
 

 

Appendix 1 
 

Police and Crime Committee 
 

9 October 2014 
 

Transcript of Item 5: Question and Answer Session on the Probation Service 
 

 

Joanne McCartney AM (Chair):  We finally come to our main session, item 5, our question and answer 

session, starting with the Probation Service.  Perhaps I could say a very warm welcome to our guests.  Perhaps, 

Lucy, we could start with you.  Could you just give us your name and title? 

 

Lucy Bogue (Deputy Director, Rehabilitation Services, National Offender Management Service):  My 

name is Lucy Bogue and I am the Deputy Director of Rehabilitation Services in the contract management 

function for London and the South East. 

 

Nick Smart (Chief Executive Officer, London Community Rehabilitation Company):  I am Nick Smart.  I 

am the Chief Executive of the London Community Rehabilitation Company. 

 

Sara Robinson (Deputy Director, National Probation Service – London):  I am Sara Robinson.  I am the 

Deputy Director for the National Probation Service (NPS) leading London. 

 

Craig Mackey (Deputy Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  Craig Mackey, Deputy 

Commissioner. 

 

Helen Bailey (Chief Operating Officer, Mayor’s Office for Policing and Crime):  Helen Bailey, Mayor’s 

Office for Policing and Crime (MOPAC). 

 

Joanne McCartney AM (Chair):  Thank you.  There is lots of new terminology in the probation world at the 

minute -- 

 

John Biggs AM:  Some new language. 

 

Joanne McCartney AM (Chair):  -- and so apologies if we get some of the acronyms wrong as we go 

through.  I just want to start the questioning today and go through some general principles, if I can. 

 

Perhaps, Lucy, I can start with you.  We do have a great change to probation and obviously here we are 

concerned with those changes to London.  In essence, what is the Government looking to achieve with the 

changes that are going to take place? 

 

Lucy Bogue (Deputy Director, Rehabilitation Services, National Offender Management Service):  

OK.  Shall I give you a bit of background?  We spend currently £3 billion on custodial services and £1 billion on 

our community services.  Reoffending rates still remain high and the Secretary of State [Chris Grayling, 

Secretary of State for Justice] is committed that, if we change how we deliver our services, actually we can 

bring down that reoffending rate. 

 

Under the Transforming Rehabilitation programme, we have been committed to do five key things.  First of all, 

he would like to diversify the market and bring in a range of different providers both from the private sector 



 

 

and from the voluntary sector, to innovate and deliver services differently.  He wants to bring in a new 

payment incentive that drives down reoffending.  He wants to offer virtually every offender new statutory 

supervision so, really, that under 12 months, bringing in 50,000 new offenders and give a service to them.  He 

wants to bring in a nationwide resettlement service, providing a through-the-gate service to every offender 

who comes out from custody.  Lastly and actually very importantly, recognising that the public sector has a real 

role to play in this, he has structured a single National Probation Service (NPS) that will look after those 

offenders who are at higher risk, while creating 21 community rehabilitation companies that will look after the 

medium and lower-risk offenders.  That is the story of the reforms so far. 

 

Joanne McCartney AM (Chair):  In June, the transitional arrangements came into force. 

 

Lucy Bogue (Deputy Director, Rehabilitation Services, National Offender Management Service):  

They did. 

 

Joanne McCartney AM (Chair):  I understand that probation staff were asked whether they would prefer to 

stay with the NPS or join one of the community rehabilitation companies.  That has taken place. 

 

Lucy Bogue (Deputy Director, Rehabilitation Services, National Offender Management Service):  It 

has. 

 

Joanne McCartney AM (Chair):  There is a transitional period at the minute.  When we are we going to learn 

who has won the contract for London? 

 

Lucy Bogue (Deputy Director, Rehabilitation Services, National Offender Management Service):  

Providers submitted their bids in June 2014 and we have gone through a fairly rigorous evaluation process.  

We are still on target to be able to announce that preferred bidder and sign contracts by the end of 2014. 

 

Joanne McCartney AM (Chair):  By the end of the year, we should know who that private company is? 

 

Lucy Bogue (Deputy Director, Rehabilitation Services, National Offender Management Service):  

Yes. 

 

Joanne McCartney AM (Chair):  OK.  That is fine.  Can I then move on, perhaps starting again with you, 

Lucy?  We have the National Offender Management Service (NOMS), which is still going to exist.  Is that 

correct? 

 

Lucy Bogue (Deputy Director, Rehabilitation Services, National Offender Management Service):  Do 

you mean the NPS? 

 

Joanne McCartney AM (Chair):  Yes. 

 

Lucy Bogue (Deputy Director, Rehabilitation Services, National Offender Management Service):  

Yes.  The NPS will exist. 

 

Joanne McCartney AM (Chair):  OK.  Could you explain to me what the role of that is?  I am going to move 

to Nick [Smart] to say what the role of the community rehabilitation companies (CRCs) will be and then to Sara 

[Robinson] as to what the role of the NPS will be. 

 



 

 

Lucy Bogue (Deputy Director, Rehabilitation Services, National Offender Management Service):  I 

wonder whether Sara ought to answer the role of the NPS because she is the lead for that service within 

London. 

 

Sara Robinson (Deputy Director, National Probation Service – London):  There is a national service.  

There are six divisions, of which London is one.1  It is our responsibility to take a lead role in some of the public 

interest decisions in particular, which is why high-risk-of-harm offenders is our area of focus.  We will be 

delivering all the pre-sentence reports to courts and advising the courts on sentencing and we will also advise 

the parole boards on release plans and making recommendations.  We will be providing bail information and 

general services to courts. 

 

We will also have a role in the oversight of multi-agency public protection arrangements and we have a co-

chair relationship with the Metropolitan Police Service (MPS) in overseeing the management of high-risk sex 

offenders and violent offenders in the community.  There are also other offenders who do not meet the multi-

agency public protection arrangements (MAPPA) requirements but actually present a high risk of harm in the 

community, and we will also be responsible for delivering that service.  We will be delivering services around 

programmes for sex offenders and managing the approved premises in London, of which there are nine.  We 

have a responsibility for managing those centres but also we contract-manage three voluntary approved 

premises.  We are also responsible for delivering the victim service for statutory cases, where the perpetrator 

has received more than 12 months imprisonment for a violent or sexual offence.  We provide the victim 

services. 

 

The biggest difference is that we will manage the front end of service delivery because we are working directly 

with the courts.  It is our responsibility to assess and allocate the individual at the point of sentence, to 

determine whether the NPS manages them based on risk, or whether the case is managed by the community 

rehabilitation company. 

 

Joanne McCartney AM (Chair):  That is quite reassuring because one of the questions we initially asked 

about these proposals was what is going to stop the CRC giving you all the hard cases, in effect.  You will have 

the responsibility for deciding where offenders go? 

 

Sara Robinson (Deputy Director, National Probation Service – London):  Yes, at the front end, but also 

there are other decisions like breach.  Although the CRC will have a responsibility for enforcing the cases, it is 

the NPS that is responsible for prosecuting those cases in the courts and presenting that front-end public 

interest in the courts and also recalls. 

 

Joanne McCartney AM (Chair):  Thank you.  Nick, at the CRC, you still do not know who your winning 

bidder is going to be, but what do you see your role as? 

