. 

 

John Biggs (AM):  Yes, just a very quick supplementary.  I have thought this for a long time 

but I am a dodgy politician, so you can shoot it down.  The police often are quite exclusive in 

their consultation, but well-policed community is one in which a whole range of agencies help 

to create security in the community.  Do you have good examples where there is a more 

multi-agency approach as against a more segregated approach to consultation? 

 

Mike Hough (Professor of Criminal Policy and Co-Director of the Institute for Criminal 

Policy Research, Birkbeck College, University of London):  I do not. 

 

John Biggs (AM):  No?  Does that mean it does not happen or does that mean it is a bad 

idea? 

 



 

Mike Hough (Professor of Criminal Policy and Co-Director of the Institute for Criminal 

Policy Research, Birkbeck College, University of London):  I think it means I am not 

informed. 

 

Ben Bradford (Career Development Fellow in Criminology, University of Oxford):  

There is not much research on that kind of approach.  Research on the quality and success of 

policing interventions tends to be targeted on policing interventions, rather than policing 

interventions as a part of a wider response. 

 

John Biggs (AM):  I know it is a quick intervention, but I suppose if I live in the 

neighbourhood I might be concerned about the litter, the waste, the poorly maintained 

horticulture and the yobs on the corner or whatever. I would like to approach that in a more 

holistic way, I suppose. 

 

Ben Bradford (Career Development Fellow in Criminology, University of Oxford):  

There is some research at the other extreme. There are responses to gang and knife crime in the 

United States and in Scotland as well that have suggested that a multi-agency approach to 

dealing with those problems can be really successful, of which policing is then only an aspect.  

Indeed, you do need the involvement of lots of other agencies, social services, etc, but I have 

not seen any research looking at the more everyday problems and the more widespread 

problems. 

 

John Biggs (AM):  Thanks very much. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  Chair, I think you are right that most of the issue around this has been 

dealt with, but the question that we had here, and I guess a response from everyone would be 

useful, we have a best-of-three situation, is how achievable is the target to increase public 

confidence by 20% in four years? 

 

Mike Hough (Professor of Criminal Policy and Co-Director of the Institute for Criminal 

Policy Research, Birkbeck College, University of London):  I think it is optimistic. 

 

Ben Bradford (Career Development Fellow in Criminology, University of Oxford):  I 

would go further.  I think it is probably unachievable. 

 

Marian FitzGerald (Visiting Professor of Criminology, University of Kent):  I would go 

more widely and say that to see a 20/20/20 approach described as the hallmark of this 

document, with 20% set for every single target, raises questions to me.  If you seriously setting 

targets, whatever the issue, what you do is you look seriously and analyse what is the current 

situation.  You look at the available resources to deal with that, and the tactics, and then you 

work out what is realistically achievable.  It is rarely going to come to a round number, it almost 

certainly will not be as high as 20% and it will be different for every one of the issues for which 

you want to set a target. 

 



 

The question of the 20% target, it seems to me is just designed to grab headlines, but it may 

have perverse effects, if that is what the police are supposed to chasing at the expense of -- 

and similarly with all of the other targets. 

 

Mike Hough (Professor of Criminal Policy and Co-Director of the Institute for Criminal 

Policy Research, Birkbeck College, University of London):  You could say that they are 

‘stretch targets’.  They are aspirational and there may be a value in that, but I do not think we 

know enough about how you shift confidence or how you reduce crime to be able to put a 

realistic target that is built on evidence. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  I get the impression you are trying to be generous here.  Would a 

short-term win in terms of headlines on the 20% target be worth having if you are going to 

have poor headlines in four years’ time when it has not been achieved? 

 

Marian FitzGerald (Visiting Professor of Criminology, University of Kent):  I think it 

would be much better in terms of confidence to say properly constructed surveys have their 

place.  Going back again to emphasise what Ben said about having scenarios about whether 

people would be prepared to report and co-operate with the police and so on is much preferable 

to having a sort of general question about confidence, but that those need then to be 

supplemented by real-world measures. 

 

If the service is in a position to say, “Not only are our surveys moving in the right direction, but 

we can also document the fact that more people are coming to us for help and assistance, 

therefore we need more resources, and co-operating in investigations and so on. We are 

improving our detection rate because more people are prepared to co-operate to get people 

charged and taken to court”, then they have something they can be proud of and which is 

meaningful and realistic. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  Before we quickly finish, could you tell us what would be the 

perverse effects you talked about having the 20/20/20 targets? 

 

Marian FitzGerald (Visiting Professor of Criminology, University of Kent):  First of all, 

ultimately it comes down to your officers on the ground, how they are feeling about the job 

they are doing, and what they then take out on to the streets as a result of that.  If what you 

are doing is breeding utter cynicism, it does not help that essential ingredient, which is the 

day-to-day interaction with the public.  I think that officers on the ground when they see these 

20/20/20 targets will be reinforced in their cynicism.  Plus which, if they are then being really 

seriously beaten up and set against each other on whether they are reaching this arbitrarily set 

target - on any measures; I am not just talking about confidence but certainly the crime 

reduction targets - I think the usual thing is that they will drive to that at the expense of 

everything else.   

 

They will obviously be encouraged, and there is a widely growing literature on this, to fiddle the 

figures in order to make the target look as though it is being met.  Some will be more willing to 

fiddle further than others will.  Those are the sorts of perverse effects you get, because it does 

nothing to improve the quality of the delivery of service to ordinary people on the ground.  



 

Those real measures of confidence will go down, not least because that intervening layer of the 

officers on the ground will be so thoroughly demoralised and cynical that that is going to have a 

knock-on effect to that essential thing, which is their interaction with the public. 

 

James Cleverly (AM):  Can I just come back very specifically on that point you made?  Could 

that argument, though, not be extended to cover any kind of metrics capture in the police?  We 

have a big thing about the monitoring of stop-and-search demographics and that kind of stuff.  

By the extension of what you are saying, surely any metric that we are attempting to capture 

about the performance of the police is going to have an incentive to skew towards what has 

been the published and the explicit target. 

 

Marian FitzGerald (Visiting Professor of Criminology, University of Kent):  Two things: 

you have to get the right balance between the stuff to which targets attach, valuing all of the 

rest of the work, making sure that that balance is right and the targets are not allowed to have a 

knock-on effect to absolutely everything else which we know is what the public values.  That is 

a challenge.  It is one that has never really been addressed but I think that is one that we need 

to pick up. 

 

At the same time, insofar as targets are valuable, or can be valuable, and they can be set, what 

you do is what I just described, which is you look very hard and scientifically at what is the 

problem you are trying to address.  You look at the resources available, you set a realistic and 

meaningful target, and then you work towards that.  It can be done, but this is not the way to 

do it. 

 

Mike Hough (Professor of Criminal Policy and Co-Director of the Institute for Criminal 

Policy Research, Birkbeck College, University of London):  Of course, the survey lies 

outwith the police and outwith police control, which is a virtue. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  We have reached the end of our questioning.  I am aware it is 

nearly half past, but is there anything that you think that we have not asked you about that we 

should have done? 

