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Transcript of Item 6 – Quarter 4, 2015/16 Greater London Authority Group 

Monitoring Reports (CCTV discussion) 
 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Item 6 is the Greater London Authority (GLA) monitoring reports for quarter 

four of 2015/16 and this is the main item that we are going to be covering today. 

 

I would like to welcome our guests today.  Helen Bailey is the Chief Operating Officer of the Mayor’s Office for 

Policing and Crime (MOPAC).  I was reliably informed before the meeting that this is your final meeting in 

public as the Chief Operating Officer.  Is that correct? 

 

Helen Bailey (Chief Operating Officer, MOPAC):  I do not know what other fun might await me in the 

next few weeks, but I am leaving this month. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  If that is so, then on behalf of the Assembly can I thank you for everything 

you have done in your time at MOPAC?  You are going to be missed and we wish you well for the future. 

 

Helen Bailey (Chief Operating Officer, MOPAC):  That is very kind, Chairman.  Thank you very much. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  We also have Lynda McMullan, who is the Director of Commercial and 

Finance at the Metropolitan Police Service (MPS); Chief Superintendent Jeff Boothe is the Borough 

Commander for the London Borough of Bexley; and Alan Gardner is the Chair of the London CCTV Managers 

Group.  Welcome to all of you and thank you very much for giving us your time. 

 

What we are going to be looking at initially is the effectiveness of closed-circuit television (CCTV).  What is the 

general purpose of CCTV, how much does London have and how much does the MPS use it?   

 

Chief Superintendent Jeff Boothe (Bexley Borough Commander, MPS):  In terms of how we use it, it is 

in a variety of forms but, essentially, if you look at our core responsibilities, which are around preventing crime 

and disorder, protecting life and saving property, CCTV is vital and we utilise it on a daily basis.  It assists us in 

terms of preventing crime by working closely with local authorities and their control rooms and it is vital to the 

frontline officers in terms of the detection of offenders.  If you asked me the question whether it is a vital tool, 

yes, it is. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  I was not actually asking that, but I am sure we will cover that and get into 

that in more detail.  Alan, did you want to add some colour to that? 

 

Alan Gardner (Chair, London CCTV Managers Group):  On the effectiveness of CCTV, as you said, it is a 

very useful tool, but only if it is used proactively.  Retrospectively you can record and that is good for post-

event, but the value of the operational policing that proactive systems bring is sometimes underestimated.  

The London riots bring to mind one clear example of the command-and-control capabilities that we managed 

to offer. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  When you say “proactively”, do you mean monitoring in real time -- 

 

Alan Gardner (Chair, London CCTV Managers Group):  That is correct, yes. 
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Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  -- and the direction of resources accordingly? 

 

Alan Gardner (Chair, London CCTV Managers Group):  Absolutely, yes.  The limited resources that the 

police sometimes have get deployed in a maximum effectiveness way because of the images that we can 

project to them.  Obviously, automatic number plate recognition (ANPR) systems are also part of that package 

and the deployment of that also helps not only with officer safety but in fact, if you do a pursuit of a vehicle, 

you can do that safely.  The simple reason is the cameras can keep at a distance and give the direction of travel 

and they can find a more appropriate place to stop the vehicle safely. 

 

Again, there are lots of other add-ons that public CCTV does and not just for the police, although about 80% 

of my work is police-related.  The councils’ CCTV systems are used for a number of other things, for highways 

and other services, which is important to bear in mind. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  I can see how CCTV would be useful for public order incidents and 

controlling those.  In terms of - this is a really ridiculous way of putting it - the run-of-the-mill crime that 

might occur, a lot of which is spur-of-the-moment, is CCTV useful for preventing that? 

 

Chief Superintendent Jeff Boothe (Bexley Borough Commander, MPS):  Yes.  What you will find - and I 

will use Bexley as an example - is that the staff there who are involved in monitoring the CCTV build up a 

degree of knowledge of the area.  If we look at the night-time economy, they have an idea of where the 

hotspots are and they have an understanding of the areas where there is the potential for things to happen.  

By proactively monitoring, they can anticipate, they can inform and they can give officers additional 

information, which on the ground they may not have.  By us working closely in partnership with effective and 

efficient operators, we can be more effective on the ground in terms of using our resources. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  You have a communication channel with the control room and would deploy 

resources according to what they are telling you?  They might see something happening in Bexley Heath 

Broadway outside one of the pubs or something and then alert you to that and then you would turn a response 

vehicle around or something like that? 

 

Chief Superintendent Jeff Boothe (Bexley Borough Commander, MPS):  We work in partnership with 

them, yes.  They will send that information through to our control room.  What we also do, if you look at our 

joint tasking, is we can provide them with information so that they can look out for known offenders.  Again, it 

is that joined-up approach that makes us more effective in carrying out our particular role. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  This is almost self-evident, the next question I will ask you, but what role 

does it play in solving crime? 

 

Alan Gardner (Chair, London CCTV Managers Group):  I can give a couple of examples of that.  Only 

yesterday, one of our operators identified a known burglar and he was arrested at the scene before and the 

police were extremely with happy with that.  Burglaries are quite a high issue with them.  Actually, because of 

the police intelligence sharing that we have, he managed to physically identify the person who was wanted and 

he got arrested.  That is an excellent example. 

 

There are two other things that spring to mind.  CCTV cameras are now ‘patrolling’ on housing estates and 

other areas.  The cameras act as independent witnesses because on a lot of occasions in some housing estates 

people are frightened to give evidence against known criminals, gang members and things because of fear of 

retribution.  The cameras do that for them and provide the evidence that the police or the council need to 

prosecute or evict the tenants or whoever they are. 
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The other thing is that they also show pre-event.  If an incident is kicking off on a housing estate, for example, 

or in a street and there are knives or guns involved or if any serious crime is occurring, we are not only videoing 

it and zooming in on the faces of those individuals who are doing it, but when the police arrive five or ten 

minutes later the incident may have moved on a bit and we can say when they arrive on the scene, “The one in 

yellow hit the one in red”, or, “He hid the knife or the drugs under those bushes over there”.  It saves the 

police officers a huge amount of time.  Instead of arresting 10 or 20 people, they can arrest the people actually 

involved.  It is a marvellous tool.  It gets a huge number of guilty pleas as well, which saves the Criminal Justice 

Unit (CJU) a huge amount of resource and cost to the public purse, for example. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  From the solving crime perspective, it is a very useful tool.  Obviously, we 

know about the situation with Westminster City Council and I have read their cabinet report in detail.  It has 

now taken the decision that they are not going to fund provision beyond the lifetime of the contract they have 

now.  A replacement would need to start getting in place by 1 August 2016, I believe, when the process will 

need to start, after which it is going to decommission the cameras and take them down, I understand. 