 

Nick Smart (Chief Executive Officer, London Community Rehabilitation Company):  Yes.  Our role now 

is the same as it will be once we are purchased.  We get purchased, as it were, as a going concern.  Our role is 

to manage those 70%, roughly, of those under probation supervision who do not fall within the criteria for the 

NPS that Sara has just outlined.  That is most of those who present a medium risk of harm and those who 

present a lower risk of harm.  We are charged with delivering the sentence at the court and working to engage 

those offenders to reduce their risk of reoffending. 

 

                                                 
1 Following the meeting, Sara Robinson clarified that there are six divisions in England, of which London is one; Wales is the seventh 

Division in the NPS. 
 



 

 

Again, to try and signal the point of difference between the previous arrangements and the current 

arrangements, there is a particular emphasis for the community rehabilitation company to look at reducing 

reoffending rates.  Clearly, that was always a responsibility of the Probation Service, but the division of 

responsibilities between the NPS and the CRC puts the management of risk of harm more firmly on the NPS 

side, and the reduction of reoffending for the bulk of offenders more firmly on the community rehabilitation 

company side. 

 

Joanne McCartney AM (Chair):  Thank you.  With regards to young offenders, those under the age of 18, 

who has responsibility for them? 

 

Lucy Bogue (Deputy Director, Rehabilitation Services, National Offender Management Service):  

Shall I answer that?  For those offenders under the age of 18, that responsibility remains with the Youth 

Justice Board.  It remains the commissioner of those services and these reforms do not affect that. 

 

The only thing that it does do is, because we are bringing in that new supervision, those offenders who turn 18 

will be transferred into our system.  The debate and discussion about how they are transferred and how they 

are allocated, will be between the NPS and the local youth offending team (YOT) and they will make the right 

choice according to risk about where they go and how they are looked after. 

 

Joanne McCartney AM (Chair):  OK.  Perhaps, Lucy, you could tell me how will these new arrangements 

provide a better service to London? 

 

Lucy Bogue (Deputy Director, Rehabilitation Services, National Offender Management Service):  In 

a number of different ways.  First of all, those under-12-months offenders within London will now have some 

statutory supervision and a service.  They will be looked after by either the CRC or the NPS. 

 

Really importantly, we have been very clear to the new provider that the services it provides need to be very 

London-specific.  During all of this competition, we have worked very closely, actually, with the Mayor’s Office 

for Policing and Crime (MOPAC) and also London Councils, to make sure that the needs of London and the 

priorities of London have been made clear to those providers.  The evaluation has focused heavily on the 

locality element of the bid.  We will be clear that providers need to be providing an effective response to local 

priorities. 

 

Joanne McCartney AM (Chair):  Perhaps, then, I can put that to both Craig [Mackey] and Helen [Bailey].  

We are going to come on to the managing of the contracts in a minute and so I do not want to go there.  At 

the moment, through the consultation about the provider, do you feel that you have been listened to and had 

your voices heard? 

 

Craig Mackey (Deputy Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  Shall I begin, Chair?  I probably 

have two hats on, both as the Metropolitan Police Service (MPS) and as Chair of the Crime Reduction Board 

Delivery Group.  Through that forum that colleagues attend, we have quite a lot more visibility than we had 

when we started on this, which has been incredibly useful for all parties in terms of doing it and recognising 

the risk of a transition of this size. 

 

There is a prize there, if we can collectively pull this off, in terms of doing it.  At its most basic level, Lucy 

[Bogue] touched on things like through-the-gate services for prison.  It will probably surprise you but as a 30-

year police officer, one of the frustrations is we have never quite been able to get that right in the past.  

People leave prison with a rail warrant and whatever kit they went in with.  For some, literally, the incentive is 

to go out and commit crime and get back behind the walls.  That cannot be considered as a success.  The 



 

 

thought of being able to hard-wire in a process for everyone, offers some real opportunities in terms of doing 

that. 

 

I do not think it is without its risks going forward and there are some practical things that we are collectively all 

trying to sort our way through.  They sound boring, but they are actually incredibly important things like 

information sharing and what could go where and to whom, particularly in a new contractual relationship.  How 

we get visibility of the performance of the people who win the contract and whether there are commercial 

issues involved in that.  Let us be honest, we have to work our way through that so that we are comfortable, as 

the people accountable collectively across London, that we have visibility. 

 

It is there.  People are working incredibly hard in quite tight timescales to get this in the right place.  Certainly 

collectively there is a huge willingness to say, “Come on.  How do we do this?  How do we get it working?  

How do we get this flying?” 

 

Helen Bailey (Chief Operating Officer, Mayor’s Office for Policing and Crime):  I would echo that.  This 

is going to be a new - as everybody has said so far - national contracting structure and we will not have a role 

in managing that contract.  Having said that, we have been all working together tremendously hard and 

tremendously well to understand what the opportunities are for London.  There is a whole cohort of people 

who are going to get services who will not have had them in the past.  Can we use London’s critical mass to 

make sure there are new and special services for people who would have had nothing in the past?  Can we also 

make sure that the way the contract is let and the people who get that contract understand what it is like to 

work in London? 

 

We have done two things specifically at MOPAC.  When the process began in June, we set up a number of 

market engagement days for those people who were seeking to bid for those new contracts.  They would come 

along and understand that we were all working together.  That was a really important feature of it, so that they 

knew London is very different and very diverse, but that actually London was convened and there were some 

common problems.  We ran six specific engagement events so that they could meet all of the people involved 

in providing services and, again, understand what the issues were in London and also understand who the 

players were and how things needed to work and to start to begin the relationships that we would expect to 

embed. 

 

We also have a London Reducing Reoffending Board.  Craig [Mackey] chairs the Delivery Management Group 

for the London Crime Reduction Board, but we have a practitioner group on which everybody here and a whole 

range of other bodies are represented, which actually really focuses on how we will get reoffending down.  We 

have all committed between ourselves to share data and performance information.  Given that we do not know 

exactly who all those players will be and exactly what the contract will say, this is a commitment at the moment 

which will be bottomed-out as the months roll on, so that we can all hold each other to account for doing the 

best we can for London with these new arrangements.  We have all engaged tremendously positively and 

determinedly to make this work as best it possibly can for London. 

 

Joanne McCartney AM (Chair):  Thank you.  Perhaps I can just finish my questions by asking both Nick 

[Smart] and Sara [Robinson] how the transitional arrangements have gone.  I am particularly concerned about 

staffing.  I have heard, for example, that you have a shortage of staff able to attend court and write reports 

and you are having to hire from outside or you are hiring people back.  I do not know if that is correct or not.  I 

am just wondering.  Has there been a loss of staff and are there concerns that you have to deal with? 

 

Sara Robinson (Deputy Director, National Probation Service – London):  In terms of the transition, 

there are practical things that we have undertaken in terms of staff transfer, asset transfer, case transfers and 



 

 

establishing the new structures that need to be in place to manage the work.  Clearly, there is a completely 

different structure in how the NPS is delivering its business. 

 

Also, in terms of the progress around our relationship with the CRC, we are working very, very closely.  We 

have specific meetings through the Service Integration Group to have a proper look at how our services are 

relating to each other as we go through the transition.  Clearly, we have also had to implement a whole new 

operating structure called the target operating model, which does bring in different business processes than we 

were used to previously, obviously, in terms of the front end of the business, risk escalation and breach. 