 

Mike Hough (Professor of Criminal Policy and Co-Director of the Institute for Criminal 

Policy Research, Birkbeck College, University of London):  For my part I think you have 

covered all the ground that we were expecting. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  Lovely.  If there is anything further that arises, can we contact 

you and get further information?  I think some of the research you pointed to would be 

extremely useful, so perhaps if we can come and get some information, that would be very 

helpful.  Can I thank you very much.  It has been a very useful session today. 

 

Can I welcome our next set of guests, who I believe are equally impressive, so we are hoping for 

another informative session.  We have, if I go from my left to my right, Alison Saunders, the 

Chief Crown Prosecutor for London, Helen Munro, the Chief Executive of London Probation 

Trust, Vicki Helyar-Cardwell, Director of the Criminal Justice Alliance, and Catherine Hennessy, 

Director of Development and Partnerships at Revolving Door. 



 

 

Can I thank you all here this morning?  We are going to be examining in this session reforming 

the criminal justice system, and looking at that in relation to the Police and Crime Plan that the 

Mayor’s Office for Policing and Crime have recently published.  Perhaps I could start off with a 

general question.  To what extent are the Mayor’s targets for the Criminal Justice system likely 

to improve performance and how well do they match the areas where improvements are 

needed?  Perhaps, Alison, I can start with you. 

 

Alison Saunders (Chief Crown Prosecutor, London):  Well, the obvious one for me is 

around the reduced delays by 20%.  Reducing delays is something that we are looking at, for a 

number of reasons, not least because if you delay a case going through the court, you 

effectively delay justice for the defendants, for the victims and witnesses, and it is no good for 

anyone. 

 

Delay is not just about courts, though.  It talks about 20% about court delay.  It does not quite 

identify what that is, apart from further down about from first offence through to finalisation, 

but there are lots of stages throughout that.  What we have been looking at is how we deal with 

each of those stages.  From offence to charge, for example, is one piece where we can work 

with the Metropolitan Police Service around charging, making sure that that is done quicker, 

people are not bailed to return, which is an issue that the Metropolitan Police Service are 

looking at from date of charge through to court.  Again, we can look at that and we already 

have metrics within both the Crown Prosecution Service and the court service where we look at 

our internal performance.   

 

Although there are figures there from date of offence to charge, when we look at things like 

how many adjournments do we have in cases that either go to guilty plea or go to trial, both in 

the Crown Court and the Magistrates’ Court, we compare those to national.  We are doing a lot 

of this already, so this does not conflict at all, indeed complements, although maybe not the 

target as such. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  I think we are going to come on to some further questions on 

this later, but is there anything that is missing in the Police and Crime Plan that you think 

should be in there in relation to your service? 

 

Alison Saunders (Chief Crown Prosecutor, London):  I suppose what I am really saying is it 

is more detail, almost, than just court delay. What does court delay mean, which bits are we 

looking at, breaking it down into the component parts.  A very good example is you talked 

about traffic before.  Traffic offences, when we look at those, quite often summons are only 

issued on the day when the six-month time limit expires.  That means you already have a 

six-month delay there, before you even get into the court process as such.  You need to break it 

down into what the component parts are and put it down. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  We will have some questions later about the targets and whether 

they are realistic or appropriate as well.  Heather, I would like to ask the same question to you.  

Are the Mayor’s targets likely to improve performance, and are they right targets for the area 

that you are concerned with? 



 

 

Heather Munro (Chief Executive, London Probation Trust):  We certainly welcome the 

focus on increased compliance.  It has been part of our business plan to do that.  That is 

because we know that offenders who complete their orders are more likely to have reduced 

reoffending rates, so there is a strong link.  Do you want me to go on now about whether the 

target as set is appropriate or not? 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  I think we will get into the details, so perhaps just a headline. 

 

Heather Munro (Chief Executive, London Probation Trust):  I think certainly focus on 

increased compliance. However, we would say not just on community sentences but also 

offenders on licence as well, which is a large part of our work.  The other big target around 

justice and resettlement is, of course, a focus on reducing reoffending for young people leaving 

custody.  Of course, it depends what you mean by young people.  We are working with people 

who are over 18 and we obviously have a big focus generally on reducing adult reoffending 

rates. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  Thank you.  Vicki? 

 

Vicki Helyar-Cardwell (Director, Criminal Justice Alliance):  It is probably worth saying at 

the outset that the Criminal Justice Alliance is a coalition of 70 organisations, mainly voluntary 

sector, so to some extent we are generalists but we can reflect the views of our members to the 

Committee.  The first thing is that we welcome the three areas that have been identified, the 

focus on reducing reoffending, enhancing compliance in community sentences and improving 

the courts.  They are the right areas.  I think there are some questions about how those things 

will be delivered by what is outlined in the plan, which we can perhaps come on to.   

 

To reflect a couple of areas that our members really feel there are gaps in achieving what are 

the right areas, around reducing reoffending, we were a little surprised not to see restorative 

justice mentioned more in this plan, which obviously has a very strong evidence base in 

comparison to some of the other measures that have been proposed.   

 

Also, to pick up on Heather’s point about young people, we have done a lot of work around 

what we call young adults, or the transition group - you could look at it in different ways - that 

have very high reoffending rates and quite low compliance rates with their community 

sentences, particularly as they reach 18 and move up to their early to mid 20s.  It was just to see 

what the young-people part meant in the plan and how that age group particularly could be 

addressed. 

 

We really welcomed the focus on partnership working, working with other agencies across the 

criminal justice sector; that is entirely welcome.  I think there is a little bit of thinking to be done 

about how that will work, particularly agencies that may not even be branded criminal justice 

agencies - housing, social services - that we know have such an impact on reducing reoffending 

and must be pulled in to contribute to those aims. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair): Thank you, that is helpful.  Catherine? 



 

 

Catherine Hennessy (Director of Development and Partnerships, Revolving Doors):  

Like Vicki has said, our focus is on people with multiple and complex needs in repeat contact 

with the criminal justice system, and that includes those with mental health problems.  Like 

other speakers, we welcome the focus on integration and partnership and think that is going to 

be extremely important in achieving the targets that are set. 

 

We feel there is a notable absence of a commitment to work with health delivery partners.  

There is no mention of health, and that will be particularly important in achieving all the targets 

around reoffending that are in the plan. 

 

Tom Copley (AM):  Thank you, Chair.  Obviously for the Mayor to realise his ambitions he is 

going to need the co-operation of organisations over which he does not have any control.  To 

what extent do you think that he can influence criminal justice organisations to achieve his aims, 

and do partners accept the Mayor’s role of holding them to account?  I will start with Alison 

again. 

 

Alison Saunders (Chief Crown Prosecutor, London):  We have a lot of dealings on a fairly 

frequent with the Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime, the Mayor’s Office and indeed the 

Mayor.  I sit on the Crime Reduction Board, so I think we are working in co-operation.  It has 

been, I think, really good to bring together partners who have not necessarily always -- I think 

traditionally we have looked at criminal justice perhaps in a bit of a narrow focus previously, 

with just the police, the courts, the Crown Prosecution Service (CPS).  It is much better in 

probation.  It is much better, it has been much wider now, with the Crime Reduction Board and 

the Management Delivery Group, which we go to as well.  I think that has improved partnership 

working across London because it is wider that just the statutory criminal justice agencies. 