 

I would welcome your thoughts on that before I ask any other question.  It is an open question on that: what 

do you think about that? 

 

Alan Gardner (Chair, London CCTV Managers Group):  I have to say that I am a member of Enfield 

Council and I would hate to be seen to criticise another borough.  However, to talk openly, it is simply that I 

find it surprising that hey have made that decision, but that is the decision they have made.  With the proactive 

monitoring that we do in Enfield, being an outer London borough, we are doing 20,000 incidents a year and 

we are generating in the region of 2,000 arrests.  That is a 28% proactive rate.  Most of the referrals are from 

999 radios, but about 28% our operators are finding via proactive patrolling. 

 

I have noted their [Westminster’s] figures and performance.  I have also noted what they say it costs to run the 

system.  I run a 750-camera system with connections to another 300 Transport for London (TfL) cameras and 

other cameras at shopping centres linked in.  It does not cost that.  When you brigade and share services and 

have an income stream, you can manage a system a bit more effectively. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  We are going to talk about funding CCTV in a moment.  However, the way 

CCTV is organised around London does seem to be a wee bit haphazard because the boroughs themselves put 

in place their own arrangements.  I am aware from doing the reading for the meeting before we came in here 

today that MOPAC did have a taskforce that was looking into that.  My colleague Keith Prince [AM] was 

chairing it. 

 

What has been the remit of that?  I am addressing this one to you, Helen, because in your role you will know 

more about it.  Westminster in its cabinet paper was quite critical, I think, of that because - in its view - it has 

an immediate problem, which is that it cannot fund this anymore.  The taskforce, instead of addressing that - 

in its view - has been looking at the long term and how we harmonise CCTV in London. 

 

Helen Bailey (Chief Operating Officer, MOPAC):  To be fair to the taskforce, that was the remit it was 

given.  They were asked to think about CCTV from a variety of perspectives.  The presenting questions were:  

Could we set a standard for CCTV across London?  Could we set one that people could aspire to?  How quickly 

could we get to that?  Although colleagues have been very complimentary about the use of CCTV, it is also fair 

to say that not all of it is of a good standard or of evidential quality at the moment.  Could we think about 

some procurement vehicles so that boroughs, if they chose, could buy into the same quality and standard of 

CCTV?  Bear in mind that since it was first started to be installed, technology has moved on quite a lot - I say 

that with some trepidation lest you should think I know about that - in the quality of the technology and the 

wires that sit beneath it. 
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In Westminster’s case, again, we are saying this in public and I want to choose my words carefully because 

there are negotiations going on.  I have in front of me, as well as the Committee’s report, the letter that 

Commander Alison Newcomb [Westminster Area Commander, MPS] wrote to Westminster City Council, which 

has kicked off some conversations about how the MPS might be able to help with its presenting problem. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  It might be able to help with which problem? 

 

Helen Bailey (Chief Operating Officer, MOPAC):  With its presenting problem, being one of staffing the 

CCTV room that it has at the moment.  The question we asked ourselves was: would there be ways in which we 

could work together such that somebody could watch that CCTV so that they did not have to review the 

contract but such that the MPS did not have also to invest in doing that and could we bring it together with 

other services?  That is the conversation that is continuing between the MPS and Westminster City Council at 

the moment. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  In that case, my understanding again from reading the report is that they 

have the capital funds to replace and upgrade the system, but it is the revenue funds to monitor the system 

that they do not have the budget for and they have been financing it from underspends.  Their ask from you is 

to either fund it for them or meet them half way.  Is that something that the police are in a position to do? 

 

Helen Bailey (Chief Operating Officer, MOPAC):  The thing that we are clear that we cannot do is to 

simply take on their existing obligation.  If we were to do that, then 31 other boroughs would come along and 

say to us, “Hey, we have a problem”, and, whatever the size of Westminster’s problem, we would have 31 times 

that precise problem on our plate.  I do not think that that is really what the MPS’s funding is for.  As I said, 

there is a conversation going on between Westminster and the MPS at the moment about whether, for 

instance, by putting some of their monitors in a control room that we use for other purposes, they could get 

the same effect for very little additional revenue given the nature and location of those cameras. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  If you were to do that, what would stop the other 31 boroughs from coming 

and asking for a similar arrangement? 

 

Helen Bailey (Chief Operating Officer, MOPAC):  Nothing would stop them asking for it -- 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  What would stop them from getting it? 

 

Helen Bailey (Chief Operating Officer, MOPAC):  That would depend on the nature of the arrangement 

we come to with Westminster at the end of the day.  We are in that slightly tricky moment and I am not trying 

to be difficult with the Committee.  It is just that there are conversations going on stage right with Westminster 

and I do not want to sell the pass on either side. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  No, I do understand that because you will get exactly the same request from 

various other boroughs, I am absolutely certain, and one of them is represented in this room today. 

 

Helen Bailey (Chief Operating Officer, MOPAC):  There must be two. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Yes.  Inevitably, they are going to come.  The case that Westminster is 

making is that the people who disproportionately benefit from the installation of CCTV funded by the council 

are the police because of the clear-up rate.  That is what they are founding the majority of their case on, is it 

not? 

 

Helen Bailey (Chief Operating Officer, MOPAC):  They have certainly made that case. 
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Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Is it a case that the police reject? 