 

In terms of resources, London has always experienced some staff shortages around the probation officer grade 

and we have relied on sessional staff and agency staff in order to maximise the complement.  We have a 

number of mechanisms in place to look at workloads and identify what the needs are.  Clearly, the target 

operating model brings in additional roles and responsibilities and we are in the process of reshaping that.  It is 

something we need to be looking at from an NPS point of view longer term.  What are the resources that we 

need in order to manage it?  As far as we are concerned, at the point of allocation of resource we were given 

the amount that is required as it is, based on the business that we did. 

 

Clearly, as I said, we have some work to do and there are shortages, but that is something we have always 

experienced.  It is partly because of the expense of living in London.  We do train a lot of people and people 

move out.  We also have a younger group who are looking at mobility around the country.  There are issues 

around particularly London, but that is something we have experienced before and we are working our way 

through it. 

 

Nick Smart (Chief Executive Officer, London Community Rehabilitation Company):  I would echo most 

of that, Chair.  We do have significant numbers of vacancies, particularly at the probation officer grade in the 

community rehabilitation company.  That is no different to the situation in the London Probation Trust.  I do 

not think across the system the level of vacancies is higher now than it was before the transition.  It is, clearly, 

an issue. 

 

Sara [Robinson] has gone into some of the reasons for it and, indeed, I do not think they are unique to this as 

a public service.  They are issues that we have begun to look at more generally across the sector in London, in 

terms of recruiting professionals to work in the city with the cost of housing and so on.  Certainly, that is an 

issue. 

 

However, as Sara says, we are very confident we have the right structures in place to oversee this transition.  

The case transfer, the staff transfer and the asset transfer have all taken place and are all complete and 

bedding in.  We have good interface structures in place so that we can spot glitches in the system.  Occasional 

ones are inevitable when you are introducing business change of this degree.  The important thing is that we 

spot them and deal with them early.  I am very confident we have those systems in place to do that. 

 

Joanne McCartney AM (Chair):  With regards to the significant vacancies, can you give us an idea about 

how many there are and what steps you are taking to actually try to fill those? 

 

Nick Smart (Chief Executive Officer, London Community Rehabilitation Company):  In the CRC, it is in 

the order of 70 probation officer vacancies that the CRC carries.  Virtually all of those are covered by 

appropriately qualified temporary staff. 

 

Certainly one of the things that has struck me quite forcefully since I returned to London is that in my previous 

post I was Chief Executive of the Surrey and Sussex Probation Trust, where we had similar issues about 



 

 

probation officer recruitment and where recruiting temporary probation officers was problematic historically.  

However, that is not the case in London.  We have access to a really good and well-qualified cohort of 

temporary staff.  The immediate risk - I am very comfortable - is covered. 

 

Clearly, going forward, it would be very desirable if we could move to a permanent workforce with many fewer 

vacancies.  There are three active rounds of probation officer qualifications, one just about to come on stream 

and two more next year.  Over time, again, we are confident that there will be sufficient capacity in the system. 

 

Joanne McCartney AM (Chair):  Sara, are the levels of staffing the same for you? 

 

Sara Robinson (Deputy Director, National Probation Service – London):  No.  The levels of staffing 

rates are much reduced in the NPS because the majority of vacancies were filled as part of the transfer process.  

We do have vacancies.  We have about 30 vacancies.  However, we have 27 newly-qualified officers 

commencing in November and those vacancies will be filled. 

 

On the issue around pre-sentence reports, as I said before, we have always relied on additional staff and it has 

been the summer period as well.  With the changes that people are undertaking, clearly staffing is a 

consideration, but the Probation Qualification Framework (PQF) will introduce a significant number of people 

into the system.  There is a commitment there to increase the numbers coming through because there is 

recognition of the throughput of probation officers.  We will be managing those in the NPS.  We will be 

training them and working with the CRC on placements. 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  On that precise point, you have told us about the 70 vacancies and the 30 vacancies.  

That, of course, is meaningless unless we know how many posts there are in total.  What proportion are you 

light? 

 

Sara Robinson (Deputy Director, National Probation Service – London):  I have an allocation of 461 

probation officers.  There are 30 vacancies currently. 

 

Nick Smart (Chief Executive Officer, London Community Rehabilitation Company):  For us, it amounts 

to roughly a 15% vacancy rate at the probation officer grade. 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  Is the thing about the Probation Service as it currently works that there needs to be 

continuity with your clients?  Yet we hear that you think you have - I think the phrase you used - ‘experienced 

agency staff’, but by definition the agency staff will not have the knowledge of your clients if they come and 

go.  In the probation business, if I can put it that way, agency staff are very, very much the second choice. 

 

Nick Smart (Chief Executive Officer, London Community Rehabilitation Company):  If I take that one 

first.  Again, the situation is not quite as you characterise it with the agency staff that we are using in the CRC.  

Clearly, by their nature, as you rightly say, they can come and go.  They do not tend to come and go that 

much.  We do not have a very high turnover at the moment of agency staff in the CRC. 

 

We did quite a lot of work before the cutover with those temporary staff to meet with them and explain that 

on the CRC side their role would not be a peripatetic one of writing court reports in short turnovers and that 

what we needed them to do was to manage a caseload.  They had the option to say, “Thanks but no thanks”, 

at that stage.  A few did.  Most did not.  They have stayed and by and large are doing a pretty good job. 

 



 

 

Obviously, as I said in answer to the Chair’s question, it would be desirable that there were not 70 agency staff 

and that we were not reliant on those, but I do not think that in themselves they necessarily throw up the issue 

that you suggest. 

 

Joanne McCartney AM (Chair):  Thank you.  Len, do you want to take us on to contract management? 

 

Len Duvall AM:  Yes.  If I could begin, I am not sure who I should ask this question to.  It might be a number 

of you.  In terms of the contract management, what are the risks of these reforms that are likely to come into 

play around the contract management side? 

 

Lucy Bogue (Deputy Director, Rehabilitation Services, National Offender Management Service):  

Specifically on the contract management, as the Deputy Director for London I have recently taken over the 

contract management function, which actually faces two ways.  First of all, it faces outwards to make sure that 

the relationships within London are managed effectively and to develop good working relationships not only 

with MOPAC, but with London Councils and actually a range of other local partners. 

 

It also faces inwards, which is that technical contract management.  From this point moving forward, I will need 

to be assuring myself that actually we mobilise as safely as possible and that we move from now through to the 

preferred bidder phase and into service delivery, and reaching a steady state so that we have the provider in 

and running and delivering those services they have set out in the contract that they said they would do.  We 

need to be making sure that actually we pay for what they say they will do and that we have put in place a 

robust contract management structure that has learned the lessons from our previous contracts. And that we 

are mindful of where things can go wrong and where those risks are, and that we put in place all of those 

processes and procedures to quickly identify if that contract is going wrong and  if it is, we need to be 

rectifying it very, very quickly.  That is the technical contract management side. 

 

Part of the job is also - and Sara [Robinson] and Nick [Smart] have talked a little bit about it - that interface 

and the contract management function has oversight of how that interface works between the NPS and the 

CRC, and also with the through-the-gate service that is going to be coming on.  Within that contract 

management structure, we have a forum where all of that interface work will take place.  If it is working well, 

then it works well.  If it does not, it is a forum that we can quickly escalate any problems to a quick resolution. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  Are you the client, then, or is it the NPS?  When the contracts are let, what is that client-

contract relationship?  Who manages this?  You have given us a bit of an insight, but just give us an insight 

across.  That is London-wide.  On the ground, how is that managed? 