 

You are right that we have a separate statutory accountability.  Mine is obviously through the 

Director of Public Prosecutions and ultimately through the Attorney General to Parliament.  But 

we have a statutory duty to work in co-operation, we will work in co-operation, and do. 

 

Tom Copley (AM):  You do not see it as perhaps a danger of being pulled in two different 

directions? 

 

Alison Saunders (Chief Crown Prosecutor, London):  No, because it is because everything 

that is in here is something that we have really already talked about with the Mayor’s Office and 

it is something that reflects, to some extent, our targets and what we were working towards 

anyway.  If it were something different it might be a different issue. 

 

Tom Copley (AM):  Can I put the same questions to you, Heather? 

 

Heather Munro (Chief Executive, London Probation Trust):  Like Alison I also sit on the 

Crime Reduction Board and that is a way of ensuring that the key people are around the table.  I 

lead on reducing reoffending on behalf of the board pan-London.  What is of more concern to 

me, though, are the big changes that are outlined in the recent consultation on transforming 



 

rehabilitation for local probation services, which may well impact on our ability to work as 

closely as we do now with the Mayor’s Office.   

 

I am very happy to go into some of those later on, but in particular the proposals suggest there 

may not be a London Probation Service.  We may become part of a national service to deliver a 

very small part, about 20% to 30% of what we do now.  The rest would be contracted out to a 

range of providers, private and voluntary sector providers. I have some real anxiety there about 

how there would be a London focus, plus, while there is this massive change going on, an ability 

to deliver on the plan as it is outlined here. 

 

Tom Copley (AM):  I think John has some questions on rehabilitation specifically, so I will 

move on to Vicki. 

 

Vicki Helyar-Cardwell (Director, Criminal Justice Alliance):  I think members of the 

Criminal Justice Alliance would be extremely willing to work with the Mayor on this agenda.  I 

think there is a real appetite for the voluntary sector to have more of a role in supporting 

reducing reoffending and working with people on community sentences, with a strong 

probation service alongside them.  I think we might come on to this.   

 

Obviously in the voluntary sector there are financial challenges for lots of organisations that are 

currently working with young people and with young people in trouble with the law.  Although 

the voluntary sector welcomes this focus that is the plan about commissioning based on 

outcomes and payment by results, there are some concerns about the capacity of smaller 

specialist voluntary organisations to be involved in that delivery, which I am sure the Committee 

has already looked at.  But there is a clear willingness there in supporting these aims. 

 

Catherine Hennessy (Director of Development and Partnerships, Revolving Doors):  I 

think, as Vicki has said, many organisations are needed and are willing to be involved.  I think 

resourcing is one issue.  I think for some agencies, like health, there is now a new commissioning 

structure around offender’s health. I believe that the Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime can 

have an important role if he is involved in those discussions about ensuring that offenders and 

those in contact with the criminal justice system get the help they need in order to ensure that 

the targets can be met. 

 

Tom Copley (AM):  Thank you. 

 

John Biggs (AM):  I can see from a politician’s point of view how a 20% target is a very 

attractive, the 20/20/20 strategy, basically, is it not?  It is a question from your point of view of 

a delivery agency of how achievable that is.  You can imagine for one body 20% is doable.  I 

would be very surprised if the CPS did not want to improve court delays or if the Probation 

Service did not want to increase compliance, but are these really attainable targets or are you 

being set up to fail? 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  John, can I just say we have questions on this in each of the 

areas coming up. 

 



 

John Biggs (AM):  Can I just ask did you negotiate these targets with the Mayor’s Office? 

 

Alison Saunders (Chief Crown Prosecutor, London):  No. 

 

John Biggs (AM):  OK, that is a good answer.   

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  Perhaps following up on that, can you see any evidence as to 

how the 20% targets that affect you have been arrived at? 

 

Alison Saunders (Chief Crown Prosecutor, London):  This is obviously a consultation and 

we have been asked to feed back, but we had not seen it before it was sent out. 

 

John Biggs (AM):  OK, I apologise for being naughty.  This is about rehabilitation targets.  Is it 

to anyone in particular?  Let us see.  The question to start with is what evidence there is in what 

reduces offending and reoffending and how well has that been used in devising the Police and 

Crime Plan?  Who can best deal with this? 

 

Heather Munro (Chief Executive, London Probation Trust):  I am happy to start off.  As I 

said earlier, I think a focus on compliance is a good start.  Clearly what we then have to do in 

digging down is to say, “How do you achieve compliance?”  Again, the research shows that 

having a lasting and important relationship with an offender, building on social capital, having 

access to employment, housing, all the other things we have heard.  There is evidence around to 

tell us how we reduce reoffending. 

 

I would also, though, and I have said this before in other events, say that you can reduce crime 

but reoffending rates could go up because - and this also applies to compliance - if you are 

focusing and working with the police to catch those that you know are out there committing the 

most offences, and we are sharing intelligence, that can mean reoffending rates appear higher 

because we are targeting the right people, but crime will fall.  It is a complex picture around 

reducing reoffending. 

 

John Biggs (AM):  Can I just poke into that a bit further?  The target is, “Reduce reoffending 

for young people leaving custody in London”, which is a specific subset of those who are young 

offenders.  Do you have a view on whether that is too blunt a target or whether it ties various 

hands in a way that is not going to be that productive? 

 

Heather Munro (Chief Executive, London Probation Trust):  I think as we said earlier it is 

potentially a very narrow target around this and it is just on those leaving custody.  There is 

another view that if you stop offenders going into custody, that is a better way maybe of 

reducing reoffending. Once they are in custody we know that their reoffending rates go up, 

often simply because of that fact. 

 

I think there is more to divert people from custody, giving them proper punishments in the 

community that are appropriate, and I know there is some reference to that in the plan.  It is 

also a very cost-effective way, so in terms of committing to efficiency savings, being able to 



 

have more people managed successfully on community orders, might have a win/win in terms of 

both improving rehabilitation and reducing the offending, and being more efficient. 

 

John Biggs (AM):  In simple terms might it be better to nip things in the bud, if you like, and 

target offenders before they enter the custody system, which I think seems self-evidently a 

reasonable thing to do.  A target that says people leaving custody is missing those for whom an 

intervention when they are 14 -- 

 

Heather Munro (Chief Executive, London Probation Trust):  It may be a very narrow 

focus.  As we heard earlier, it may mean people focus on a certain bit, and we have had all the 

conversations earlier.  I heard the end about following targets. 

 

John Biggs (AM):  The attainability of this 20%, which was the question I tried to ask 

everyone earlier, I think I can focus this one on you, and the other agencies might be able to 

add to this. 

 

Heather Munro (Chief Executive, London Probation Trust):  On the reducing reoffending 

or the compliance or both? 

 

John Biggs (AM):  Reducing offending. 

 

Heather Munro (Chief Executive, London Probation Trust):  It is very difficult to achieve 

this sort of rate.  Again, it depends on what you are measuring, and all the details we have heard 

earlier.  Year on year across the country we have improved, for instance, on reducing 

reoffending rates for those on community sentences and orders and on licences, but you are 

talking about 2% or 3% a year.  It is quite a significant amount in itself.  I think understanding 

what needs to be done to achieve even small changes in the percentage rates.  I think it is, like 

many of the targets, extremely ambitious. 