 

Helen Bailey (Chief Operating Officer, MOPAC):  It is not a case of accepting or rejecting it.  The difficulty 

for all of us is that we are at a point in time dealing with a situation that has evolved over time.  I know from 

my experience that boroughs installed CCTV cameras in a variety of locations for a variety of reasons.  What we 

have now is a historic pattern.  Across London we have CCTV run by boroughs, we have CCTV run by TfL, we 

have a range of other provisions and the MPS has a little bit.  We could have started from scratch on day one 

and said, “What do we need for the prevention and detection of crime?  What do we need for reassurance?”  

An awful lot of cameras were put in, for instance, on housing estates to reassure people rather than necessarily 

to detect and sometimes they do. 

 

We have very diverse figures about the number of crimes to which CCTV contributes.  I have a figure here that 

says 16 out of 100 have some CCTV involvement.  It is not always conclusive.  Sometimes, very happily, there is 

conclusive involvement of CCTV.  Sometimes it is merely incidental.  It is very hard to make a straight-down-

the-line, value-for-money case that says, “This is only of benefit to the police and they should pay the cost 

and reap the reward”. 

 

It was the case until a few years ago, of course, that a lot of CCTV was used and certainly paid for itself 

through parking, which is now no longer the case. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Yes, one of the legacies of dear old Eric Pickles [Rt Hon Sir Eric Pickles MP, 

former Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government].   

 

Len Duvall AM (Deputy Chair):  In essence, who actually pays for CCTV in London, both capital and 

revenue?  That is to Alan and then maybe Helen in some of the longer-term thinking about the taskforce and 

the funding issues.   

 

Alan Gardner (Chair, London CCTV Managers Group):  You are quite correct that London boroughs pay 

for their own CCTV and put the capital in and the ongoing revenue, whether it is contacted staff or in-house 

staff.  It is probably about a 50:50 or 60:40 mix there, with options.  Contracted staff is cheaper and is easier to 

get hold of in terms of relief cover, which is sometimes a problem, and 24-hour manning is a difficulty.  There 

are other ways.  Enfield already has the London Borough of Barnet co-located with us.  We already have a train 

company, Govia, co-located within our control room.  Our control room is doubling in size in the next three 

weeks to have 20 positions.  With the Home Office funding that we acquired in 2000/01 we built a massive 

control room, which has doubled in its size to enable other boroughs to come on board if they so desire.  We 

have all the accreditations that we require. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  How many operators do you have in the control room? 

 

Alan Gardner (Chair, London CCTV Managers Group):  For Enfield we have three operators at night - one 

of them is a supervisor - and four during the day.  It is quite busy during the day with the police operations and 

various other things.  There is a lot of directed surveillance and a lot of other uses that we have it for: 

highways, permit checking, safety on the roads and things like that.  There are a lot of other uses. 

 

The other way we bring income in is because we use it for lone-worker services for the council.  We also use it 

to protect the civic buildings with intruder alarms and we are fully accredited alarm-receiving centre (ARC) as 

well.  The brigading of control rooms into larger, purpose-built facilities would seem to be a way out without 

the police having to do it. 

 

Although it is a nice offer for the police to do that and we are really grateful, I always have this feeling that 

once we have the police taking over all of the CCTV we might end up one step closer to the public perception Page 5



of a police state.  I am not saying that it would be, but it would be the public perception.  It is very popular, 

CCTV, at the moment and I would hate for that to change in any way.  That is just my personal opinion.  It 

might be useful. 

 

Len Duvall AM (Deputy Chair):  That was quite an interesting thing you said.  In terms of painting pictures, 

in your control room, is there a policing presence at the moment apart from the operational level that you 

would expect to be in there?  Is there a continuous policing presence? 

 

Alan Gardner (Chair, London CCTV Managers Group):  No.  Historically, we used to have an evidence 

officer seconded to the control room, an injured officer who could not do the front line.  They would put them 

in there to do all of the evidence packaging and intelligence.  Nowadays, we have a more high-technology 

status.  At the moment, I am just putting a personal computer into Edmonton Station to enable them to have 

remote access to data to speed up that processes of evidence-trawling.  Also, we have just developed a remote 

app for tablets and smartphones so that police officers, emergency planning personnel from councils and other 

people who are authorised will have access to livestreamed video for all sorts of permitted purposes, which is 

with our legal department for review and policy notice.  There are a lot of potential uses.  If we use the 

technology correctly and have the infrastructure we have created with our radio network across the borough, 

we can do an awful lot more with it than we could with the old-fashioned analogue systems. 

 

Len Duvall AM (Deputy Chair):  This is a question to the MPS, really.  Across the 30-odd London boroughs, 

to what degree are you supporting/funding some of the CCTV with local arrangements?  Is there a list that you 

could provide to this Committee or is it just that, no, you do not provide any funding?  Maybe I will ask 

MOPAC the same question because I am still unclear about some of the issues and negotiations that go on.  

Clearly, you as a Borough Commander could enter into a local arrangement, could you not, by deploying staff 

if you chose to and if they made sense?  Do we have a picture across the MPS of what is going on in terms of 

the boroughs and in terms of CCTV? 

 

Chief Superintendent Jeff Boothe (Bexley Borough Commander, MPS):  First, I will speak on behalf of 

Bexley.  We were in a position where we were approached by the local authority.  Similar to Westminster, it had 

articulated its budgetary concerns and was looking at removing staff from monitoring.  We were in a position 

where we were saying to them, “Look, it is an effective tool for us”, and we were able to reach an arrangement 

with them where they would continue to maintain the system but would then link it into our Grip and Pace 

Centre1 where our operator could monitor it for policing purposes only.  What I was very keen to avoid was 

taking frontline officers off the streets and having them monitor CCTV.  We have an arrangement based on 

operational circumstances.  If we feel that there is a need to have somebody in there, as Alan has said, we will 

maybe have somebody on restricted duties to monitor that system. 

 

In terms of London as a whole, we are currently doing a complete review across all of the boroughs because, as 

you said, it has developed piecemeal over a period of time and we want to be in a position where we have a 

clear understanding of what local arrangements have developed in local negotiations with Borough 

Commanders.  We should be in a position to be able to provide that information. 

