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Note of meeting: REDUCING REOFFENDING BOARD  
 
14th October 2015, City Hall 10am-12pm 
 
Attendees 
 

 Marie Snelling (Chair) 

 Denise Donovan (DWP) 

 Geeta Subramaniam (Lewisham) 

 Kate Gilbert (NPS) 

 Leighe Rogers (Sutton) 

 Mirelle Lloyd-Taylor (YJB) 

 James Smith (MoJ) 

 Nick Mavron (MoJ) 

 Steve Ellerd-Elliott (MoJ) 

 Rangan Momen (London Councils) 

 Iain Anderson (CRC) 

 Sara Hyde (LVSC) 

 Chris Bourlet (MPS) 

 Sarah Pearce (MPS) 

 Lisa Harvey-Messina (YJB) 

 Hong Tan (NHS England) 

 Rebecca Grattan (MTCnovo) 

 Sam Cunningham (MOPAC) 

 Sarah Richardson (MOPAC) 

 Tom Burnham (MOPAC) 

 Jenny Okwulu (MOPAC) 

 Karan Garcha (MOPAC) 
 

 

 

 Apologies received from: Anthony Rogers (CPS), Bernard Lane (Home Office), Derek 
Harvey (DWP), Kenny Brown (HMPS), Doug Flight (London Councils), Gary Monaghan 
(HMPS), Jilly Vickers (Clinks), Baljit Ubhey (CPS), Nikki Lang (Director of Public Health, 
Sutton) 
 

Agenda Item 1 – Welcome 
 
Marie Snelling welcomed board members to the October Reducing Reoffending Board.  
 
Agenda Item 2 – Actions 
 
Marie Snelling ran through the actions of the previous Reducing Reoffending Board. All 
actions were complete, bar the following: 
 
Action 8: CRC, NPS and MPS to respond outside of the meeting in relation to the 
numbers that we were set out within Appendix 3 of the paper, and to provide updates 
where necessary. 
 
Iain Anderson informed the board that he was waiting on data for this action. 
 
Action 10: Board members to feed in to MOPAC the work currently being run or 
commissioned by their agencies for women 
 
Marie informed the board that no responses had been received regarding female services and 
asked that board members feed into MOPAC on the above. 
 
Agenda Item 3 – Adult Reoffending Dashboard 
 
Performance Dashboard: 



2 
 

 
Maire Snelling informed the board that the link to the dashboard had been circulated prior to 
the meeting to members and introduced Jenny Okwulu, who presented the second version of 
the Adult Reoffending Performance Dashboard to the board. Points of note were: 
 

 The dashboard was based on proven reoffending data up to September 2013 and had 
been backdated to 2008. National comparisons were included as part of the dashboard. 
Reoffending rates have changed little and remained fairly constant. Of particular note 
was London’s higher drug offences reoffending rate, compared to the average for 
England and Wales. 
 

 This version of the dashboard includes new data on gender, age and offence type. 
There was also greater context around the data, such as the number of offences and 
how many offenders had committed that crime type. The Gripping the Offender 
dashboard page had also been updated. 

 

 18-20 year olds have the highest reoffending rate and there had been a slight increase 
in female offending.  

 

 Board members were informed that the dashboard was constructed using i-Quanta data 
and that the information seen on the dashboard was not to be shared outside 
of the meeting.  

 
A discussion followed and the following key points were made: 
 

 There was agreement from the board that the dashboard is a useful tool and that the 
right data is being shown through the dashboard.  
 

 Kate Gilbert asked if the data could be linked with predicted offending. Jenny 
Okwulu informed the board that further data from the CRC & NPS would be added to 
the dashboard to build a better picture. 

 

 Hong Tan asked if the number of offenders diverted through the liaison and diversion 
scheme could be overlayed on the dashboard. Jenny Okwulu responded that MOPAC 
do not yet have the data. Marie Snelling informed the board that some initial work is 
being done looking at out of court disposals and that there would be more to come on 
this. 

 

 Geeta Subramaniam asked if crime types could be clustered, as it would be interesting 
to see the overlay of violence and gang crime. This will be added to the dashboard. 

 

 Marie Snelling explained the ambition to use the dashboard at both a pan-London 
and local level to add value for partners.  

 

 Rebecca Grattan asked if the GTO data could be further disaggregated by age, as 
there was a link to 18-20 year olds and important to understand the transitions cohort.  
 

 Lisa Harvey-Messina asked whether it would be possible to include top line figures 
around transitions. Sam Cunningham responded that a decision needed to be taken 
on which dashboard the transitions cohort sits within.  
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 Marie Snelling informed the board that it was their responsibility to share it and 
understand the impact it has locally.  The aim would be to design the dashboard to 
support LHOCS and CSPs.  There is an aspiration to publish part of the adult 
reoffending dashboard, but only partners would be able to have access to the entire 
dashboard due to data restrictions.   

 

 The board agreed that the strategic priorities were correct in terms of what the 
dashboard data had highlighted, although consideration needs to be given to drug 
offence reoffending, which isn’t currently a priority for the board.  

