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London Crime Reduction Board 

 

Minutes of Meeting 

Friday 26 April 2013, 12:00 at Mayor’s Office, City Hall, GLA. 

 

Present 

Mayor of London Boris Johnson 

Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime (DMPC) Stephen Greenhalgh 

London Councils Mayor Jules Pipe 

London Councils Cllr Claire Kober 

London Councils Cllr Philippa Roe 

  

Apologies 

 

Deputy Commissioner     Craig Mackey 

National Offender Management Service  Lucy Bogue                         

Crown Prosecution Service    Alison Saunders 

 

Officers   

Deputy Assistant Commissioner Helen Ball Metropolitan Police Service 

Principal Advisor  Blair Gibbs MOPAC 

Head of Commissioning for Public Health, Health 
in the Justice System 

Alison Frater NHS London 

Chief Executive for London Councils John O’Brien London Councils 

Chief Executive for London Probation Heather Munroe London Probation 

Deputy Chief Crown Prosecutor Andrew Baxter Crown Prosecution Service 

Mayor’s Political advisor Ben Gasgoine Greater London Authority 

Chief Operating Officer Helen Bailey Mayor’s Office for Policing & Crime 

Head of pan-London Policing and Crime Strategy Siobhan Coldwell Mayor’s Office for Policing & Crime 

London Crime & Reduction Board Planning & 
Delivery Officer 

Naomi Simpson Mayor’s Office for Policing & Crime 

 

 

1. WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS 

 

1.1. Mayor Boris Johnson opened the meeting. 
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2. MINUTES OF LAST MEETING 

 

The minutes were agreed.  Action updates were received. 

 

The MPS provided a response to an action from the previous LCRB. This was to provide an 
update of reporting volumes and methods from the public to the MPS. This response was 
circulated to members. There were no further comments on this paper. 

 

 

3. ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION 

 

There was one agenda item for discussion, “Process for ensuring effective delivery of the 
MOPAC Police & Crime Plan.” 

 

MOPAC POLICE & CRIME PLAN – NEXT STEPS 

 

The Deputy Mayor used this opportunity to discuss the recently published MOPAC Police & 
Crime Plan. Members were circulated a paper to support discussions with a view to securing 
agreement on the ownership of the plan from across the LCRB and to agree how the Board will 
take the delivery of the plan forward. 

 

Members spent some time discussing the content of the Police & Crime Plan and agreed that 
further communication from MOPAC to the public was required around a few key areas. 

 

Issues around police station closures are still a key concern amongst communities. There is a 
concern that despite the various mediums available for reporting a crime/incident, members of 
the public will not be able to report everything that they want to report, in the way that they 
would want to report it.  

 

Members asked that MOPAC provide further clarity to Londoners with regards to reporting 
processes and clearly state the various options available. 

 

Members raised a challenge with regards to having their performance monitored against the 
20% reduction target in the seven crime types listed in the Police & Crime Plan (burglary, 
vandalism/criminal damage, and theft of and from motor vehicles, violence with 
injury, robbery and theft from the person).  

 

Hackney was cited as an example of a borough that had seen a reduction in a number of crime 
types, most of which fell out of the MOPAC ‘basket of seven priority areas’, but had seen 
increases in some of the MOPAC priority areas. It was suggested that it would be difficult to see 
reductions in some of the seven MOPAC priority types; for example, the theft of a back wheel of 
a bike would currently be recorded as theft from a motor vehicle, which adds to the challenge of 
seeing reductions in this particular priority crime type. 

 

As the baseline for monitoring crime reduction was set last year in 2012, there is a further 
concern that the borough would be required to see reductions of up to 28% in three years.(To 
mitigate against the recent increase in some of the crime types). 
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The DMPC clarified that the 20:20:20 targets are London wide targets, and are not targets set 
for boroughs. After one year, we are already delivering on this target, with a 6.5% reduction in 
the key seven neighborhood crimes. If we continue on this trend we will have achieved the 20% 
target by 2016. 