 

Lucy Bogue (Deputy Director, Rehabilitation Services, National Offender Management Service):  I 

work for the NOMS.  As Helen [Bailey] said earlier, these are going to be nationally managed contracts.  I work 

for the NOMS and I am the contract manager for London and the South East.  I will have a senior contract 

manager who will be focused purely on London and will be working very closely with Nick [Smart] and the 

CRC.  In fact, that individual and their team will be working very closely with Nick and the company.  Our main 

interface will be with the CRC. 

 

However, we have a real job and an interface process with Sara [Robinson] and the NPS.  As Sara has said, she 

is the front end of the system and we need to make sure that that front end of the system works to enable the 

back end of the system to operate effectively.  We will also have the oversight of that interface between the 

two systems. 

 



 

 

Len Duvall AM:  I am still unclear.  We have heard about what people’s responsibilities are.  It just seems 

slightly complicated.  I live a simple life.  You keep contracts simple and straightforward.  You are going to be 

letting a nationwide contract that is for people to work in London -- 

 

Lucy Bogue (Deputy Director, Rehabilitation Services, National Offender Management Service):  

Yes, it is a regional contract. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  -- and Nick’s [Smart] team, I thought, was going to get transferred to them but is not 

because it is still going to be a body delivering a piece of work.  You are going to be monitoring Nick’s output 

and Nick will be monitoring the contract output? 

 

Lucy Bogue (Deputy Director, Rehabilitation Services, National Offender Management Service):  No, 

I will be monitoring the contract.  Nick [Smart] and everybody within the CRC will be transferred to the new 

provider.  When we sign the contracts and go to service transfer, I will be monitoring the contract of that new 

provider, of which Nick is the Chief Executive. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  If I am your shareholder in terms of overseeing this service, is Nick going to be the head of 

the new provider service?  Will you get transferred over? 

 

Nick Smart (Chief Executive Officer, London Community Rehabilitation Company):  Yes. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  It is quite clear in the contract that you are going to be working for the new provider? 

 

Nick Smart (Chief Executive Officer, London Community Rehabilitation Company):  Yes, the company 

already exists.  The London Community Rehabilitation Company already exists.  I am the Chair and the Chief 

Executive of that company at the moment.  That company gets sold before the end of the year, as Lucy 

[Bogue] has described, and the new owner gets me and everybody else and everything else in the company.  I 

am then responsible to Lucy as the contract manager and, indeed, we are already shadowing those 

arrangements at the moment.  We already have a contract with the National Offender Management Service 

(NOMS).  We have a monthly contract management meeting with them.  The CRC is already in at least a 

shadow contractual relationship with NOMS. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  What do these people bidding for the contract bring to the table, then?  Why do you not 

enter that relationship?  I do not understand that bit. 

 

Lucy Bogue (Deputy Director, Rehabilitation Services, National Offender Management Service):  

That goes back to the story at the beginning about why we are doing these reforms.  We all know that we have 

a cost envelope that has been set for us by the Her Majesty’s Treasury, but actually one of the real parts of the 

reform that the Secretary of State wants to bring in is those under 12 months, which is costing money.  

Therefore, by putting out the CRCs for competition, we can be more effective with how we use our money.  

They will achieve efficiencies through bringing together those backroom functions and they can bring in those 

under 12 months as well.  They are bringing in a whole new service to quite a considerable cohort for London. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  In the other role, then, you will be overseeing the national service provider.  Who oversees 

that bit, then?  Who oversees Sara, then, or does Sara oversee herself? 

 

Sara Robinson (Deputy Director, National Probation Service – London):  I am part of NOMS.  I am now 

a civil servant and the NPS is a directorate within NOMS.  I am a provider of services.  There is a commissioning 



 

 

role that NOMS also has.  If I want to commission or if I need things, I have to go through the commissioning 

arm in order to identify the needs that meet my service users. 

 

My accountability is through Colin Allars, the Director of the NPS - England, who is accountable to 

Michael Spurr, the Chief Executive of NOMS.  Mine is an absolute line through the civil service route.  There is 

a tripartite relationship between all three of us because, clearly, I am dependent on services that will be 

delivered by the CRC and the CRC is dependent on services that I deliver.  We have this service integration 

model to try to make sure that the performance we deliver is consistent from an end-to-end perspective.  I am 

not contractually managed through Lucy Bogue, but I will be contributing to the discussions, because clearly 

what I have to say has an impact on how the contract is managed with the CRC. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  Who holds the ring, then?  Who trumps who in this relationship if it does not work? 

 

Lucy Bogue (Deputy Director, Rehabilitation Services, National Offender Management Service):  As 

part of the contract management function, this goes back to the oversight of that interface.  I hold the trump - 

I do not like using the words, actually, ‘holding the trump’ - as the contract manager. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  Where does the buck stop?  Who gets the blame if it does not work? 

 

John Biggs AM:  The Minister. 

 

Lucy Bogue (Deputy Director, Rehabilitation Services, National Offender Management Service):  

Where does the buck stop?  I manage the contract. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  All right.  We have that.  Fine.  I understand that.  Can we now go back through the contract 

management process?  I think you just gently teased us slightly with that about the relationship and the 

outward-facing nature of this contract.  How is this contract working about promoting collaboration with local 

partners?  If I can take your three perspectives together, then we will come to maybe some of your interested 

parties,  if I can describe you as that.  How does that work?  What is in the contract that promotes 

collaboration, apart from, “We all want you to get on very well with each other”. 

 

Lucy Bogue (Deputy Director, Rehabilitation Services, National Offender Management Service):  

You are right.  We need to get on very well.  Actually, contractually, providers will have some mandated 

requirements.  They need to participate in the statutory partnerships.  It goes back to what we did in the 

competition process, where we got the local partners together to talk to every provider that was interested in 

London and make it clear to those providers what the needs of London were.  Part of their bid was to write an 

element that explained how they were going to deliver within the local landscape and we will then hold them 

to account for that local landscape.  What they have put in we will be expecting them to deliver.  The locality 

element of the bid was very, very important. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  OK.  We work on boroughs or the Police work on boroughs.  I presume you in your CRC work 

still on a borough basis as much as the delivery.  I understand your role London-wide.  Who deals with 

problems at borough level and who intervenes to get them right? 

 

Nick Smart (Chief Executive Officer, London Community Rehabilitation Company):  We both will have 

to do that because we both will have responsibilities.  Both the CRC and the NPS will - and do currently - have 

responsibilities.  Some are statutory, for example safeguarding children boards and multi-agency public 

protection arrangements, where both parties have statutory obligations. 

 



 

 

More broadly in terms of the community rehabilitation company, the Probation Service has never been a 

monopoly provider in the sense that it has never been able to achieve its ends simply by working on its own.  It 

has always relied on forging partnerships with the third sector and others in order to achieve what it needs to 

do.  The field of substance misuse would be one of the most obvious examples.  That partnership working is 

not new and the company will not be able to achieve commercial success unless it forges effective networks 

and partnerships. 

 

There are particular opportunities that I would see for the CRC to build on some of what is a strong legacy from 

the London Probation Trust.  One of the areas I would highlight is particularly around women offenders, where 

the CRC will supervise the vast majority of women under probation supervision.  That gives us a real 

opportunity with our new owners to really explore new ways of working and expand the provision we have 

there.  That would be one example.  However, as I say, I do not think it is possible for the CRC to achieve its 

aims unless strategically, both across London and at borough level, we forge those effective partnerships. 