 

Vicki Helyar-Cardwell (Director, Criminal Justice Alliance):  I was just going to add to that 

that obviously reducing reoffending is a complex area and the issues that we were mentioning 

before about the impact that stable and secure housing has on reoffending, the impact that 

employment opportunities have on reoffending.  What is not necessarily mentioned in the plan 

is the role of families, particularly with young offenders with their own families.  They may be 

young parents themselves.  Or with adult offenders the impact of strong family relationships.   

 

There are lots of components that reduce reoffending.  Obviously if we focus down on young 

people coming out of custody and focus on the last few months in prison or those first few days 

back, it misses out a whole complex picture of what can impact on reoffending rates, which may 

be about some very local issues playing a part in that.  I think it is just being aware that reducing 

reoffending does not fall to any one agency and does not even fall just to criminal justice 

agencies. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  It is too simplistic a target.  Is that fair? 

 



 

Vicki Helyar-Cardwell (Director, Criminal Justice Alliance)):  It is not that it is simplistic, it 

is that the plan will need to be developed in order to make a dent on reoffending and look at 

some of those issues that I have mentioned which are not perhaps covered in detail in this plan.  

 

John Biggs (AM):  If you were asked to design a more sophisticated set of indicators, I am 

sure you would be delighted to do that.  Can you give any hint to us - you can do it writing later 

perhaps - of what they might include? 

 

Heather Munro (Chief Executive, London Probation Trust):  Focus into employment, for 

instance, offenders into accommodation, those sorts of things are a good indication as well, but 

also very challenging in the current times. 

 

Vicki Helyar-Cardwell (Director, Criminal Justice Alliance):  It may be that, for example, if 

we come on to payment by results, our membership have argued that the final result may be 

reduced reoffending but there is some distance-travelled measures that are incredibly helpful 

that the voluntary sector and others play a part in achieving, like helping someone into 

employment, helping them into stable housing, rebuilding a relationship with a family members.  

They seem very woolly but all of the evidence shows those distance-travelled measures will 

ultimately impact on that final reoffending target. 

 

John Biggs (AM):  Does the strategy say anything about non-young offenders?  I was going 

to say old offenders, but people who are above the youth justice age. 

 

Catherine Hennessy (Director of Development and Partnerships, Revolving Doors):  

We were discussing this before and we were concerned about that.  Our particular concern 

relates to two groups, I think, or my particular concern would relate to two groups.  The first of 

those are the young adults in transition, those between the ages of 18 and 25, who make up, 

roughly speaking, one-tenth of the population but one-third of those who are sentenced to 

custodial sentences and/or probation orders each year.  We feel that there is a missed 

opportunity within the plan to think about that group of young people.   

 

Also there are an older group.  My own particular organisational concern would be an older 

group who repeatedly go around the revolving door serving short prison sentences.  They are 

prolific users of police services, or court services and of probation services, and often have a 

quite entrenched range of problems.  An individual within that group, although while not 

perhaps committing serious offences, is costing various bits of the state, including policing and 

indeed probation and the courts, a great deal of money.  Targeted intervention with that group 

would, I believe, also impact on the cost and the rates of reoffending. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  I think the plan is very narrow.  It talks about reducing by 20% 

the rate of reoffending of young people released from custody.  That only accounts for 5% of 

the total people who are in custody in the first place.  I suppose that goes to your point that 

over all, even if this target was achieved, the impact on reoffending rates would be very 

minimal.  Is that a fair comment? 

 



 

Catherine Hennessy (Director of Development and Partnerships, Revolving Doors):  I 

think if we look at all those who become before the magistracy, a very tiny proportion of those 

end up going into the prison system.  Those who are repeatedly arrested and are using police 

time and resources, again only a small number of those will go to the prison system.  I think 

there is a case for a broader intervention, both earlier in the criminal justice pathway and also 

earlier in the offending career, if I may call it that, of some young people. 

 

Alison Saunders (Chief Crown Prosecutor, London):  I think that is especially so for young 

offenders, because young offenders have to go through various steps before they even get into 

the criminal justice system, and then courts do look at keeping them out of prison for as long as 

they possibly can, so it is a very small proportion. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  Going back to John’s point about perhaps early interventions 

might be a better indicator, we know that young offending teams across London have had great 

reductions in budgets.  Do you think the Mayor’s Office could be doing something with regard 

to young offenders’ teams or seeking to support them in any way? 

 

Heather Munro (Chief Executive, London Probation Trust):  I think they are really 

important part of the process, because the more you can work with young people, the more you 

can divert them, the better.  Things like diversion, restorative justice, which we have not really 

looked at, I think they are all quite important, not just for young offenders but for people 

coming into the system for the first or second time or whatever, to try to keep them out. 

 

John Biggs (AM):  Can I ask one tiny thing?  The bit of the question I have not asked is about 

the adequacy of the £3.5 million.  I guess there is a leverage question here which is if you did 

accept the Mayor’s targets, or if they become targets to which you are in some way bound, then 

one would assume - I am talking to the two agencies here - that you would re-engineer your 

budgets to try to address those targets.  Is that a fair assumption? 

 

Heather Munro (Chief Executive, London Probation Trust):  We have a contract with the 

Ministry of Justice (MoJ) to deliver services, and that does not refer.  We have just been 

through the commissioning process and almost agreed our targets and focus for next year.  

Although in general we want to focus on young offenders because they are a big bulk of our 

work, we certainly have no specific targets like this.  It would not be that we are expected to 

deliver for the money we are given by the Ministry of Justice. 

 

John Biggs (AM):  Similar for the CPS, I guess. 

 

Alison Saunders (Chief Crown Prosecutor, London):  My budget is set by my national 

headquarters, and it is set in accordance with the amount of work that we process and what we 

are expected to deliver around our national targets.  I am able to do things like, for example, we 

have just re-engineered CPS London so that we do have a youth unit which is specifically 

looking at youth crime across London, so that would help around some of this.  However, I am 

expected to deliver on my national targets. 

 



 

John Biggs (AM):  Would I be right in thinking - this is a leading question - that £3.5 million 

might be a heroically ambitious sum to achieve the targets we are talking about? 

 

Alison Saunders (Chief Crown Prosecutor, London):  Possibly. 

 

John Biggs (AM):  OK, thank you. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  Can I just ask, if the Mayor tells you he wants you to have a 20% 

target, what are you going to say to him?  Because you have your other targets set by the 

national Government the people that give you your money. 

 

Heather Munro (Chief Executive, London Probation Trust):  As we have indicated, it is 

part of the consultation and we have gone back, particularly around the compliance measure, 

for instance, where we have had our own focus on compliance.  In our three-year business plan 

from 2012 to 2015 we wanted to improve compliance by 15%, but we have already seen quite a 

big jump.  Where we were at 70% we are now at about 78% or 79%, and we have agreed a 

target of 80% for next year with the Ministry of Justice, which is already above the target that 

other trusts have set.  We are already doing quite well.  I guess it depends where the starting 

point.  If we are saying it is 20% on top of 80%, that would mean 100% compliance, which is 

not going to happen.  So, yes, it goes back to all the other arguments, really, around how 

ambitious it is and realistic. 