 

Len Duvall AM (Deputy Chair):  When do you think you will be able to provide that? 

 

Chief Superintendent Jeff Boothe (Bexley Borough Commander, MPS):  We currently have the 

information and we are just going to review it.  We will be able to provide it in a period of time. 

 

                                                 
1 Defined by Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary as “centres where senior officers have daily conferences with key staff, 
armed with the latest intelligence and data to coordinate police activities and ensure all the right resources are being used in the right 
places at the right times” Page 6



Len Duvall AM (Deputy Chair):  Just out of interest, it made sense for you as an operational Borough 

Commander to do that because that is what you do.  If it makes sense, you are going to do it and it would 

come to those local arrangements.  Did you have to go above to get those ratified or could you take those 

decisions as Borough Commander? 

 

Chief Superintendent Jeff Boothe (Bexley Borough Commander, MPS):  My view is that this is a 

corporate decision and so what I looked to do was to ensure that we had a corporate position.  The position 

now is that we have recognised that this has developed over a period of time and so our next position is that 

we need to have a corporate position.  From the process that I have gone through, there is a template for other 

Borough Commanders to look at in the future but, as you would expect and as you know, there are some 

existing arrangements at the moment. 

 

Len Duvall AM (Deputy Chair):  Of course, the ones that are effective we want others to learn from, do we 

not, if it make sense in terms of where it is? 

 

MOPAC, the cat is out of the bag.  I am getting a picture of everyone doing a bit of local provision, certainly 

working in difficult circumstances.  What is the bit that you contribute, then, in terms of this taskforce?  I am 

still unclear on what the taskforce is meant to do in the longer-term picture.  What money would you envisage 

putting on the table if you are not putting any money in at all or some of the MPS’s money you might want to 

put on the table? 

 

Helen Bailey (Chief Operating Officer, MOPAC):  I am trying to put as little money on the table as 

possible.  The taskforce, as I said, is asking a much more forward-looking question. 

 

To just go backwards and pick up the points from colleagues there, we are fully aware that these arrangements 

have grown up on that basis and so the money that is going into local authority CCTV is ‘human money’; it is 

money on legs, not money out of the budget.  That is pragmatic, if not strategic. 

 

The question we are also asking ourselves is, given that we are going to be issuing more and more body-worn 

video to officers, given that we have more and more sources of surveillance whether cameras on public 

transport or other things of that sort and given the predominance of smartphones and what we have just seen 

with the tragic events of last week in the United States, where the information that is out in the public does 

not come through public CCTV but comes through people livestreaming through their phones, what is the 

forward look at CCTV? 

 

This is in a context in which local authorities have vastly different systems.  Some have analogue systems and 

they record stuff and can review it, the very old-fashioned stuff that we all saw when we were younger.  You 

could go back, “It was last Tuesday”, and you would run through it like a piece of tape and look for the thing.  

Others have livestreams.  Some local authorities are livestreaming out to the public and are resurrecting that 

notion of the “armchair auditor” with people sitting at home, watching folk walking the streets and acting as 

the eyes and ears of the state themselves. 

 

At the moment, we are neither in a position to say that this is the one size that fits all because we do not have 

that authority and neither do we have a clear forward look as to how much longer we will want to rely in quite 

the way we do on CCTV at all.  We have the ongoing evidential issues.  What sits with the new court service is 

going to be increasingly automated.  Not only do we have our current problem with evidential issues and 

CCTV, but we also have a range of issues about what we can stream down the line and use in court.  Again, 

please do not ask me too many technical questions because I do not know the answers, but what I am told is 

that the picture quality that we are going to need in the future is going to be different from what we have had 

in the past.  Actually, the really expensive bit of CCTV is digging up the road to stick down the bits of wire and 

so, if we can use wireless technology for the next generation of CCTV, we will have a much more flexible Page 7



resource that we can deploy in different places and watch on an iPad.  We will not need a chap sitting in a 

station or a girl sitting in a station or needing a room to watch it in.  For public order stuff, the MPS has a 

public order commander who sits and walks around with his laptop and has CCTV streaming from a variety of 

different things coming straight to him wherever he is. 

 

Part of our little taskforce is to say, if we were talking to one of the boroughs about that, how far is their 

thinking developing?  When are their contracts up?  What sorts of things are they going to do?  How do we 

bring that together?  How do we make some intelligent and sensible decisions?  In a world where everybody is 

a bit short of money, how do we avoid any one of us just cost-shunting on to the other?  That would be 

bonkers. 

 

Len Duvall AM (Deputy Chair):  When do you think we will get to a position where we stop the 

cost-shunting?  Westminster would be saying that for a number of years it has been making representations on 

this order and no one is really listening.  We are at the last chance saloon because it is saying, “Thank you very 

much.  We are walking away.  Over to you”.  What you are saying to me is that we have to have something 

London-wide and there are people working to maximise it.  We know what the benefits are to everybody, to be 

honest, and so it is useful.  Then we have a picture of adequate, medium quality and top quality or top dollar, 

if we can call it that.  If we are somewhere in “adequate”, we are going to need some investment into it. 

 

Helen Bailey (Chief Operating Officer, MOPAC):  The question is not where that cost stops; the question 

is how it is shared.  CCTV is primarily a borough responsibility and I do not think -- 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  “Responsibility”? 

 

Helen Bailey (Chief Operating Officer, MOPAC):  All right.  A borough choice, perhaps? 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  “Choice” is more likely to be the word.  There is no statutory responsibility, 

is there? 

 

Helen Bailey (Chief Operating Officer, MOPAC):  You could argue that. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Yes, I know you could.  The boroughs would object to that. 

 

Helen Bailey (Chief Operating Officer, MOPAC):  I could trot out section 17 of the Crime and Disorder Act 

and -- 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Westminster has dealt with that in its cabinet report. 

 

Helen Bailey (Chief Operating Officer, MOPAC):  I know.  That is why I said “you could argue” rather than 

“I would argue”. 