 

Joanne McCartney AM (Chair):  Sara wanted to respond as well. 

 

Sara Robinson (Deputy Director, National Probation Service – London):  I just wanted to say that I 

echo that and it is taking a step back to our strategic objectives.  We both have the objectives of reducing 

reoffending, managing risk in the community and delivering the sentence of the court.  None of us can do that 

without the engagement of other partnerships. 

 

We have a structure called the local delivery unit structure where we have assistant chief officers who are 

responsible for service delivery at borough level.  They engage through the community safety partnerships.  

That is really important.  We in London are lucky because we do already have a regional London Crime 

Reduction Board and we have mechanisms in place that enable us to do that at the top level.  Equally, at the 

local level, those relationships are already in place and you will have representatives in those partnerships from 

both the NPS and the CRC to deliver the outcomes that the local partnerships have identified. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  In theory, the contract will not disturb any of those relationships.  They will continue on.  On 

the landscape at borough level, the old technical crime and disorder partnership bodies still exist.  What about 

these partnership boards that MOPAC is promoting?  Do you attend those and will you be attending those? 

 

Sara Robinson (Deputy Director, National Probation Service – London):  Yes. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  But you will be doing both?  You will be doing the technical officer borough partnerships 

with the local police, as well as having a few more people around the table? 

 

Lucy Bogue (Deputy Director, Rehabilitation Services, National Offender Management Service):  

Yes.  There are different focuses depending on the delivery of the organisation.  For example, the focus on 

victims and an integrated victim service is very much where the NPS will be involved because we have a 

statutory responsibility and we are engaged in that.  If you are looking at serious group offending or gangs, of 

course we both have a responsibility to deliver and we are represented not only regionally, but locally on those 

panels as well. 

 

One of the things that we have had to do is to make sure that we do not want to duplicate as far as possible.  

We want to maximise the benefit of having each agency there.  As we move forward, we will be clearer about 

what role the NPS has, particularly in some of the relationships with the MPS around gangs and serious 

organised crime, and also the role that the CRC and the NPS will have in integrated offender management and 

some of the other areas. 



 

 

 

Len Duvall AM:  OK.  Maybe if we could move on to the MPS role as well as MOPAC’s role in this business.  

You mentioned, Craig, about the London-wide Crime Reduction Board and your role; do you want to expand 

on that for the Committee? 

 

Craig Mackey (Deputy Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  By all means.  We have heard a lot 

and we have talked a lot about the strategic level.  I hope you are reassured that actually at the strategic level 

things have joined up and people are working.  However, your sentiment about how it takes actually more than 

that is absolutely right. 

 

With the subgroup, with the reduction board and with the Gold Group chaired by Alison Newcomb 

[Westminster Borough Commander, Metropolitan Police Service], we have been doing a lot of work collectively 

together saying, “How does that bit of the existing wiring diagram link into that”, so that we do not come and 

this change completely disrupts what already works at a local level.  It is the point Sara [Robinson] made about 

making sure that actually we get the right part of the organisations linked in and we do not end up with a 

scenario where both the NPS and the CRC have to come to everything because that would be unsustainable for 

everyone around the table.  Also, the other partners would go, “Where is that coming from?” 

 

It also builds on a landscape at the moment.  There is another piece of work around integrated offender 

management more widely in London where we do have some real challenges, which is one of the things that is 

highlighted collectively for all of us as a partnership.  That is a very variable piece, with some absolute leading 

example boroughs in London collectively with local authorities, probation and everyone else; and some other 

places where it keeps getting put in the too-difficult basket, almost.  We are trying to lift the overall 

performance around it. 

 

Our proposal and very much what we have been working to is that, at the moment, we know who has this 

contract and we would link everyone back together and say, “All right, this is who we are going to be working 

with.  What is this going to look like?  What is it going to do?”  Importantly, it goes to the heart of your point 

as well.  For the rest of the partners around the table, what are the levers and how do they work?  I will make it 

up.  How do you pull a lever at Enfield or at Richmond or at Barking?  We know where the levers are at a 

London-wide level, but it is getting that level of understanding at a borough level that we are now working on. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  Helen, where are MOPAC? 

 

Helen Bailey (Chief Operating Officer, Mayor’s Office for Policing and Crime):  Our role is to achieve 

for London our own targets, which are targets about reducing reoffending.  In describing these seemingly 

complex relationships at the moment, the keystone in this arch is that we have all incentives about reducing 

reoffending.  Our reducing reoffending board, which MOPAC chairs, brings together not only the people 

around this table but a whole variety of other agencies, representatives of some individual boroughs, 

representatives of London Councils bringing together boroughs collectively and also health, for instance, the 

Department for Work and Pensions and a range of other people. 

 

What are the things that you need to do with these people in order to help them be rehabilitated?  How do we 

make sure, as Craig [Mackey] has been saying, that we have thought about that strategically across London 

and that the relationships and the arrangements in London reflect that London is both the same as everywhere 

else, but different in terms of the intensity and the diversity of the people and the opportunity given?  We 

have talked about those most persistent and difficult offenders.  There are 3,000-odd of those.  Within that 

cohort, it is a big enough cohort do something new and imaginative with and we are very hopeful that Nick’s 



 

 

[Smart] new bosses will think of new and imaginative things that nobody has thought of before to help us with 

some of those. 

 

We also have another opportunity in this - and we are on the verge of many things happening - because as 

from this month we take over victims commissioning responsibilities in London.  We know that one of the keys 

to find our offenders is to get our victims to come forward, to testify and to turn up.  The quality of the 

services we provide for victims also needs to be informed by what we learn from the way we treat offenders.  

That starts the cycle around again and that tells us whether or not we are actually going to get those people in 

court and get the kinds of disposals we think are appropriate. 

 

All of us are focused on reducing reoffending.  We are trying to do the co-ordination across London to make 

this work.  We are also trying to facilitate the relationships where different pieces of the jigsaw may go wrong 

at borough level and, as you have said, at strategic level, and provide a London-wide place where we can join 

that up and think about it.  We are all conscious that we are trying to make more things work for more 

organisations at a time when everybody’s resources are under pressure.  It is about whether the sum of the 

parts is greater than the whole or whichever way around that works. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  In realigning some of your resources, it sounds like you have spent quite a lot of time in 

terms of being associated with this reform because of the Holy Grail of reoffending.  Are you doing any 

checking on performance or monitoring of these hardened -- 

 

Helen Bailey (Chief Operating Officer, Mayor’s Office for Policing and Crime):  The answer is that 

what we are trying to do is to get us all to monitor each other.  There is no point in us all sitting here and 

pointing the finger at each other and saying, “You are not doing your bit”.  The objective, as I said, with the 

reducing reoffending board is to have some shared open data that we all generate and that we all look at and 

some open conversations about where the issues and problems are.  What is the CRC or what is the NPS doing 

but also what is health doing and what are the boroughs doing?  Are there particular blockages in particular 

places?  Can we collectively use our influence to unblock those where they exist, or actually to identify a wider 

problem where that exists?  Where, for instance, sometimes there are just no services for certain groups of 

people, maybe we need to create them rather than complain about their lack. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  Of course, we have heard about the Government’s vision.  Is there a specific London-wide 

vision around offenders’ rehabilitation?  Is there something that you have all put together that is specific for 

London that you could just tell us, in a nutshell, about? 