 

John Biggs (AM):  Does the Mayor potentially have a defence that he has been given a 

ridiculous duty by the Government?  Because it requires him to comment on this and he has 

chosen to set targets, but he does not have the levers to deliver those targets. 

 

Alison Saunders (Chief Crown Prosecutor, London):  I am not entirely sure if the 

Government has made him set targets.  He obviously has a responsibility around crime and 

looking at crime and not just policing across the capital. 

 

John Biggs (AM): He has chosen to interpret -- 

 

Alison Saunders (Chief Crown Prosecutor, London):  I think it is really useful for us to be 

able to sit down and talk across all the agencies and others who are involved in the Crime 

Reduction Board about what happens in the more sort of generic crime, not just policing across 

the capital.  For me, the things that are in here are things we are looking at anyway and things 

that we would be seeking to improve.  Whether it is 20% or not is another matter, but they all 

converge with what we are looking to improve and set ourselves targets for anyway. 

 

Heather Munro (Chief Executive, London Probation Trust):  In terms of probation it was 

part of a consultation earlier on.  The review of probation was whether or not probation budgets 

should move across to police and crime commissioners, or indeed local authorities was also 

mooted.  We have had this further review with the new minister where we have a whole 

different focus and it is now around, as I say, a smaller national probation service and 

contracted work out to the private and voluntary sector. In some ways it is less likely that the 



 

Mayor would have a say, even, because there will not be a London probation organisation to 

negotiate with over this either. If anything it is moving away from having a London focus. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  Presumably if it is a national service there will be a regional 

structure, is that right or not? 

 

Heather Munro (Chief Executive, London Probation Trust):  Yes, although it will be a very 

small national service, because it looks like it will be about 20% to 30% of our existing work, so 

it would be a very small part of what we currently do that would have a regional focus.  There is 

likely to be a London contract awarded for the other part of the work, which is all low- and 

medium-risk offenders, which includes the bulk of our work with offenders.  That will be a 

contract, but it is likely to be a London contract. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  What is the timescales for the organisation? 

 

Heather Munro (Chief Executive, London Probation Trust):  In place by 2015, so over the 

next two years.  Again, that is a consultation, too, that is out, but we have some real concerns 

about what that will do in terms of raising risk because of the fragmentation, but also taking 

attention away, the disruption to the system over the next two years in managing such major 

change programmes. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE (Deputy Chair):  I want to move on to a different area.  In the draft 

plan it talks about different solutions to drug and alcohol crime.  Particularly some of the 

examples are compulsory sobriety for substance-misusing offenders and alcohol abstinence 

monitoring requirement, which I think, from memory is a South Dakota example, and piloting a 

version of the Hope Probation Programme that is used in Hawaii.  I was just wondering what 

you see are perhaps risks of these proposals to enforce sobriety and abstinence, and what are 

perhaps some of the benefits.  Maybe, Catherine, you would like to start. 

 

Catherine Hennessy (Director of Development and Partnerships, Revolving Doors):  I 

think I would start by saying that all the evidence would suggest that many of those who are in 

the system, if we like, in the criminal justice system, perhaps regularly coming into contact with 

the police and/or the courts, will have drug and alcohol issues.  That is obviously well 

documented. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE (Deputy Chair):  Do you have any figures on that? 

 

Catherine Hennessy (Director of Development and Partnerships, Revolving Doors):  I 

can certainly provide some, but I do not have them with me, London-specific figures, but I am 

sure Heather would have them or would be able to provide them. 

 

I think in addition to that the levels of mental health problems, amongst those who come into 

contact regularly with the criminal justice system, are also well documented and I can provide 

those.  Often it is quite common for individuals to have both a mental health problem and a 

drug problem. 

 



 

In terms of thinking about enforcement measures such as the sobriety orders, it is important, I 

believe, to think about what are some of the things which might impede compliances.  For 

instance, might an occurring mental health problem impede compliance with that order, in 

which case you will have individuals who will have an escalated journey through the criminal 

justice system, because the likelihood of them complying with such an order is going to be quite 

low unless they are provided with support alongside the order to enable them to comply with it.  

A straightforward, “If you don not do this you will end up going to prison”, without any 

additional support, is likely to end up in the individual going to prison, potentially. 

 

I have met with Mark Kleiman.  We met him when he came to London.  He is the proponent of 

the Hope, the Hawaii-based programme.  The underpinning philosophy of that approach seems 

sound in that it was predicated on the notion that if an individual often currently is told they will 

receive a sanction and then for whatever that sanction does not happen, the Hope model 

suggests that there should be rigid adherence sanctions, so that if you drink today we will send 

you to jail for a day tomorrow and then that would happen.  I have not read the evaluation of 

the model. 

 

My concern about the South Dakota model was it looked at a group who are largely 

drink-drivers, and I think they are quite a different cohort from those who might be repeatedly 

arrested for being drunk and disorderly and so forth.  It seems to me that they are different 

groups of people, from what I know.  I know Heather, perhaps, or Alison could comment further 

on this.  Also, not having been there, I imagine the environment and the circumstances in South 

Dakota would be very different to those in London, although, as I say, I cannot say I have been 

there. 

 

There is a lot in the plan about the unique city that London is, and I think I would suggest we 

would need to be cautious about importing things which have been tried in a limited way in 

other quite different jurisdictions. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE (Deputy Chair):  So you are saying, Catherine, that potentially - you 

are very nervous about these potential programmes. If there was proper support alongside it, 

which would mean quite serious investment, it could be worth piloting, but without that it is not 

worth trying these things? 

 

Catherine Hennessy (Director of Development and Partnerships, Revolving Doors):  I 

would be concerned about trying it without setting the support alongside it.  I recently met a 

man at a prison who had been inside on 90 occasions over a 30-year period, always for short 

periods of time, often for alcohol-related misdemeanours or crimes.  When I thought about him 

having a sobriety order, I do not think he is any more likely to comply with that then he is with a 

number of other interventions that have been tried and which had resulted in repeat 

imprisonment, unless there is some intervention to address his substance misuse and the likely 

other problems that he would have alongside that.  Colleagues from probation or other agencies 

may have a view. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE (Deputy Chair):  Maybe Vicki wants to come in next. 

 



 

Vicki Helyar-Cardwell (Director, Criminal Justice Alliance):  Simply to add that when we 

looked at this when the legislation was passed in the House of Commons, the Ministry of Justice 

impact assessment of the sobriety orders were, and I quote, “The extent to which compulsory 

abstinence may reduce reoffending is not known”.  The Ministry of Justice impact assessment 

could not say whether it would have any impact.  That is not to say you do not pilot a scheme, 

but I think there is a caution that there is no evidence of what this will do in terms of 

reoffending.  The cost implications, the Ministry of Justice were unable to say whether it would 

increase or decrease prison numbers.   

 

It is just worth saying we are really at the piloting stage, so I think there are questions about 

how it will be evaluated, will that be independently evaluated and whether it will also look at 

knock-on effects.  We are interested to know.  If it works, then that is something positive, but I 

think it is just a note of caution that really there is no evidence base for this to reduce 

reoffending. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE (Deputy Chair):  I am also interested that Catherine said it had been 

piloted, the alcohol one, for drink-drivers, which I had not been aware of previously.  Heather, 

do you want to come in? 