 

Boroughs maintain the responsibility to think about the public realm in their boroughs and to contribute to its 

safety.  They have chosen to use CCTV to date as one of the ways of doing that.  As I said, technology means 

that in future maybe that is less of an issue because you could take the view that public places that are 

frequented by people, which is where you tend to want CCTV, are so full of other gadgetry that you may not 

need it in the future.  I do not know.  In five or ten years’ time, who knows what people will think? 

 

However, what remains our position - and rightly so - is that there is no world in which, certainly with current 

budgetary constraints, we could suddenly expect all of that to shift from boroughs to policing.  A cost-shunt 

one way or the other is not the right answer.  We would just sit there and argue about it. 
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Therefore, the question is how we collectively come to a view on this so that we make the costs for everybody 

as cheap as we possibly can.  That is something that we are looking at on an ongoing basis as contracts come 

up for renewal, as we have conversations with boroughs and with London Councils and as we ask whether 

there is a way to set standards that people can buy into. 

 

Len Duvall AM (Deputy Chair):  I am quite an optimist about the future.  Am I?  I am not sure these days.  I 

am about as optimistic of predicting the weather. 

 

It is about as certain as anything.  Westminster, it seems to me, is a no-brainer.  I would want CCTV in a 

Westminster-type borough.  I can think of locations in my boroughs of Greenwich and Lewisham where I would 

probably think that I need CCTV. 

 

Are we really saying in terms of detecting and preventing crime and problems in our boroughs that we are 

going to leave it to a whim of choice, or are we going to come up with a solution and say, “Actually, there is a 

bottom line here and we cannot let certain things fall below that”?  It seems that you reached that in Bexley 

and you stepped in, you had some mature discussions and you have done it.  You have gone another way of 

saying, “I have a resource here.  How do I maximise that resource to share some of those costs?”  Then we 

have the Westminster approach. 

 

What is the future about that?  It seems to me that unless there is a sinking fund that someone can dip into for 

capital investments, we are going to have an end-of-life situation for some of these facilities.  There is not any 

grant regime in government that we can tap into. 

 

Helen Bailey (Chief Operating Officer, MOPAC):  No, there is not and, actually, there is a point there 

worth making.  One of the things that we bid into the Home Office for under its innovation fund was some 

money to do exactly that and to explore this in a great deal of detail.  We did not get that money and so we 

are finding resources to have a look at that from our own funding rather than from that sort of specialist 

funding. 

 

What we have already illustrated in this conversation is that we have a series of ad hoc arrangements that 

grown up over time.  People are pragmatic and responsible and are having pragmatic and responsible 

conversations.  I am quite nervous about sitting here and saying to you that MOPAC or the MPS would step in 

and save any borough from switching off its CCTV because what then I create is the jeopardy that says, “Why 

not come to MOPAC and the MPS and get it funded and save yourselves the pressure?”  That would not be a 

responsible or sensible thing to do. 

 

Therefore, I am assuming and hoping that responsible people will continue to be in charge and will want to 

have responsible conversations because it is not just boroughs and the MPS.  There are also housing 

associations and there is a range of other people who have some kind of responsibility for the public realm and 

who are also already providing CCTV.  Times are tight for them - as I know personally - as well as for boroughs 

and for the police and so we would want everybody to continue to do their bit in a world of changing 

technology and changing expectations. 

 

Alan Gardner (Chair, London CCTV Managers Group):  In times of austerity, shared services - whether it is 

a shared partnership of boroughs to combine and share the costs of one control room or whether they become 

an amalgamated incorporated trading company, which is also a vehicle that councils are looking at for 

sustainability - those models are the way forward. 

 

Hertfordshire is an excellent example.  Nearly every district and borough council in Hertfordshire is under one 

control room at Stevenage.  I was the jointly-funded manager for that system for seven years.  I was a neutral 
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manager just giving technical and operational advice.  It covers nearly all of Hertfordshire and part of South 

Bedfordshire now. 

 

The other model that is an excellent example is the Glasgow model that was put in to cover all of Glasgow City 

prior to the [2014 Commonwealth] Games that were held up there.  That is an excellent example because all of 

the transport is also incorporated into that. 

 

I know that we have Govia Railway and a few others that were looking at it.  I am trying to speak to TfL and 

London Overground Rail Operations Ltd about disaster recovery backup system sites and sharing our facility.  It 

is a unique system.  It is a blast-proof bunker, in fact, that was built with Home Office funding.  There are 

economies of scale.  I know that TfL has some 10% of the CCTV.  Why not look at something that is already 

out there that is fit for purpose and state of the art?  It is just getting the right people around the table. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  A lot of what has been said about plotting away to build the future of CCTV 

provision in London, economies of scale, shared services, etc, is all good.  I do not think that anyone would 

disagree with any of it.  How much of this discussion would have taken place had Westminster not pushed the 

button and said, “Actually, we have had enough now.  We are going to decommission”? 

 

Helen Bailey (Chief Operating Officer, MOPAC):  Long before Westminster published its paper, which was 

the first time that we knew it was going to decommission, which was in May 2016, we have been having 

conversations about CCTV across London and so those conversations were happening anyway. 

 

Westminster is absolutely right that they had raised the issue with us on a number of occasions, but their view 

of where the costs should sit and ours did not coincide.  It is always a slightly tricky conversation when you are 

trying to negotiate, is it not? 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  It is, but you now have a very urgent and pressing problem because they 

have made the decision, the cabinet papers have been published and it has been signed off.  They are not 

going to fund the revenue for next year and will use the capital budget on other things if nothing changes. 

 

Helen Bailey (Chief Operating Officer, MOPAC):  No, and that is why we are in discussions about the use 

of the capital budget. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  About the use of the capital budget? 

 

Helen Bailey (Chief Operating Officer, MOPAC):  If it has some leeway to affect the outcome that I was 

partially describing to you, that is where it sits. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  When do you anticipate getting a resolution either way on that? 

 

Helen Bailey (Chief Operating Officer, MOPAC):  Hopefully, very soon.  I had an email only today saying 

that those conversations are ongoing. 