 

Helen Bailey (Chief Operating Officer, Mayor’s Office for Policing and Crime):  Some of this, when you 

repackage it in any context, sounds like a statement of the obvious.  Some of it that is probably most specific 

to London is picking up that focus on the integrated offender management group of offenders, those who are 

causing most harm.  There are, as I say, about 3,000-odd people who, if you apply a standard set of criteria to 

them, are the people who are in and out of prison and who are doing harm to communities.  If we can get 

those individuals settled into a non-offending lifestyle, it will transform the lives of communities very 

significantly.  Because in London we are talking about 3,000 across London, as opposed to in any other area of 

the country talking about much smaller numbers, the aspiration and the anticipation is that we will be able to 

do some specific things. 

 

Some of those are not high-harm people, in Sara’s [Robinson] sense, in the sense that the nature of the crimes 

they commit is particularly serious.  However, the frequency and in some cases the sheer irritation for the 

communities from somebody who bashes in car windows up and down the street, goes to prison for three or 

four months, comes back out and does it all again drives people completely bonkers, even if the level of harm 



 

 

generated by each one of those crimes is of itself, quite small.  Can we do something about that cohort of 

people and, through that, transform the lives of the communities we all live in? 

 

Len Duvall AM:  Thank you.  Lucy, one last question.  In this contract culture, when can I start to see some 

results, either way, around whether this system is changed or new?  What should I be looking for? 

 

Lucy Bogue (Deputy Director, Rehabilitation Services, National Offender Management Service):  I 

do not have the actual date on when we are going to see the first results.  The payment by results element of 

the payment mechanism does not come in - I am not too sure - for the first six months.  I will have to come 

back to you to give confirmation of when the payment by results (PBR) part of it comes in. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  Thank you. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Deputy Chair):  I wanted to explore the payment by results thing and really 

what evidence there is that it actually will work in this field. 

 

Lucy Bogue (Deputy Director, Rehabilitation Services, National Offender Management Service):  

You will be aware that actually we have been piloting a number of different approaches.  There are well-

publicised pilots at both Peterborough and Doncaster.  The Peterborough results have recently been published 

a couple of months ago and we have in fact achieved an 8.4% reduction in reoffending with that pilot.  

Peterborough predominantly focused on the under-12-months who were coming out of Peterborough.  We 

also ran a pilot at Doncaster which actually had everybody within its cohort. 

 

When we developed our payment mechanism, we actually consulted widely with a range of different 

stakeholders, who had a very strong view about what type of payment mechanism they would think they 

needed to ensure they get their right outcomes, and which would drive behaviours to reduce reoffending.  We 

also not only consulted with stakeholders.  We also spoke to other Government departments that are running 

PBR payment mechanisms such as the Work Programme.  All that has been well publicised, what has been right 

about that programme and also the criticisms that have come out of that programme. 

 

We have done two things, actually.  We have done a payment mechanism that has payment by results in it and 

actually has a very hefty fee-for-service.  Providers are going to be paid for what they deliver, but they are also 

going to put an element of funding at risk. 

 

The PBR element of it will be split into two elements.  They will be paid out on frequency.  It was really 

important in our consultation exercise that you do not do parking and creaming of offenders and you do not 

just go for the easiest to reach.  We needed to incentivise providers so that they dealt with everybody.  

Therefore, there will be a frequency element of the payment mechanism, but actually complete desistance  is 

also important.  We will also pay out on a binary element.  Bringing all of that together, it is also important that 

our providers do not make reoffending worse and, if they do, they will also be penalised for that. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Deputy Chair):  Did the two pilots you talked about, Peterborough and 

Doncaster, have payment by results? 

 

Lucy Bogue (Deputy Director, Rehabilitation Services, National Offender Management Service):  

They did. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Deputy Chair):  You have adjusted it following the pilots and talking to the 

Work Programme people? 



 

 

 

Lucy Bogue (Deputy Director, Rehabilitation Services, National Offender Management Service):  

Exactly.  The pilots were slightly different.  In fact, the Peterborough pilot had 100% at risk and then the 

Doncaster pilot payment mechanism was slightly different again.  We could look at what worked well within 

those pilots and actually what the lessons were that we learned.  In fact, the department has experience of 

commissioning and managing contracts using a payment by results mechanism. 

 

Joanne McCartney AM (Chair):  Craig, you are looking a bit puzzled about that one. 

 

Craig Mackey (Deputy Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  It is quite a high level, is it not, 

100% at risk? 

 

Lucy Bogue (Deputy Director, Rehabilitation Services, National Offender Management Service):  

There are all of the issues that have come out and all of the learning that has come out from that, which is why 

the payment mechanism for these contracts is having a hefty fee-for-service. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Deputy Chair):  What is it about this whole payment mechanism that most 

worries you and your team about what could go wrong with this? 

 

Lucy Bogue (Deputy Director, Rehabilitation Services, National Offender Management Service):  I 

would think that what worries me most is actually the bit we were talking about earlier, which is making sure 

that we contractually pay our provider for what it is providing. That we are really clear that we know what it is 

delivering and not only that it has put in place its own assurance processes so it can tell us what it thinks it is 

delivering, but that we as a department can scrutinise the delivery to a level that I can be confident signing off 

those payments for London. And that we are all confident that the provider is delivering the services we 

require of it.  That, in a nutshell, is my biggest concern. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Deputy Chair):  Do you have clearly set out anywhere the outcomes and 

measures that will determine success around this whole new payment mechanism? 

 

Lucy Bogue (Deputy Director, Rehabilitation Services, National Offender Management Service):  

Yes.  I have talked about the payment mechanism at a very high level and in fact the portions of what is at risk 

are all being dealt with through the contract.  Therefore, commercially, no, I do not have that in front of me.  

When we sign, that will all be handed over and it will be very clear what targets they are expected to achieve 

not only on the binary, but also on the frequency and on the fee-for-service. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Deputy Chair):  That will be in the public domain? 

 

Lucy Bogue (Deputy Director, Rehabilitation Services, National Offender Management Service):  I 

do not know whether it is commercially sensitive or whether it will be in the public domain.  I would need to 

ask.  I would expect us to have open-book accounting, but I am not going to sit here and guarantee that we 

are having open-book accounting. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Deputy Chair):  Thank you. 

 

Joanne McCartney AM (Chair):  OK.  Thank you.  Can I just check with Helen?  A couple of years ago, 

MOPAC set targets for probation and the Crown Prosecution Service, I believe.  Have those targets gone now? 

 



 

 

Helen Bailey (Chief Operating Officer, Mayor’s Office for Policing and Crime):  Do you mean our 20% 

youth reoffending target? 

 

Joanne McCartney AM (Chair):  Yes. 

 

Helen Bailey (Chief Operating Officer, Mayor’s Office for Policing and Crime):  Yes, we did and I think 

we are actually in horrible danger of achieving it.  Our target was quite specific.  We had the three 20s around 

the police and the three 20s around the criminal justice system.  It was a very specific 20% reduction in youth 

reoffending. 

 

It cuts across but it is also slightly separate from it because actually what we were counting were young people 

coming out of the young people’s secure estate, which is, as we have already said, part of the Youth Justice 

Board issue.  We are down to only about 300 young people incarcerated in the youth estate and we are 

achieving very high levels of non-reoffending amongst them.  We are achieving that target.  However, in our 

focus on this, we are looking more widely at reoffending across the piece. 

 

Joanne McCartney AM (Chair):  OK.  Thank you.   

