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London Crime Reduction Board 

 

Minutes of Meeting 

Monday 24 March 2014, 11:00 in CR2, City Hall, GLA 

 

Present 

Board and advisors 

Mayor Boris Johnson  Chair 

Stephen Greenhalgh   Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime (DMPC)  

Helen Bailey    COO MOPAC 

Commander Adrian Hanstock Metropolitan Police Service (MPS) 

John O’Brien    London Councils 

Mayor Jules Pipe    London Councils 

Cllr Philippa Roe    London Councils 

Nick Walkley    London Councils 

Jenny Hopkins    Crown Prosecution Service  

Sara Robinson   London Probation Trust 

Lucy Bogue    Ministry of Justice 

Marie Snelling   Mayor’s Office for Policing and Crime (MOPAC) 

Mark Benbow    LHOCS RB of Kensington and Chelsea) 

 

Officers 

Siobhan Coldwell    MOPAC  

Blair Gibbs    MOPAC 

Martin Tunstall   MOPAC 

Doug Flight     London Councils 

Mr Mehboob Khan,   London Councils 

Tony Hawker   MOPAC 

 

MINUTES OF LAST MEETING/ACTIONS (26 September) 

 

The minutes were agreed.  Action updates were received. 

 

 

1. The Mayor mentioned and offered congratulations on the news of the first 
prosecutions for FGM.  
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ITEM 1 – Transforming Rehabilitation Programme 

 

2. Thanks were given to all members of the Board for their contribution to the 
market engagement programme.  Since the last meeting there have been a 
number of key developments and achievements.  There are three competitors 
bidding for management of the CRC – Capita, MTC Amey and the CRC 
Partnership (comprised of Carillion, Rapt and Reed).  Bids are to be submitted 
by June 2014 for a decision in October.  The NPS and CRC will be split in 
June and will be managed in London by Sara Robinson and Nick Smart 
respectively.  The new CRC provider will start operating from April 2015.   
 

3. The importance of partnership was agreed.  The Board secured an agreement 
around IOM.  All bidders are expected to include a commitment to IOM as 
part of the requirement of the bid.  Looking to the transition period, the 
Board is setting up an advisory panel to give a view on bids and see them 
tested from a London perspective.  A safe transition period is crucial and 
more work is being done to manage this.  The new provider will be expected 
of to further the existing ambitions to reduce reoffending.   Partnership 
working here is crucial.  
 

4. The question was raised about the allotment of staff across the two bodies 
against the ratio of offenders.  The number of staff will be the same as now 
with NPS having 1,300 and CRC 1,000.  Existing vacancies (mostly in CRC) 
will have to be filled but recruitment will depend on the future shape of CRC 
which is an unknown at this point in time.  There is a challenge around skills 
and experience.  The MoJ and NPS are aware of this and are looking at where 
the gaps are.  There is a need to recruit to both sides.  With regard to quality 
of staff the current shortfall is made up by qualified temporary officers.   
 

5. With regard to the split in categories of offenders.   The Board was concerned 
that offenders, currently categorized as low level (because of the offence for 
which they were convicted), could actually be higher risk and not allotted to 
the appropriate body.  The Board was assured by the MoJ that although risk 
assessment is done by way of an actuary tool, professional judgment based 
on experience is also used.  The placement of offenders is never just a tick 
box exercise. 
 

6. In response to questions: was the change driven by a desire to cut costs  and 
what were the ambitions for the changes in probation.  MoJ said that the 
changes were firstly, an attempt to diversify the market not a drive to the 
bottom and, secondly, to bring in a larger number of offenders.  The Treasury 
has provided a cost envelope to cover work.  There will be a deputy director 
appointed to ensure that the service is being effectively delivered. 
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7. The DMPC raised the question of the funding for other interventions required 
as part of the supervision of offenders.  Such as who pays for drug 
rehabilitation, housing etc which are often the root cause behind offending.  
The MoJ are happy to go through the payment structure.  MOPAC advised 
that MoJ look at the already existing good practice that can be found out 
there.  