 

Heather Munro (Chief Executive, London Probation Trust):  Yes.  I think it is right to have 

a focus on alcohol, because London does have the highest rate of alcohol-related crime and it is 

going up.  We know the offenders we are dealing with, about 38% report a link between their 

crime and alcohol use, and that is obviously much higher for violent offences.  It can go up to as 

much as 70%. 

 

There are slightly different patterns across London as well.  Some of the outer boroughs have 

much higher alcohol problems as opposed to the inner boroughs where substance drug misuse is 

more of an issue, so I think it is right to have a focus.  Exactly the points that have been 

mentioned around this is a wider group that they were wanting to pilot with, it is not just 

drink-drivers.  What we have advised is that they need to properly assess who gets these.  For 

dependent drinkers this would not be suitable for.  They need a different sort of intervention 

where we can do this, but also offer brief advice on intervention, which is a very successful 

process for those offenders who need that.  We can see it may have a place, again if piloted. 

 

The caution is around these quick sanctions, where it has operated, and other forms of 

processes of this similar in New York with their drink ports, et cetera, they have the ability to 

send people back into prison very quickly for a short time, a day, etc.  We do not have the same 

sorts of processes here.  People who breach orders, etc, it takes time to get people back into 

court to deal with things, so I do not think we can repeat and replicate what has happened 

elsewhere. 

 

I understand that there are some delays to the pilot, I think because of some of the technology 

issues at the minute, so I think it has been slightly put back into the next financial year. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE (Deputy Chair):  Alison, there are obviously challenges for your 

service if these pilots go ahead.  Can you give us some more information on that? 



 

 

Alison Saunders (Chief Crown Prosecutor, London):  Absolutely.  I think the points that 

have been made are really important and really valid around you need support.  You cannot just 

have it as in a test and then a court order, because I do not think that will have the impact.  

People need to have support, they need to have proper programmes, they need to be able to go 

to clinics or counselling or whatever it is they need.  Some of it is around housing and that sort 

of thing, but there are things that need to be there supporting.  Just having court orders will 

not do it.  When we look at the amount of court orders that are breached in any event, you can 

see that without that support I am not sure it would necessarily work. 

 

We will have to have some sort of system, which we do not have as yet, of a very quick arrest 

policy so the action is immediate.  Again, I think Heather’s point is very important.  If you do 

not have that immediacy it is not going to have the impact.  I was lucky enough at some point in 

the last few years to go to Manhattan to see their drugs court, and that is quite effective 

because it is very immediate. However, they have much longer sentences which they are playing 

with, which they talk about cutting if you are successful around the drug treatment.  Again, it is 

a slightly different system there. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE (Deputy Chair):  Have you started to look at how you could set up 

this quick-arrest policy and all the other processes? 

 

Alison Saunders (Chief Crown Prosecutor, London):  We are waiting at the moment to find 

out exactly where we are going to pilot it, but that is one of the things that we will be looking 

at, yes. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE (Deputy Chair):  Is there a huge cost to that? 

 

Alison Saunders (Chief Crown Prosecutor, London):  I am not so sure.  It is around making 

sure that the mechanisms are there so that people are brought back to court immediately, that 

cases are dealt with immediately.  We do it to some extent.  If you have breach of bail 

conditions, people are arrested and they are taken straight to court to deal with it, but you 

could have a lot more people being brought back to court for this and for bail cases. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE (Deputy Chair):  I wanted to pick up, Catherine, you mentioned 

earlier about mental health problems, and a lot of people who have drink and drug problems 

often may have mental health problems as well.  How did you feel the draft plan adequately 

dealt with people with mental health issues? 

 

Catherine Hennessy (Director of Development and Partnerships, Revolving Doors):  I 

think we were concerned, as I know were some of Vicki’s other members, about the relative 

absence of reference to mental health within the document.  That is particularly, I guess, 

relevant because of the number of current and ongoing developments that are happening 

around mental health and criminal justice at the moment.   

 

Members may be aware that following the Bradley report and Government action after the 

Bradley report, which looked at those with mental health problems in the criminal justice 



 

system, there is currently underway a programme of transferring the commissioning of 

healthcare in police custody from the police themselves to a situation where the National Health 

Service will commission those services.  That is about to start in London.  It has already started 

in many areas outside London.  I think it would be important for the Deputy Mayor for Policing 

and Crime to have some knowledge and involvement or reference to that within the plan. 

 

Similarly, there is a programme ongoing as part of the same offender health work programme to 

roll out liaison and diversion services to every police custody suite and to every court around the 

country and also in London.  There is a recently appointed Offender Health Commissioner for 

London. I would have thought she would be an important person for the Deputy Mayor of 

Policing and Crime to consult with. 

 

Research that Centre for Mental Health has done suggests that about 15% of police time is 

spent dealing with something which has some greater or lesser mental health component, so the 

overlap between mental health and policing is great if we just look at it on the policing end.  If 

we look at mental health and offending, we will see there are ongoing programmes of work.  I 

know this is something which will also touch on the whole proposals for swift and sure justice, 

and we need to ensure that those who come before the courts have timely access to mental 

health support.  I know some of the liaison and diversion services are now able to provide 

on-the-day assessment at courts of mental health, which will achieve some of the reduction in 

delays which is being suggested.  I think it is very, very important that mental health is fore-

grounded in the plan to a degree which it is not at present. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE (Deputy Chair):  That is very helpful.  Can I move on to another 

area?  The Mayor wants to improve the effectiveness of community sentences.  I think the draft 

plan says that,  

 

“The Mayor’s Office will work with London Probation Trust and Serco to strengthen the 

involved of local people in community payback.” 

 

It talks about safer neighbourhood boards giving the tasks that offenders could undertake.  Do 

we think that is a good idea?  Is that appropriate?  Heather, do you want to come in? 

 

Heather Munro (Chief Executive, London Probation Trust):  Yes.  We have certainly over 

a number of years been encouraging local individuals via websites, etc.  We have a website 

where people can nominate placements for offenders, so that has been going on.  It is all about 

visibility, public confidence and all the rest of it, so we think that is very positive. 

 

There are some challenges around how achievable that is, as the recent contract with Serco was 

much more around delivering cheaper, cost-effective placements.  They tend to be bigger 

placements, agency places. There is a challenge to it but I think it is definitely important that we 

maintain that visibility and the connection with local communities. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE (Deputy Chair):  I have seen it work well when I was councillor and 

there were things like cleaning communal windows on estates and things like that, which people 



 

had fed in through processes.  It is more putting a proper system in place so across London it is 

consistent that there is a place where people are able to feed in ideas. 