 

John Biggs AM:  I will try to be helpful, as always.  We all know that any new venture carries risks with it and 

we also know that governments like piloting things and then instantly turning them into national programmes 

before they have really tested the pilots.  I would like reassurance that this is not the case on this occasion. 

 

My other question is about the finance of this.  I happen to have one or two friends who used to be in the 

Probation Service because they took redundancy.  I think there has been some cut in the workforce numbers 

and the overall budgets.  I might be wrong on that.  Maybe they were just bluffing me.  However, can you give 

us some reassurance about the capacity of the Probation Service?  I know we have covered this ground in 

general terms, but in terms of numbers and finance I am interested to know.  If we look at, say, the Work 

Programme, a lot of us think that it may be an interesting idea but it has not spectacularly succeeded. 

 

Joanne McCartney AM (Chair):  Sara, do you want to start? 

 

Sara Robinson (Deputy Director, National Probation Service – London):  Just from this year, we cannot 

comment on the overall cost of the process, but certainly from the trust’s budget that we previously 

encountered, there was no cut this year and the budget was split at the point of transfer between the CRC and 

the NPS.  Clearly, there are other adjustments that will be made going into 2015.  At this moment in time, the 

budget is set on what the allocated fund was based on this year. 

 

John Biggs AM:  Quite a lot of people went out the door before you reached that stage. 

 

Sara Robinson (Deputy Director, National Probation Service – London):  That is not what was actually 

required, not in the NPS’s point of view. 

 

John Biggs AM:  OK. 

 

Nick Smart (Chief Executive Officer, London Community Rehabilitation Company):  You might be 

referring there to previous redundancy situations in probation trusts.  Certainly, as a former chief executive of a 

probation trust - and I cannot comment on London because I was not here - we were managing on reducing 

budgets year-on-year in probation trusts in any event. 

 



 

 

In relation to the present situation in the community rehabilitation company with redundancies, there is a 

voluntary redundancy scheme in relation to these changes for staff, though it applies primarily to staff in the 

community rehabilitation company who may be at risk.  They are by and large - I do not like the term but I 

cannot think of a better one at the moment - back office staff.  We have not accepted any bids for voluntary 

redundancy from any operational staff.  There will be some voluntary redundancies for back office staff 

because we are now as a CRC a considerably smaller organisation than the London Probation Trust was, and we 

do not need that size of corporate centre. 

 

Lucy Bogue (Deputy Director, Rehabilitation Services, National Offender Management Service):  

Shall I just pick up on whether the Government piloted sufficiently?  Peterborough was piloted for five years, 

which is quite a considerable period of time.  The extensive consultation that we did really brought in a wealth 

of knowledge.  We went out and consulted with people who had been delivering PBR other than our own.  Not 

only did we consult as we designed the pay mechanism, but we then put that designed pay mechanism back 

out, and went through exactly the same round of consultation again and collaborated on it as required and 

recommended by our key stakeholders.  Then, during our dialogue with providers, we have gone around that 

loop again.  I am fairly satisfied that the Government has done everything it can to get a payment mechanism 

that actually drives the right behaviours to reduce reoffending. 

 

John Biggs AM:  You would say there is no substantive risk that any of the private contractors will want to 

hand back the keys at any stage? 

 

Lucy Bogue (Deputy Director, Rehabilitation Services, National Offender Management Service):  Are 

you saying that generally or just around the payment mechanism? 

 

John Biggs AM:  Will they be able to make it work for the sort of sums you are anticipating them tendering? 

 

Lucy Bogue (Deputy Director, Rehabilitation Services, National Offender Management Service):  All 

of this has come through the competition.  All of their financials have been heavily scrutinised.  I do not know 

who has won and I do not know the detail of all of their financials.  However, I am ever hopeful that that 

evaluation process is robust enough that, if we award, we would be satisfied that they will not hand back the 

keys. 

 

John Biggs AM:  There is a risk you may not award, then? 

 

Lucy Bogue (Deputy Director, Rehabilitation Services, National Offender Management Service):  

There is always a risk.  I have to tell you that we had 80 bids that came in nationally.  The competition for 

London is strong.  I have not had any indication that we would not award.  In fact, quite the reverse, the 

department is expecting to award. 

 

John Biggs AM:  Thank you very much, Chair. 

 

Roger Evans AM:  This is quite a complicated model.  I just wondered, Nick and Sara, which of you is 

responsible for explaining this to your partners in London. 

 

Nick Smart (Chief Executive Officer, London Community Rehabilitation Company):  If I go first, 

though I am sure Sara would want to say the same, we both are and we have been concerned with doing that 

from day one.  Indeed, before this started, the London Probation Trust put quite a lot of effort into trying to 

engage with key stakeholders in setting the scene for what was about to happen.  I have made it an absolute 

priority in the CRC from day one, for my local leaders to be out there in boroughs talking about and explaining 



 

 

this and for me to do that at a strategic level with all key partners.  We have also held joint stakeholder events 

at our head office. 

 

Yes, you are absolutely right.  It is very important that we do that because it is a big change, probably the 

biggest change there has been to probation in its 100 year history.  It is very important how we explain how it 

is going to work and give people the confidence that the systems are joined up.  We are very concerned, both 

of us, to do that. 

 

Sara Robinson (Deputy Director, National Probation Service – London):  It is on an ongoing basis.  

Clearly, we are in a position where we have just undertaken a transition but we are not at the end state.  Until 

we know what the new provider is going to provide in this model, we will have to continue that communication 

with our local partnerships and through the regional partnerships as well.  We have also engaged with the 

sentences because obviously we work very closely with the courts and through the chief executives’ meeting.  

We have a whole range of activities to try to keep the communication up and running and to share information 

as and when we receive it. 

 

Roger Evans AM:  I have been on the receiving end of some of this in east London.  It has provoked quite an 

interesting debate, actually, amongst partners about what they expect from the Probation Service in the 

future.  Have you identified during this any new opportunities for partnership working? 

 

Nick Smart (Chief Executive Officer, London Community Rehabilitation Company):  I have mentioned 

one already, which is around the work we do with women offenders.  Having them now as a very significant 

cohort within our organisation, we have a real opportunity to build on some of the great work that the London 

Probation Trust had already started.  It is a model where all the evidence seems to demonstrate that women 

offenders offend by and large for different reasons to men, who are the majority of offenders., They therefore 

need a different response that, crucially, binds in other services in the sort of partnership model we have been 

talking about earlier, such as sites where those offenders can access a whole range of services, some of which 

may be specific to their offending and the reduction of it, while others may link to other needs that they have 

in their lives.  That is one area where I would be very optimistic. 

 

Another one which Craig [Mackey] has already referred to is around integrated offender management, where 

we really do have an opportunity with the under-12-months on board to target these very persistent, high-

nuisance-value cases who cause torment for their local communities.  They may not be particularly dangerous, 

as Helen [Bailey] has said, but they really have an adverse effect on their communities.  Because those now for 

the first time are coming under supervision, we really do have an opportunity to work together with our 

partners to look at them in the round, and ask what we as a group of agencies can put in place to disrupt that 

and enable them to make the journey from offender to citizen. 

 

Roger Evans AM:  The Deputy Commissioner is nodding there. 

 

Craig Mackey (Deputy Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  Absolutely.  There are some real 

opportunities with this as well.  Your question is entirely the right one: where can we collectively--  Where we 

should be pushed collectively is where we are going to make some opportunities with this and that is a really 

good example. 