 

 Geeta Subramaniam added that the link between drugs and violence needed to be 
explored further. Marie Snelling highlighted that lots of conversations were being held 
in different forums around drug-related offending and that it would be useful if the 
board took a leading role on the issue. Kate Gilbert commented that it would be useful 
to include Public Health England as part of the discussion on drugs. 

 

 Steve Ellerd-Eillot gave a brief update on the data, which was produced by his team 
at the MoJ for the dashboard. His team was exploring how much of the data could be 
publicly released. His colleague Nick Mavron added that they will have a breakdown of 
further data in October and will try to make more available to MOPAC. 

 

 Nick Mavron raised the MoJ consultation on offending statistics in light of 
Transforming Rehabilitation and how the data may be presented differently in future. 
He asked board members to respond to the consultation.  

 
ACTIONS: 

1. The dashboard to be amended so that crime types can be clustered allowing more than 
one crime type to be selected at a time.  

2. Sub-group of board to look at drug reoffending data in more detail and bring options 
back to January board meeting. 

3. Ministry of Justice to circulate the consultation on reoffending statistics to board 
members.  
 

Agenda item 4 – London Compulsory Sobriety Pilot/AAMR 
 
Tom Burnham presented the AAMR pilot to the board. He explained the ambition for pan-
London roll out of AAMR and suggested the board takes on the governance role for this. 
 
The presentation is attached. The following comments were made: 
 

 Marie Snelling asked board members for their views on what the key considerations of 
a pan-London roll out would be for them. 

 

 Geeta Subramaniam raised a number of considerations, based on the voluntary use of 
alcohol bracelets in Lewisham and the need to ensure that appropriate interventions 
were also used. Given the wider context of funding being reduced for alcohol services, it 
was important to be aware of what services were available in boroughs, especially since 
alcohol has been a lower priority compared to drugs. Health outcomes were also raised 
as something to be aware of and what the conditions would be for breach of certain 
offences.  
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 Sara Hyde commented that the AAMR was excellent for treating the symptom, but 
raised concerns about what would happen at the conclusion of the pilot. 
 

 Hong Tan advised the board that alcohol abuse was a priority for Public Health 
England, who are developing an alcohol strategy. He commented that the AAMR was 
one tool that could be used and that there were other interventions available, such as 
those in prison, but the challenge was to continue them into the community. He also 
asked what interventions were being used as part of the AAMR. 

 

 Marie Snelling advised the board that brief interventions were delivered as part of the 
pilot and that the AAMR was not a standalone requirement. She also highlighted that 
those offenders given an AAMR in the pilot were not prolific and that more of the local 
picture was needed. 

 

 Lisa Harvey-Messina commented that there were a small set of 16-17 year olds that 
could benefit from the AAMR in the youth court as an alternative to custody.  

 

 Sam Cunningham asked the board if the AAMR should be tested in the current pilot 
area with young people, prolific offenders and those convicted of domestic violence 
offences and then rolled out subsequently. Kate Gilbert agreed with Sam’s suggestion, 
arguing that it should be tested with different types of offenders on a smaller scale. 

 

 Marie Snelling summarised the board’s consensus to continue the pilot in South 
London with an enhanced service, followed by a wider roll out. 

 

 Marie Snelling advised that the discussion at the board would inform the business 
case and that there was a two-pronged approach to inform the wider roll out. She asked 
for support from the board to lobby the government for the roll out, as outlined in its 
manifesto commitment. She also explained that the conversation at the board was the 
start of a wider discussion about the AAMR. 
 

It was agreed that the Board would provide strategic governance role for AAMR going forward. 
 
ACTIONS: 

4. Board members to support MOPAC with pressing central Government about resourcing 
the pan-London roll out of the AAMR. 

 
Agenda Item 5 – GPS tagging 
 
Marie Snelling outlined the national picture around GPS tagging, highlighting the 
government’s commitment to electronic monitoring and the planned national roll out of the 
new GPS tagging technology in 2017. Given the anticipated timescales, she asked the board if 
something could be achieved in London beforehand, based on the partnership success of the 
AAMR. This would include using GPS tagging as part of the whole system approach in the GTO 
pilot. 
 
Sarah Pearce was introduced to the board and presented on the GPS tagging pilot conducted 
by the MPS. 
 
The presentation is attached (board members are asked not to circulate any further). The 
following comments were made: 
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 Marie Snelling thanked Sarah for the presentation and explained that there was an 
appetite to explore GPS tagging further, in reference to section three of the GPS 
tagging paper (circulated with papers for the meeting). 

 

 Geeta Subramanian raised concerns about reliance on GPS tagging and that their use 
should be limited. She raised a number of questions about when tags would be used: 

 
o When would curfew tags be used rather than GPS tags? 
o Would GPS tags be used on young people? If so, does that require different 

legislation? 
o Would victims of domestic violence be tagged? DV victims in Lewisham viewed this 

as re-victimisation. 
 

 Lisa Harvey-Messina informed the board that she had attended the national 
Electronic Monitoring Board where it was discussed that all equipment will be GPS-
enabled. As a result of contractual issues, the introduction of the technology could take 
longer than 2017 and the Electronic Monitoring board had referenced progress in 
London, questioning why it was taking so long nationally.  