 

Heather Munro (Chief Executive, London Probation Trust):  Yes, and again I would raise 

the concern that if London Probation Trust is not existing in dealing with most of these 

offenders, at the minute we are a subcontractor to Serco so we are involved.  We are also sitting 

around the community safety partnerships.  Again, in the future, depending on the resources 

and what happens, that may not be possible either.  A lot of this does depend on good, strong 

local partnership arrangements and how achievable that will be if the other changes proposed 

go ahead. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  The constraints of placements. If you are community safety board, what 

would be the constraint on suggestions of, “I am sitting on a community safety board and I 

think we put them all in their orange overalls and all the rest of it, offenders, and we want them 

to clean our town-centre streets”.  What would be the view of professionals about a placement 

like that?  Would that be welcomed or not?  What would be the possible -- well-intentioned as 

it may be, but in terms of that I am a layperson and I might want to think of it -- 

 

Heather Munro (Chief Executive, London Probation Trust):  It would be Serco now who 

would come out and make an assessment.  There would need to be health and safety 

assessments, both in terms of the offenders doing it but also the wider public.  Access to toilets, 

etc, is also important.  Is it cost effective, is there enough work for offenders, is it all outdoor or 

indoor?  There are a number of tests around whether a placement is suitable and effective. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE (Deputy Chair):  Alison, in the draft plan there is no explicit reference 

to a sentencing unit, which I know the Mayor had talked about before. However, it does 

suggest that the Mayor’s Office will use appeal arrangements to respond to sentences which 

may be unduly lenient, and to establish a protocol with the CPS.  Is the CPS happy to develop 

such a protocol? 

 

Alison Saunders (Chief Crown Prosecutor, London):  Yes, and we have already been 

talking to them about this.  In any event we look at sentencing as it comes up for certain 

categories of cases where we can appeal.  We ask the Attorney General to consider appealing to 

the Court of Appeal if they are unduly lenient, which is why it is quite specific language.   

 

The type of protocol that we are talking about with the Mayor’s Office is that they will contact 

us and we can say we have already referred it and we do think it is unduly lenient, or if they 

bring it to our attention, as indeed any member of the public can also do.  Then we will look at 

it again and refer it to the Attorney General.  Members of the public can also refer directly to 

the Attorney General should they want to do.  It does not mean to say we act as a filter.  If we 

say we do not think it is unduly lenient, the Mayor’s Office can still refer it if they would want to 

do so.  We are happy to do that. 

 

We are also looking at community and victim impact statements, which are very important for 

sentencing, and around making sure that the court has the right information and the 

appropriate information.  We used community impact statements a lot during the summer 



 

disorder in 2011, so they have been really useful.  We have also used them in some other 

business-type related offences, because they give the courts a wider perspective.  We have been 

working with the Mayor’s Office around that as part of the sentencing unit. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE (Deputy Chair):  In some ways it is going to be about the definition 

of ‘unduly lenient’, because the Mayor has political views and that may well influence things. He 

says, “I think this absolutely lenient” and you might say, “Within the guidelines and whatever it 

was quite appropriate”.  How is the protocol going to deal with that, or is it just a case that the 

Mayor can challenge it in any case, so the protocol is not really worth the paper it is written on? 

 

Alison Saunders (Chief Crown Prosecutor, London):  It is, because if we are already 

referring it, it means that that work has already been done and it is already going.  If it adds to 

the submission that goes to the Attorney General, if he knows that there are public concerns, he 

will take that into account.  However, the guidelines are there, so political considerations will 

not necessarily affect those.  It is around the public interest.  There is a very specific definition 

of what unduly lenient sentences are.  Ultimately it is for the Attorney General’s decision.  I 

might refer something to the Attorney General and he says, “No, I am not going to refer it as 

unduly lenient”.  It is ultimately his decision. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE (Deputy Chair):  Thank you. 

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  It is widely thought that the CPS’ finest hour was after the riots when 

rapidly, you in conjunction with the rest of the criminal justice system, people were arrested, 

brought to court, sentenced and went entirely through the system.  Have you slowed down 

since then? 

 

Alison Saunders (Chief Crown Prosecutor, London):  I do not think we have slowed down.  

There has not been the same immediacy, because part of the issue around the disorder was 

around removing people from the streets and bringing them straight to court, in the same way 

as we do now currently with people who are arrested and taken to court overnight.  However, 

we do not have the numbers around that. 

 

If we look at Magistrates’ Court figures, because we look at both delays as in time and also 

number of hearings, which is a very good indicator of how long cases are taking to go through 

the system.  In relation to the Magistrates’ Court, our figures are very similar, as in 0.0% of 

national figures.  Where we are slower is around Crown Court cases, where we do have more 

adjournments per case, so we are working very specifically in both arenas.  For example, 

ineffective trials, which are one of our biggest waste of time and our biggest inconvenience to 

victims and witnesses and a cause of delay, we are looking specifically at courts where we have a 

high rate of ineffective trials and how we might reduce that. 

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  When you have ineffective trials, do you apportion blame?  In other 

words, are there statistics which say, “This trial was ineffective because it was CPS’ fault, this 

trial was ineffective because probation reports were not in on time, this trial failed because there 

was not a probation officer present”?  Even Serco fails.  Do you produce statistics of that kind 

to find out, how shall I put it, who are the principal villains in slowing up justice? 



 

 

Alison Saunders (Chief Crown Prosecutor, London):  Yes, we do. 

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  All right.  Who are they? 

 

Alison Saunders (Chief Crown Prosecutor, London):  The main are either defence or 

prosecution, less so the court.  The main reason for ineffective trials is witnesses not attending 

court, and that can be a number of different reasons.  If we look at the prosecution reasons for 

ineffective trials, the main reason is witnesses not attending court. 

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  That only applies, of course, when the matter is in court.  You are there 

on the day, everybody is ready to go and a witness has not turned up, whether it is a 

prosecution witness or a defence witness. But it is a fact, is it not, that there are a great many 

adjournments sought before the matter gets to court?  In fact, you have just told us that the 

number of adjournments is much fewer, have you not, now than they used to be in a 

Magistrates’ Court?  Might that not be because, if you like, the adjournment is made between 

the court officers negotiating, the CPS and the defence, before the matter gets in front of the 

court? 

 

Alison Saunders (Chief Crown Prosecutor, London):  Not in a Magistrates’ Court it is not.  

Sometimes in the Crown Courts there will be administrative adjournments, in the Magistrates’ 

Court not.  Our figures around Magistrates’ Court adjournments per cases, for trial cases, we are 

at about 3.9 in London, which is exactly on the national average.  For every contested case that 

comes to trial there are almost four hearings, which is too many and that is not what we want to 

be at. 

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  Are you certain, which is the gist of the question I have been tasked to 

ask, that you are tackling those weak points? 

 

Alison Saunders (Chief Crown Prosecutor, London):  Yes, we are.  We are doing it in a 

number of different ways.  One way in which we are doing it is a bilateral plan with the 

Metropolitan Police Service, which looks at things from bail to returns, through to getting the 

files to us on time, us getting them to the court on time, and, if we need to go to a trial file, 

that coming to us on time.  It also includes things we are looking at, which is are witnesses 

being warned on time, are we getting disclosure dealt with on time in the courts, are we getting 

the case managed properly.   

 

We look at this not just as an agency of CPS but we look at it through the London Criminal 

Justice Board at an interagency level.  There we have looked at particular courts, particular 

boroughs, where we know they were high ineffective rates of trials and where we have asked 

the main players - police, probation, CPS, courts - to come in and talk to us about what they are 

doing about it and how they are improving it. 