 

Roger Evans AM:  It sounds like you are quite optimistic about the MPS’s relationship with the CRC. 

 

Craig Mackey (Deputy Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  Absolutely.  As I said, colleagues 

have been absolutely open at a strategic level - and I know it is being repeated at a borough level - in terms of 



 

 

all steps of the transition, “This is what we are doing.  This is what we can tell you”.  It is a standing agenda 

item.  We do not meet without discussing the Transforming Rehabilitation programme.  “Where are we?  What 

are the next key dates?”  From that point of view, I applaud colleagues for the openness they have shown 

throughout this. 

 

Roger Evans AM:  That is very positive.  Do you see a danger in this process that, as in all processes of 

change, you might lose some of the good work that has been done before, because of changes in personnel or 

changes in procedure? 

 

Craig Mackey (Deputy Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  That is always a risk with any 

change but, in fairness to colleagues at this end of the table, none of the organisations around the table are 

standing still, either.  Everyone is going through their own form of transfer. 

 

That is why it is important that while these things take a while to understand conceptually at this level, it is 

really one of those true cases where the devil is in the detail.  It is about making sure that we do keep those 

links and that the involvement of that person from the London Probation Trust who used to go to that 

meeting and that course of information coming through is absolutely right.  Some of those things I talked 

about earlier - like the ability to share information and the ability to move - will be where we will really have to 

metaphorically roll up our sleeves and do the detail collectively. 

 

Roger Evans AM:  Is MOPAC scrutinising this process in detail? 

 

Helen Bailey (Chief Operating Officer, Mayor’s Office for Policing and Crime):  MOPAC is heavily 

involved in this process in the way that I described.  Coming back to your previous question, we perceive there 

to be another area for potential partnership working, which is around young people at the point of transition.  

It has always been a problem.  If you are an offender when you are 16 or 17 and you go into custody and you 

come out after the age of 18, the level of support you get on coming out will be very different than if you 

came out when you were under 18.  That has always been an issue for us.  With the new focus on people 

coming out of prison and getting the service regardless of how long they have served as adults, there is an 

opportunity for us to do something different for them. 

 

You started, Roger, by asking us about whether partners understood this.  We have seen our role as making 

sure that everybody in London understands what is going on. That there is a table for them to come to and 

express both their optimism and their concerns and for us collectively, in the way that Craig [Mackey] has 

described, honestly to be able to work through those.  You cannot entirely predict the future but, equally, I 

would agree with Craig.  We are all in a state of transition in every bit of these services. 

 

The question that I think you are asking us is whether we have done all that we can in the complex world that 

we work in in London, to make sure that this derives as much benefit to London as it possibly can.  We have 

certainly done our damnedest collectively. 

 

Roger Evans AM:  Thank you for that reassurance.  There are some interesting initiatives there, Chair, that we 

might want to come back and look at in, say, a year’s time to see whether they have progressed beyond 

suggestions. 

 

Joanne McCartney AM (Chair):  From my local community safety partnerships I know there is a great 

concern not only about continuity but about the intelligence that is going to come out, particularly around 

integrated offender management.  I know there have been concerns about the MPS’s intelligence not being 

good enough since it has been centralised, and I understand that the Probation Service is thinking about 



 

 

centralising its intelligence.  It is just a plea to make sure that a good quality product goes to those local 

partnerships because they are vital.   

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Deputy Chair):  I just wanted to pick up finally the issue around the through-

the-prison-gate resettlement service, which does sound really quite an exciting innovation in all of this. 

 

First of all, can I clarify?  You are going to have a number of resettlement prisons.  How many resettlement 

prisons are there going to be in London? 

 

Lucy Bogue (Deputy Director, Rehabilitation Services, National Offender Management Service):  All 

of the London prisons are resettlement prisons.  We will also have a few resettlement prisons that are on the 

borders of London such as High Down and Downview.  Our commitment is to make sure that we have around 

80% of London prisoners based in those resettlement prisons and that they come out directly into the London 

area.  Within the last 12 weeks of their sentence, they need to be in a London resettlement prison.  In fact, the 

target that we have reached to date is 76%.  We have a little bit more to go.  I will be honest.  Our biggest 

challenge will be in that population.  However, we are absolutely aiming to achieve that target of 80%. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Deputy Chair):  What work are you doing with the Prison Service to ensure 

that that really is successful? 

 

Lucy Bogue (Deputy Director, Rehabilitation Services, National Offender Management Service):  I 

can talk about it nationally or do you want me to talk about it locally?  I am going to start nationally with 

where we are working with them. 

 

We are working with all the prison governors to make sure they put in those practical arrangements so that the 

new provider or community rehabilitation company can actually work inside those prisons and can start doing 

that risk assessment and case management to make sure every offender has the right service as they come out 

of the gate.  Those are the high-level bits of work we are doing. 

 

I would expect that Nick [Smart] is also dealing on a more local level with prison governors to make sure that 

actually, that access can take place on a practical working level. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Deputy Chair):  Nick, do you want to add anything? 

 

Nick Smart (Chief Executive Officer, London Community Rehabilitation Company):  Yes.  I have begun 

discussions with both the Regional Manager for London and the south and with individual governors about 

making this work.  Also, discussions with Sara [Robinson] in the last few days, really, are now just about at the 

right stage to put together a project group to do some more detailed planning on how we make this work once 

the new provider is known. 

 

Clearly, the detail of that we cannot and should not put a lot of energy into designing while we are in the 

public sector, because this is one of the key elements of some of the bids that will be going in and we could 

waste a lot of time designing something at the moment for the new provider to then come along and say, 

“Actually, no, we do not want to do it that way”.  What we are doing is some prudent planning in terms of 

looking at what we think that cohort looks like, how many we think there might be, what sort of needs we 

think they might have, what sort of broad shape of provision we need to have in place and whether we have 

our working relationships right with those resettlement prisons so we can get that moving very quickly once 

the contract is in place. 

 



 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Deputy Chair):  The through-the-gate process, where you are going to have 

continuous support into the community, is so important.  We found that when we went out to the young 

offenders at Feltham and looked at the programme the Mayor supported there.  It is actually the out-of-prison 

or out-of-unit support that is so crucial.  Do you think you have enough resources for that and are you waiting 

on how you are going to develop that, for the provider to be announced?  The provider may have its own ideas 

as well. 

 

Nick Smart (Chief Executive Officer, London Community Rehabilitation Company):  Yes.  As I say, we 

do need to wait to do the detail, but we are resourced on the basis that we will be doing that work.  The 

discussions that we have begun with colleagues in prisons are encouraging in terms of having the systems in 

place to get the right access.  As Lucy [Bogue] says, it looks as if there is good progress already being made on 

getting the population in the right place to enable us to do that, because that really is critical. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM (Deputy Chair):  We are going to be interested to see how that works because 

it is crucial if you are going to stop the cycle of reoffending.  Thank you. 

 

Joanne McCartney AM (Chair):  We have come to the end of our questions for you.  Can I just thank you 

very much for coming?  We are going to pick this up in the New Year when we know who the new provider is 

and we would welcome you back at some stage.  We are also going to do a piece of work on youth 

rehabilitation and reoffending in the New Year and no doubt we will be talking to a few of you on that.  It will 

be quite a useful piece of work that we could do.  Can I just take the opportunity to thank you very much? 

 

We are now going to have a switch around of guests but, Craig [Mackey], you are remaining with us and we 

are going to be inviting the Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime back in.  Thank you. 