 

Len Duvall AM (Deputy Chair):  Increasingly, the MPS has these ad hoc arrangements, whether it is CCTV, 

funding for officers or funding for other services.  Boroughs come under pressure in their finances.  We can 

argue the toss about legislation and whether they should be doing that.  As the MPS wiped out all of its crime 

analysts, the boroughs took up that responsibility. 

 

What is the plan B for the MPS?  Is there someone holding the ring centrally or is it just being picked up in the 

boroughs with some of these changes?  Is there someone monitoring the issues?  What is the plan B as these 

reductions may or may not occur?  It must be quite important for the MPS to have these arrangements or it Page 10



would not be doing it.  In domestic violence, there is some joint funding of police officers.  If I can quote 

Greenwich, with the Gangs Borough Operational Command Unit (BOCU), there are substantial members of 

staff and overtime arrangements, local ones, which is quite an interesting one considering that we have 24-

hour ’sector policing’, as I call it; you call it something else.  There are all those issues.  As these pressures 

come on to boroughs in terms of their budgetary issues, what is the MPS’s response to this?  Are you at the 

centre of this or is there someone at the centre of this?  Who is holding it or is it all left at local level? 

 

Lynda McMullan (Director of Commercial and Finance, Metropolitan Police Service):  There are 

different layers of who is holding the ring.  From the MPS’s perspective, we see CCTV as a really important 

issue for us.  That is why Jeff has a responsibility not just for his borough but across all of London and is 

reporting in to the Management Board on those issues through Assistant Commander (AC) Martin Hewitt in 

Territorial Policing.  That is quite a strategic issue for us because how all of that links up across London with, as 

we have talked about, body-worn video and ANPR is really quite significant.  It is one of those issues.  As well 

as the work that MOPAC is leading in terms of those discussions across the piece, we are also doing that piece 

of work internally.  When we come on to some of our discussions about budgets and things, one of the things 

that we will be wanting to come to talk about with the new Deputy Mayor [for Policing and Crime, Sophie 

Linden] and Mayor is how that sits in the list of priorities for future years.  There are a number of things in 

terms of design that we see as strategically important to the MPS and I would say that CCTV is absolutely one 

of them. 

 

The other discussion that we are equally having at the Management Board at the MPS is about how we get 

more appropriate decision-making at the borough level as well.  While there is that blueprint and we need to 

be quite clear about how we approach things, there are a number of decisions that can be made locally.  It is 

about where that balance sits.  We have gone through the first iteration of discussions about local decision-

making and how much there should be within the different areas of business, some of those arrangements that 

[Chief Superintendent] Jeff [Boothe] has referred to in some of his discussions.  The Commissioner is quite 

passionate about encouraging those because, particularly in times of austerity, some of those local partnership 

issues as well as those big partnership issues become even more important.  It is not a conflicting approach, 

but what are those things that we need to retain and think about at a strategic level?  What can we push down 

locally so that people can make those appropriate decisions?  That is a constant tension and a constant 

conversation that we have at the Management Board. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  We have touched on the pan-London element of CCTV provision and Onkar 

is going to cover this in a bit more detail. 

 

Dr Onkar Sahota AM:  Yes, certainly.  Helen, you were saying earlier on that before Westminster came into 

the picture you were having discussions about what to do about things.  What were those discussions and what 

was the outcome of those discussions? 

 

Helen Bailey (Chief Operating Officer, MOPAC):  I am just trying to think about where they began.  It had 

been drawn to our attention that there were these different approaches to CCTV and that there were issues 

with the evidential quality of CCTV, which varied from borough to borough.  The question was: what should we 

be doing and what should MOPAC’s role be in that?  That is why we started the group initially, as the 

Chairman said, led by one of the Deputy Mayor’s [for Policing and Crime] advisors and also involving groups of 

officers, to say, “What do we know about the situation across London and what should we be doing about it?” 

 

It has been a very practical little group.  What it has done is to - “map” would be too strong a word - identify 

the different kinds of approaches that boroughs have taken to CCTV to try to understand.  It has done some 

work with London Councils and did a survey of Community Safety Officers about the use of CCTV and whether 

or not it was actually in jeopardy.  There were two councils identified as having reached the Westminster 

situation, of which Westminster was one. Page 11



 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Which was the other? 

 

Chief Superintendent Jeff Boothe (Bexley Borough Commander, MPS):  Bexley. 

 

Helen Bailey (Chief Operating Officer, MOPAC):  Yes, Bexley was the other and so we have both in this 

discussion today that were thinking of turning it off.  Others were quite worried about what they would do 

going forward.  We were also thinking about that issue of future procurement and what kind of 

recommendations we might make to boroughs about what is appropriate.  It was dealing with those kinds of 

issues. 

 

Dr Onkar Sahota AM:  You took a survey of what was happening, but what were the recommendations 

coming in?  Why was this reportedly described by Westminster as not doing anything meaningful at all? 

 

Helen Bailey (Chief Operating Officer, MOPAC):  Westminster was a little frustrating that we were not 

solving their, as it were, presenting problem, which is funding its existing CCTV.   

 

Dr Onkar Sahota AM:  Did the taskforce look at how you could work collectively across a number of public 

bodies and how a more cost-efficient system could be put through of good quality pan-London? 

 

Helen Bailey (Chief Operating Officer, MOPAC):  Certainly we have been talking about that, but the issue 

that the taskforce came up against, and that all of our conversations come up against, is that these things have 

been procured and most of them are with contracts.  Some of those contracts are for people to view it, some of 

them are for the kit itself and some of them are buying space on other people’s networks through which the 

CCTV comes.  The point at which people are ready to procure or re-procure is different in every case.  There 

will almost certainly never be one pan-London procurement for CCTV because we already have all of these 

different providers who have bought different things in different ways from different providers with different 

timescales and with different requirements for revenue costs and human interaction.  It was also about 

understanding exactly just how complex that landscape was.  The fact that I am sitting here today with any 

knowledge of it at all is a tribute to that group. 