 

8. On data sharing reassurance was sought on making sure that data is being 
shared appropriately and individuals are being tracked effectively.  MoJ 
expects that providers will be doing this and will confirm the methods in due 
course.  Tracking will include people of no fixed abode.  The resettlement 
plan picks this up.  Plans for offenders are considered and evolved whilst 
offenders are still in prison and bidders for the contracts must demonstrate 
that they are plugged into all the appropriate agencies and partnerships.  
MOPAC is getting agreement from MoJ re data sharing (performance 
information) and also with providers as to what success looks like.  For 
measurement the MoJ is using the 2011 base line as they cannot use 
matching because there is a new cohort coming in. 

 

ITEM 2 – Anti-Social Behaviour 

 

9. Nick Walkley of London Councils introduced the paper and slide pack.  And 
Mark Benbow, LHOCS presented the challenge from a borough perspective.  
It was noted that 10% of all calls received on crime were related to ASB.  
London is generally doing well – some boroughs better than others – and a 
lot of multi-agency work is being conducted bringing the number of calls 
down.  However 10,000 calls per year are from repeat victims and vulnerable 
people and there are deep rooted causes that are difficult to unpick.  
Although this is not a MOPAC 7 target it does affect confidence.   
 

10. Noise is the biggest single complaint but this is the surface issue behind 
which lies other issues such as mental health, domestic violence and child 
neglect.  Often perpetrators fall outside the normal thresholds for treatment 
and have personality disorders rather than mental health issues. 
 

11. The issues are: the need to have a single coherent database; vulnerable and 
repeat victims need a shared definition, a common system and a common risk 
assessment; and, a means of working with health agencies.  Airspace is a 
means whereby data on ASB could be monitored and shared.  LCRB needs to 
ask if Airspace can be used. 
 

12. New legislation should not allow the repeating of mistakes of the past.  
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Community trigger – multiple reports over a six month period, is a tool that 
will give victims a voice but there is no guidance yet and agreement on 
baselines.  
 

13. The Board discussed the recommendations and observations were made on 
troubled families – that longer term interventions were needed.  With regard 
to hotspots are partners doing enough to share data and intervene.  NHS 
resourcing - mapping, capacity for MPS, mental health etc.  The MPS was 
happy to share data although interpretation is a challenge – what is the data 
telling us.  Also, the use of a single number (101) for ASB complaints was 
raised. 

The report asked LCRB to agree the following recommendations : 

 To agree an ambitious cross-agency approach to driving down Anti-
Social Behaviour and the impact it has on communities, protecting the 
most vulnerable and driving public confidence. 
 

 To commission the Delivery Management Group to drive progress on the 
key areas of focus set out in this pack: Vulnerable victims; Mental health 
services; New legislative tools.  
 

 To commission DMG to promote and support local action, including the 
use of pilots where appropriate, to focus on: 
- Anti-Social Behaviour hotspots 
- Integrated teams, aligned with the Troubled Families Programme 
- Exploit opportunities for better data sharing between partners 
- Mapping and aligning London borough, MPS and NHS resources 
 
 

14. The 101 number offers a command and control opportunity as it enables the 
mapping of demand.  101 would allow the building of a coherent picture and 
a usable baseline that would demonstrate what the data tells us; what the 
public should expect; how resources, co-commissioning, shared services, 
triaging could be better used across the partnerships.  London Councils 
spoke of the development of an adult version of MASH being designed using 
data not generally available.  
 

Action 1 – As agreed by the Board at paragraph 13 the DMG would take 
forward the recommendations as listed in the report. 
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ITEM 3 Any Other Business 

 

15. Licensing hours for the World Cup was discussed with the general consensus 
that decisions should be made on a local basis with consideration given to 
local communities.   
 

 

 

 

 
Date of next LCRB meeting: 9 June 2014.  11:00am at City Hall 
 