 

 Kate Gilbert added that she would caveat use of GPS tagging on a mandatory basis 
with the need for a suitability and eligibility test. 

 

 James Smith informed the board that ministers were considering GPS tagging in the 
context of a tough financial background. He advised the board that a targeted and 
specific proposal for testing in London ahead of the national roll out would have the 
best chance of success.  

 
ACTIONS: 

5. A proposal for using GPS tags as part of the Gripping the Offender pilot to be 
developed.  
 

Agenda Item 6 – Partnership Agreement 
 
Marie Snelling highlighted the significant progress that had been made by the board since it 
was established. She explained that there was now a need to formalise arrangements for 
holding partners to account and the partnership agreement sets this framework out.  
 
The partnership agreement is attached. 
 
Sam Cunningham explained that the purpose of the draft partnership agreement was to 
formalise the Reducing Reoffending Board and underpin the work of the board. The agreement 
builds on the key elements coming out of the MTCnovo engagement sessions held in the 
spring. The intended outcomes of the agreement to support the work of the board are: 
 

o Providing a safe space for partners  
o Agreement of a work plan for consistent delivery to drive the board forward 
o Provision of a platform for innovation 
o Opportunities to bring challenges and ask for support from partners 

 
Members of the board were asked to provide detailed comments on the agreement and 
feedback to MOPAC outside of the board.  
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The following comments were made: 
 

 Geeta Subramaniam agreed with the need for a partnership agreement and asked that 
it included something around giving London a voice and more power to the board. She 
also raised that local authorities and the voluntary sector were not included in the draft. 

 

 Denise Donavan asked that DWP be included in the list of partners at 2.3 and offered 
to provide an outline for the agreement that highlights the relevant work that DWP 
delivers on the ground and with local authorities.  

 

 Chris Bourlet agreed there was a need for a work plan and asked that the MPS should 
have accountability and commitment to the board, but that they were also held 
accountable separately outside of the board.  

 

 Hong Tan agreed with the content in the agreement and highlighted that it is easy not 
to be strategic in times of austerity, and that it was important to keep the focus at a 
strategic level.  

 

 Rebecca Grattan suggested that partner agencies could take a lead on one or more of 
the priorities alongside MOPAC. She agreed to there being a work plan developed for 
2016 and asked that it be reviewed later in 2017. She also raised that London was 
bashful about its achievements and suggested that a report or event could highlight 
what has been achieved through the partnership. 

 
ACTIONS: 

6. DWP to produce an outline of their work for inclusion in the agreement. 
7. Partners to consider who would be best placed to take a lead role with MOPAC on each 

of the priorities. 
8. Board members to provide detailed comments on the draft partnership agreement and 

feedback to MOPAC outside of the board. 
9. Partnership agreement to be brought back to January Reducing Reoffending board for 

sign off. 
 
Agenda Item 7 – Update Paper 
 
Marie Snelling drew the board’s attention to the update paper (attached) and asked members 
to note its content. This format will be used to provide updates on progress against the board’s 
priorities and to share information with the partnership. 
 
ACTIONS: 

10. Top line performance information from the dashboard to be included in future update 
reports.  

 
Agenda Item 8 – Forward Planner/Any other business 
 
Marie Snelling asked the board for any agenda items for future board meetings to be passed 
to MOPAC. 
 
Sam Cunningham added that drugs would be a substantial agenda item on the next board 
meeting agenda and that top-line performance data would be embedded into the agenda 
rather than being a standalone agenda item. 
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Marie Snelling thanked board members for attending and assured the board that 
arrangements were in hand for a replacement chair to steer the board whilst she is on maternity 
leave. 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Action Summary: 
 

 CRC,NPS and MPS to respond outside of the meeting in relation to the numbers that we 
were set out within Appendix 3 of the paper, and to provide updates where necessary 
(action from July’s board) 

 Board members to feed in to MOPAC the work currently being run or commissioned by 
their agencies for women (action from July’s board) 

1 The dashboard to be amended so that crime types can be clustered allowing more than 
one crime type to be selected at a time.  

2 Sub-group of board to look at drug reoffending data in more detail and bring options back 
to January board meeting. 

3 Ministry of Justice to circulate the consultation on reoffending statistics to board 
members.  

4 Board members to support MOPAC with pressing central Government about resourcing 
the pan-London roll out of the AAMR. 

5 A proposal for using GPS tags as part of the Gripping the Offender pilot to be developed. 

6 DWP to produce an outline of their work for inclusion in the agreement. 

7 Partners to consider who would be best placed to take a lead role with MOPAC on each of 
the priorities. 

8 Board members to provide detailed comments on the draft partnership agreement and 
feedback to MOPAC outside of the board. 

9 Partnership agreement to be brought back to January Reducing Reoffending board for 
sign off. 

10 Top line performance information from the dashboard to be included in future update 
reports. 

 

Next meeting date: January 13th 2016 – 11.00-13.00 City Hall, Committee Room 2 