 

Dr Onkar Sahota AM:  Yes.  Obviously, if we recognise that CCTV is very important and a pan-London 

approach is necessary, what can the Mayor do to bring together the stakeholders and to come across a system 

that serves the needs of Londoners?  What can the Mayor do about this? 

 

Helen Bailey (Chief Operating Officer, MOPAC):  The work that we are doing with London Councils relies 

very much on that convening power that the Mayor has because the minute the Mayor seeks to direct, of 

course, people will say, “You can direct us if you like but then you are going to need to start coughing up and 

paying money for it”, which is exactly the sort of circle that we are trying to square here. 

 

What we are hoping that he will be able to say on the basis of what we are doing is, “Here are some ways and 

approaches of providing CCTV.  Here are our thoughts about, if we can ever get to that point, what the future 

might look like in terms of whether the requirement is likely to change”.  Given my earlier comments about 

mobile devices and body-worn video and so on, we may have a different kind of requirement. 

 

Perhaps - and this is something that we are not yet at - we can construct a world in which there are one or 

more framework contracts off which people can buy so that they would continue to own the responsibility for 

buying it but at a price that was negotiated, shared and reduced.  We are very far from being there yet. 

 

Dr Onkar Sahota AM:  Did I mishear or are you offering an individual solution to each borough to take up 

rather than a pan-London approach?  Are you saying, “We will offer it to them for the take-up”? Page 12



 

Helen Bailey (Chief Operating Officer, MOPAC):  As I said, unless we were prepared to fund it, we are in 

that situation. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  There is a slight problem, of course, because all of the boroughs have put 

their provisions into place over periods of time and they have different lengths of contracts, different providers 

and all sorts.  Short of ripping up their contracts, it is going to be very difficult to do.   

 

Alan Gardner (Chair, London CCTV Managers Group):  Yes.  It is difficult when everyone is changing 

contracts all the times.  However, four boroughs last year created a framework, which was pan-London, for 

installation of CCTV and all security products with a £50 million threshold.  We named every single London 

borough and TfL on it.  Two other boroughs and TfL have already joined it.  Having that single term contractor 

there suddenly gives you a synergy.  As boroughs end the life of contracts, they should start engaging and join 

the framework.  It is the East London Solutions (ELS) framework.  Waltham Forest is the custodian of that.  It is 

free to join.  It is an excellent framework.  It is a schedule of rates and you can pull off what you want as you 

need it. 

 

Certainly, it should be used to look at a design concept across London to have a radio community safety 

network - or whatever you want to call it - and start linking and scoping out which of the control rooms in 

London are of a suitable standard in terms of capacity, the technology that they already have to hand and 

whether they can cope with brigading boroughs together.  Look at perhaps pump-priming some of the 

network links so that boroughs can share money, can share resources and save efficiencies if they join with this 

particular borough.  There may be six in London that might be suitable.  I do not know; that has to be scoped 

out.  Then, if someone could pump-prime the infrastructure and say, “We will put the link in to you.  It is up to 

you to lift your borough up to radio and bring it across”, immediately, not only would you have reduced costs 

for everybody quite quickly, but the police would have fewer connectivity issues.  They are paying three 

circuits - in analogue at the moment, unfortunately - to every single borough.  They only need five or six.  Like 

the MPS has reduced its command-and-control blue-light to MetCC, which is three across London, you might 

only need four to six larger boroughs to do that, perhaps. 

 

The co-ordinating role would have to be above boroughs, personally.  That framework is already there that 

could be utilised -- 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Who should do the pump-priming?   

 

Alan Gardner (Chair, London CCTV Managers Group):  If you use companies, there are lots of 

telecommunications companies out there that would do it for you, but then you are paying a huge revenue 

cost for those circuits.  I have just removed almost all of my revenue circuits and saved myself between 

£80,000 and £100,000 revenue ongoing costs per annum by putting a radio network in as capital there. 

 

Circuit prices, same as recording and data storage, has come down and down in price.  You can get a gigabit 

link for £5,000 to £10,000.  A gigabit link could get you a hundred cameras.  You can keep recording locally in 

the borough so that the local borough and BOCU can connect in and do all of the downloads at a local level, 

but you would stream back 20 or 30 images - that is all you need to see at any one time as an operator - to a 

central control room that is sitting there.  That central control room should not just have the three, four, five or 

six boroughs that we hope to have, hopefully, co-located, if they come on, but also perhaps TfL, perhaps 

London Overground Rail Operations Ltd, all of them are sitting there so that there is a cross-border thing 

across crime issues and more are solved.  We hate having ANPR and we lose them because they go out to 

Haringey and it is like, “We don’t have those cameras in here.  We can’t see them”.  It is that sort of thinking. 
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Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Is there a leading or co-ordinating role that somebody centrally needs to be 

playing?  Boroughs are facing unprecedented levels of funding reductions.  We have never seen anything like it 

in the history of local government.  They are not going to be putting their hands in their pockets to fund new 

things.  In some boroughs, it is literally a question of whether they can cut the grass anymore.  It has reached 

that level.  They are not going to be looking to add new costs on. 

 

Following on from Onkar’s [Sahota AM] question about whether there is a role that the Mayor could play here, 

whether the MPS should be playing it or whether this is something that Jeff [Boothe] should be leading on 

across London or perhaps MOPAC should be stepping in, somebody needs to be doing something in a 

co-ordinated way, it seems to me.  Is that correct and who should it be? 

 

Helen Bailey (Chief Operating Officer, MOPAC):  Alan has outlined the sorts of aspirations that we share. 

 

Alan Gardner (Chair, London CCTV Managers Group):  Absolutely, yes. 

 

Helen Bailey (Chief Operating Officer, MOPAC):  From our point of view, the people who sit in the place 

to co-ordinate boroughs are in London Councils, which has put some energy into this and has been working 

with us on it.  The pump-priming question is a very difficult one because, when you do pump-prime something 

like this, as Alan has indicated, it just finds its way back into the contract. 