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  You have already told us, I think in your very first answer, that nobody 

consulted you about the 20% figure.  It looks as though it may have been plucked out of the 



 

air, a good figure.  On the other hand, to revert back to the first point that I made, it is clear, is 

it not, that at the time of the riots your productivity shot up immensely? 

 

Alison Saunders (Chief Crown Prosecutor, London):  Yes.  It was very different.  We had 

cases that came straight into the courts, because people were taken off the streets straight 

away, and we moved them through the courts very quickly.  There are undoubtedly lessons that 

we have learned around that and there are lessons that we still are learning. 

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  So the 20% may not be as unreasonable as it could appear at first sight? 

 

Alison Saunders (Chief Crown Prosecutor, London):  It may not, and that is part of the 

consultation.  We need to look at these figures fairly carefully.  Of course, it does depend what 

you mean by court delays.  If you are looking at it from offence through to finalisation, that is 

quite a large period and for different categories of cases there will be issues there around when 

does it get to the court, if it is the first hearing, and finalisation.  That is a very different period 

of time. 

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  In the days before the CPS it was not at all uncommon for a policeman to 

arrest a man outside court, come in, prosecute himself and sentence be given.  Is there not a 

case for saying that the CPS should not be dealing with all the matters that it currently does, 

and maybe there were lessons to be learned from the old system? 

 

Alison Saunders (Chief Crown Prosecutor, London):  A lot of cases are police-charged 

cases now, so we are not so far away from that.  A lot of cases in the Magistrates’ Court and 

indeed in a lot of traffic cases, the police are prosecuting trials in absence now.  However, the 

figures do not necessarily support that argument, because the figures are not showing any 

difference, despite the fact there have been police-charged cases now for some time in the 

Magistrates’ Court. 

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  I guess in those days there were not tickets, of course.  In fact I am sure 

they were not, talking about traffic cases.   

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  Can I follow up, Alison?  Presumably the Government sets you 

targets anyway about delays and preparation of files for court, is that right? 

 

Alison Saunders (Chief Crown Prosecutor, London):  That is right.  I am set targets by the 

Director of Public Prosecutions, with whom I have regular performance reviews to go through 

our targets, which will include things like our attrition rate.  It will include things like looking at 

how many hearings per case we have, because that affects our efficiency and therefore affects 

our budget as well, and we look at the delays in that respect. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  With regard to delays on your part, what is the target that the 

Government has set you, if there is such a target? 

 

Alison Saunders (Chief Crown Prosecutor, London):  We have a target for the Magistrates’ 

Court, an expectation at the moment, because we have expectations around the targets.  The 



 

expectation at the movement is that we should have 3½ hearings per case in the Magistrates’ 

Court.  We are indeed funded on that basis to some extent about how many, so if I have more 

hearings per case then that costs me more and I am less efficient. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  The 20% target cannot be divvied up between you and the 

courts, and presumably you cannot tell what the prosecution and defence are going to do when 

they arrive at court and what they are going to ask for either, can you? 

 

Alison Saunders (Chief Crown Prosecutor, London):  No, but there are proxy measurers 

around -- I mean, if you look at the MoJ from offence to finalisation, you will have a number of 

players along the way who are responsible for chunks of that.  There are things that the courts 

can do, for example, around case management and dealing with the defence side as well, which 

will impact upon delays too.  There are lots of players that will come in and out.  We can 

measure it, and we should be looking at it over all, but whether we have a 20% target to 

improve, and who is ultimately responsible for that, is much more difficult. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  Thank you.  We have come to an end of our formal questions, 

but can I refer to something that Vicki mentioned earlier?  You mentioned the concern about 

payment by results with regard to many of the voluntary sectors.  Could you just elaborate on 

that, particularly with regard to this plan, because we have heard that in some of the other work 

we have done from various organisations? 

 

Vicki Helyar-Cardwell (Director, Criminal Justice Alliance):  It is not to say that the 

principle is wrong.  Everyone supports a focus on outcomes rather than outputs, I just want to 

make that clear.  It is probably arguments the Committee has heard before, but representing our 

numerous members who want to be involved in reducing crime, reducing reoffending. 

 

The big concerns are around the appropriate measurements being selected, particularly the 

focus on distance travelled and some of the other measures that we have talked about, Rather 

than just reducing reoffending, the complexity of it and the different agencies that play a part 

in that final reduction in reoffending and how you attribute the success to different people who 

played a part in that, some of which depend on very local circumstances, economic 

circumstances, things that maybe the organisation who is being paid has no direct control over. 

 

Particularly one, Clinks, who is one of our members who represents lots of third-sector 

organisations working with offenders, is around the element of risk that the voluntary sector, 

particularly in this climate, can take to be able to be involved in this work.  I think the plan just 

says, “Commissioning will follow a payment-by-results model”.  It is about delving deeper into 

that and for the Committee to hold the Mayor to account about the ability of the voluntary 

sector to play a part as well.  They do not have reserves, they cannot take on risk in the way a 

large private-sector company could take on risk, and an element of the payment needs to be 

guaranteed upfront for volunteer community sectors to even play a part in a payment-by-results 

contract. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  That is similar to what we have had before.  We have come to the 

end of our questioning, but I am sure that there is something that you wanted to say that we 



 

did not ask about.  If there is, could we just ask is there something that we have not touched on 

that you think we should have done, or any other concern you have with the plan?  Alison? 

 

Alison Saunders (Chief Crown Prosecutor, London):  No, I think everything has been 

covered that I was going to talk about. 

 

Heather Munro (Chief Executive, London Probation Trust):  Just a point that came up 

earlier about restorative justice.  I think it would be good to have that reflected in.  Now in 

London Probation we have been piloting, and we are going to extend this further, restorative 

justice as part of a community order, where the victim requests it and it is possible to be direct 

work.  That is very successful and I think it would be good to recognise that it is happening, and 

we will be looking to do that maybe pre-trial as well in the future. 

 

Vicki Helyar-Cardwell (Director, Criminal Justice Alliance):  To build on that, it seems a 

slightly missed opportunity when the victim satisfaction rates are so high for restorative justice.  

It is around 85%.  Restorative justice, those who have contact with it, confidence - we have 

talked about the measure of confidence - in the criminal justice system goes up if you take part 

in a restorative justice process, by a greater extent than taking part in what you might call the 

traditional criminal justice process.  It seems a missed opportunity to achieve some of these 

aims, particularly when the Ministry of Justice pilot, which was a random-control trial, quite 

unusual, showed a minimum of 14% of reduction in reoffending.  That went up to 27%, looking 

at seriousness and frequency.  There is some pretty hard evidence that restorative justice can 

reduce reoffending and improve confidence, so it seems to us a missed opportunity to put it 

more centrally under the reparation element of the plan. 

 

Catherine Hennessy (Director of Development and Partnerships, Revolving Doors):  

Just one final point on the mental health side, which I failed to mention.  Of course it will be 

important for the plan also to think about the forthcoming Commission on Mental Health and 

Policing in London, which Lord Victor Adebowale is chairing, the evidence emerging from that 

and the way in which that will also inform mental health and policing moving forward. 

 

Joanne McCartney (Chair):  That is very helpful.  Thank you again for all of you being here.  

To Members of the Committee, thank you as well.  We have finished our agenda so we will close 

the meeting. 