 

The challenge is for all boroughs to ensure that crime in these seven priority areas is on a 
downward trend. There will clearly be variations across the 33 boroughs, but the collective 
reduction target is 20%. 

 

Further clarity was required regarding the BOGOF (Buy one, get one free) initiative, where local 
authorities are able to obtain a free Police Constable for every one that they purchase. 

 

Some members had been informed that the initiative was no longer running, and others had 
received conflicting information about the processes for purchasing officers. 

 

Deputy Assistant Commissioner Helen Ball explained that the MPS is currently under-resourced 
with Police Constables, and will be recruiting an additional 5,000 police officers in the next two 
years. Because of this, the BOGOF incentive is not currently available when purchasing 
Constables. However, BOGOF is still currently available when purchasing a PCSO. 

 

Nick Walkley suggested that further communication is required between the MPS and local 
authorities with regards to the MPS recruitment processes and how it relates to police 
deployment/numbers on the street. Helen Bailey referred to a letter which had been sent by AC 
Simon Byrne to all local authority Chief Executives which provided a schedule of the roll out of 
the local policing model across the boroughs. In addition to this, it was agreed that further 
communication was required around opportunities available to local authorities to strengthen 
their police numbers, via BOGOFF or other avenues. London Councils were asked to broker 
these discussions between the local authorities and the MPS on behalf of the LCRB. 

 

Mayor Jules Pipe asked members the status around ASB and neighbourhood policing. Cllr 
Philippa Roe suggested that there was a perception that ASB was being downgraded as a 
strategic priority in some boroughs. 

 

There was a further concern that as ASB/ Quality of Life Crime was not represented as one of 
the seven crime categories on which the MPS will measure their 20% reduction in the Police & 
Crime Plan. In times of reducing resources, there would be nothing to prevent the MPS from 
reducing its operational commitment to Quality of Life Crime in favour of high volume crime.  

 

DMPC reassured members that ASB/Quality of Life Crime was a priority area for MOPAC and 
recognised as a key crime driver which, if addressed effectively, would have a positive knock on 
effect on the other seven crime type priority areas and the confidence target. 

 

Whilst ASB/Quality of Life Crime is reflected as a priority in the Police and Crime Plan, it was 
acknowledged that MOPAC would need to communicate this to partners and communities. DAC 
Helen Ball informed members that ASB was still central to the MPS agenda, that the MPS were 
currently producing their own ASB strategy (to be published shortly) and that MPS are 
particularly keen to have a focus on repeat victimisation. 
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Members discussed triage processes for reporting ASB within boroughs and the benefits/dis-
benefits of this approach. Whilst in theory the concept of a ‘one-stop’ reporting line, such as 
extending the use of ‘101’seems desirable, in reality there are a number of technological 
challenges. It was noted however that this had been considered in the past and but there were 
concerns about feasibility. 

 

Nick Walkey mentioned that Tom Steinberg, founder and director of mySociety, offers 
additional web/digital based solutions to previous triage challenges which could be worth 
exploring.  

 

The DMPC updated the Board on a recent digital justice workshop, hosted by MOPAC, and 
involving key partners (Police, Courts, CPS, Probation). The aim was to rationalize and better 
join-up processes to improve performance across organisations. The next step will be to set up a 
working group to plan for how this could be used across London and report back to the LCRB. 

 

Delivery of the Police & Crime Plan 

 

The Board agreed that the LCRB was the right place to drive forward the delivery of the Police 
and Crime Plan. There will be a requirement to set up additional working groups, such as the 
‘digital justice’ working group, and to use existing Boards and panels such as the London 
Criminal Justice Partnership (LCJP) to deliver and monitor progress on the 20:20:20 CJS 
targets.  

 

These Groups and panels will provide updates to the LCRB, or be invited to make a 
representation to the LCRB. A key challenge will be to coordinate the governance arrangements 
for all the various Boards within the Criminal Justice System to ennsure information flows 
seamlessly. 

 

There will also be a requirement to establish shared performance metrics and for MOPAC 
officers to develop with partners a performance framework to monitor progress against the 
20:20:20 goals. 