 

Alan Gardner (Chair, London CCTV Managers Group):  In terms of networks, if someone said, “Look, you 

are a borough and you are 10 miles away.  If we pay for the network link, it is up to you to lift it up and bring it 

in” - and I am not talking about the whole borough; I am talking about connectivity - “This is an identified 

high-quality system.  You connect to that and we will pay the link”, it might be an incentive that would 

actually help. 

 

Helen Bailey (Chief Operating Officer, MOPAC):  I have seen a number of systems demonstrated that do 

something very similar to what I think you are describing, although it is getting a little technical for me.  

Exactly the question remains, Chairman, the one that you have asked, which is about who should do that 

pump-priming.  That remains in play, as it were. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  It is a chicken-and-egg question, really, is it not? 

 

Helen Bailey (Chief Operating Officer, MOPAC):  It is.  It is the presented question, it is above our heads 

and we are trying to look at it.  Do we say, “The MPS does that”, and do we take that money out of the MPS’s 

budget?  I am fully appreciative of the situation of local authorities in London, but the MPS is also looking at 

the worst set of serious cuts that it has seen. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  I do not think that anyone seeks to deny that the public sector is struggling.  

The devil’s advocate question to you, though, would be that the MPS’s budget is £3.6 billion a year and even 

if you took the outside edge - let us say £1 million for every borough for CCTV provision, £32 million - it is 

back-of-the-sofa loose change in a £3.6 billion budget, isn’t it? 

 

Helen Bailey (Chief Operating Officer, MOPAC):  If the Commissioner were here - let me conjure up the 

Commissioner - he would say to you, “That is fine.  £1 million is roughly 19 police officers and so that is 19 

police officers per borough that we would then lose”, which would be your choice. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Of course he would say that, but it isn’t, is it?  You could make that 

argument, but only if absolutely everything the MPS did was really lean and really efficient and there was no 

room to make any efficiency savings anywhere else.  I know that that is exactly what he would say because we 

have seen that argument many times, not just in the police but in other areas. Page 14



 

However, that is not sufficient, is it?  Actually, there are other things.  The MPS is doing its “007” strategy 

with the commercial outsourcing and that sort of thing and that is all about generating efficiencies.  Not all of 

those efficiencies need to be taken as savings, do they?  The money can be used for other things.  Why would 

it be impossible for the MPS to fund it? 

 

Helen Bailey (Chief Operating Officer, MOPAC):  I will let Lynda pick up your point about whether those 

savings need to be taken or not because the MPS’s budget is under pressure.  You are right.  I was making a 

slightly flippant argument, but no worse than that. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  That is all right. 

 

Helen Bailey (Chief Operating Officer, MOPAC):  The point remains that money that we spend on one 

thing is money that we are not spending on something else. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Indeed. 

 

Helen Bailey (Chief Operating Officer, MOPAC):  Yes, Lynda and I and our colleagues are working on the 

efficiencies and trying to make the MPS leaner.  We could cheerfully spend every £1 million we have two or 

three times.  There are huge pressures on the MPS and London is a growing city.  Growing forward and 

anticipating further cuts in the budget or at least further pressures if not cuts, committing ourselves to 

spending another £30 million - just to pick a figure at random, which is your £1 million per borough rounded 

up - on CCTV feels like a big commitment with the pressure we are under at the moment.  That is not to say 

that were the Mayor and boroughs to come to that view with the Commissioner’s support we could not find 

that, but it would not be cost-neutral.  We would be saying, “That means something else we are not spending 

on”. 

 

The other thing that the Commissioner would say were he here - and I think probably the Deputy Mayor [for 

Policing and Crime] would agree - is that there are other partners that have a responsibility for some things 

that we do.  This is not confined to CCTV.  There are quite a lot of things that the police do where we are also 

dependent on other people to part-fund them.  For instance, out of MOPAC’s budget rather than the MPS’s, 

the Mayor funds rape/sexual assault centres.  We require the boroughs to make a contribution to those 

because, although the police benefit a lot from them in terms of gaining evidence and prosecuting crime, they 

are also a facility that people benefit from and are of benefit to the boroughs in which they are located and 

which they serve.  This is a complicated partnership world.  Where the Mayor and the Commissioner would 

agree is that we do not want to absolve our partners of their responsibility in this, however much we 

understand that they are under pressure.  That is why this is a complex problem. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Did you want to pick up the point about financing? 

 

Lynda McMullan (Director of Commercial and Finance, Metropolitan Police Service):  Including the 

current year, the savings that we are looking at to balance the books as a four-year savings target is broadly 

about £400 million.  Your point is compared to the scale of the budget.  We are absolutely committed to 

making the MPS as efficient as we possibly can and so we are trying to get all of our overhead down to about 

15%.  That is something that we are actively doing and are having quite a lot of success in doing.  That will get 

us to about £300 million of that savings target.  Over and above that, it is looking at where we have less 

service, doing things more efficiently in the front line.  That is quite difficult and it does have implications.  At 

the same time, we are looking at making even further improvements in that frontline efficiency to invest in 

growing areas of demand like all of the sexual offences, cyberspace, etc.  There is a long list of things that we 

think that we need to do, even if we make all of those efficiency savings that we are absolutely committed to 
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Where CCTV sits on that level of priority is a discussion to be had.  If the Commissioner were here, I think he 

would want to put the challenge back to the Deputy Mayor [for Policing and Crime] and the GLA about what 

we do about council tax and other bits of funding that come into the GLA family.  Are there other ways that we 

can work collectively to make this happen? 

 

Len Duvall AM (Deputy Chair):  I would like that information that we talked about earlier, if you have that 

information about your review across London. 

 

Gareth Bacon AM (Chairman):  Perhaps you could write to us and we will circulate it.  This is going to be a 

very interesting subject.  We will watch the outcome of your discussions with Westminster with a very keen eye 

because it might potentially be a precedent-setter for the rest of London.  It is going to be interesting. 

 

We have reached the end of the section on CCTV and I would like to thank Alan [Gardner] and Jeff [Boothe] 

for your attendance and your contribution this afternoon.  It is very much appreciated.   
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