 

There is an expectation that the Board will need to provide a consultative link with central 
government departments to mitigate against any national crime strategy/policy development 
which may adversely impact London agencies and their ability to effectively deliver on the 
20:20:20 goals. 

 

MOPAC will need to work with partners to: 

 

- Develop a work programme for the delivery of the Police & Crime plan  

- Identify key shared performance measures across the CJS 

- Scope further process improvements such as joint commissioning across the CJS, and 
better use of technology to ensure swifter, surer justice. 

 

Action: MOPAC to provide further clarity to Londoners with regards to reporting 
processes and clearly state the various options available. 

 

Action: London Councils to continue discussions between local authorities and the 
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MPS regarding BOGOF 

 

Action: London Councils to revisit the ‘101’ discussions to identify why London 
Boroughs were included in the system. 

 

Action: MOPAC to communicate further with communities/partners to provide 
reassurance that ASB is still a key MOPAC priority area. 

 

Action: MOPAC to establish a ‘digital justice’ working group. 

 

Action: MOPAC to develop with partners a performance framework to monitor 
progress against the 20:20:20 goals. 

 

  

 Pan-London partnership anti-gangs strategy 

 

Mayor Boris Johnson asked what the Board was doing to address the issue of Gangs in London. 

 

The DMPC advised that the LCRB had recently developed and published the partnership pan-
London anti gang’s strategy, which is aimed at complementing the MPS gang’s enforcement 
strategy. The strategy is a significant step forward in ensuring a more consistent partnership 
approach across London in preventing and addressing gang related offending and includes a 
comprehensive action plan which will be delivered by partners from across the criminal justice 
system. 

 
The implementation plan for the strategy follows three broad themes, supported by thematic 
working groups to bring together key partners to scope issues, develop projects and deliver 
activity. The working groups are: 

 
1. Risk and Information Sharing Working Group 

 
This Group will review risk assessment and information sharing arrangements across London 
Probation Trust, Prisons and the MPS, ensuring effective working arrangements are in place for 
agencies to jointly manage information and risk.  

 
Principal agencies: Metropolitan Police Service, National Offender Management 
Service, London Probation Trust, Youth Justice Board, Local Authorities. 

 
2. Crown Prosecution Service and Courts Working Group 

 
This Group is tasked with a large portion of the action plan. It will look at developing 
appropriate frameworks for using gang prosecutors, civil enforcement, and charging decisions re 
prisons, community impact statements and delivering a premium service for gang cases in court.  

 
Principal agencies: Crown Prosecution Service, Her Majesty’s Court Service, 
Metropolitan Police Service, and Local Authorities. 

 
 

3. Local Authorities focussed Working Group 
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This Group will have responsibility for safeguarding issues and for the development of an 
effective commissioning framework. These are substantial areas of work that may need the 
development of sub groups.  

 
Principal agencies: London Councils, Association of London Directors of Children's 
Services, Youth Justice Board, London Safeguarding Children Board. 

 

Cllr Philippa Roe stated that a key challenge for partners is making sure boroughs are aware of 
who in the boroughs are vulnerable and at risk of becoming affiliated or affected by gang 
activity, and monitoring these individuals ensuring preventative measures are applied where 
possible. 

 

Nick Walkey added that there was a requirement to understand what initiatives result in 
sustained improvements. At present we are still very much in the learning stages of 
understanding who’s vulnerable and identifying a sustainable solutions for them.  

 

Another key challenge is obtaining the co-operation of the families and wider community in 
addressing gang related activity. 

  

Action: MOPAC to provide an update on the implementation of the LCRB partnership 
gangs strategy to the next LCRB 

 

NEXT LCRB AGENDA PLANNING 

 

Suggested agenda items for the next LCRB were: 

 

- Police and Crime Plan implementation update 

- LCRB pan-London anti gangs strategy implementation update 

 

The meeting finished at 13.00 
 

 
Date of next meeting: 26 June 2013 

 


