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London Crime Reduction Board 

 

Minutes of Meeting 

Tuesday 9 June 2015, 12pm Mayor’s Office, City Hall, GLA 

 

Present 

Board and advisors 

Mayor Boris Johnson   Chair 

Stephen Greenhalgh   DMPC, MOPAC 

Helen Bailey     COO, MOPAC 

Rebecca Lawrence    Director, MOPAC 

Deputy Commissioner Craig Mackey Metropolitan Police Service (MPS) 

Nick Smart     CEO, CRC London 

John O’Brien     CEO, London Councils 

Mayor Jules Pipe     London Councils 

Cllr Lib Peck      LB Lambeth 

Cllr Richard Cornelius   LB Barnet 

Paul Martin      CEO LB Wandsworth 

Anthony Rogers     Crown Prosecution Service  

Ian Poree     Ministry of Justice 

Sara Robinson    Probation 

 

Officers 

Dan Hales     MOPAC 

Doug Flight      London Councils 

Tony Hawker    MOPAC 

Robin Merrett    MOPAC 

 

ITEM 1. Welcome and Introductions 

The Chair, Mayor Johnson welcomed the Board members and opened the 
meeting. 

   

ITEM 2. Minutes Of Last Meeting/Actions (15 September) 

The minutes were agreed as a true and accurate record of the meeting.  There 
were no outstanding actions. 
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ITEM 3. Public Sector Reform 

 

1. Following the March 2015 LCRB meeting, where a joint approach to the 
incoming government on public service reform was initiated, partners have a 
good understanding of the new landscape.  Two pieces of legislation have 
been announced: the Policing and Criminal Justice Bill and the Cities 
Devolution bill and the Board considered what this means for partners with 
regards to emergency services collaboration and criminal justice devolution.  
Discussions have been ongoing since December 2014 to create a platform for 
the forthcoming spending review and to demonstrate the ability of London to 
shape public services.  

 

2. The next step is to engage with officials in government to outline what a 
broad offer might look like.  The Mayor will be meeting borough leaders at the 
Congress on 14 July which will cover all service themes.  This is an opportunity 
to develop a framework for a joint approach to the spending review.  With 
regard to devolution – London is not explicitly included in the devolution bill – 
it is important that London is not left behind.  MOPAC and London Councils 
are leading on the work of talking to officials.  The Mayor has already had 
initial meetings with The Home Secretary and will be meeting with the 
Minister for Justice. 

 

3. The Board discussed emergency services and the criminal justice system and 
how an efficient integrated service could be delivered for less money.  A 
number of propositions including increasing links between the police and fire 
services have been put forward and what is already in the GLA’s power may be 
considered.  

 
4. There was a further discussion on the ways in which the criminal justice 

system in London could be improved by devolution.  This could see the 
removal of a misalignment of both budgets and priorities.  Currently there are 
funding silos promoting different objectives in the same areas causing 
resources to be lost or used ineffectively.  A join up of the resources, similar 
to the way that the troubled families programme functions, could be 
effective.  In the management of an individual offender, Probation, DWP, 
Housing, drugs intervention agencies, the police will all sometimes be 
required.  If these elements are brought together locally a more granular 
knowledge of the offender group can be shared.   
 

5. London generates a number of offenders and the issue is how to get the 
offenders ‘stock’ moving by using new and innovative partnerships.  The key 
to cost benefits would be to have less people in the expensive parts of the 
system.  Supporting youth justice with money from the MoJ and the 
boroughs has already proved successful in reducing the reoffending of young 
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people in the secure estate.  The same can be done in other sectors.  The 
biggest savings would be made by lowering the offender ‘stock’.  Although 
there may be a need for some pump priming to launch this work any potential 
shrinking of the prison population would bring large financial benefits.  
However, offenders that continue to represent a significant danger would 
remain in custody. 

 

6. After five years of cost reductions partners can lay out what lessons have 
been learnt already. The individual rather than the institutions needs to be at 
the heart of the work.  The CJ connection with employment is more effective 
at a local level, particularly with hard to reach individuals. If government is 
interested in devolution, as it seems, then partners in London working on this 
problem group could manage them differently but not less intensively.  What 
the boroughs are already doing should be acknowledged.  With regard to 
gripping the offender it was noted that the judiciary needs to remain outside 
of some of the information sharing. 

 

7. The Board requested that a concise paper should be produced – consisting of 
about three slides – articulating the ideas and what partners are proposing.  
This should set out the principles, the costs of processing justice, what 
programmes touch all of the offenders and what kind of system would grips 
the worst offenders.  This should be produced by next week.   

 

Action 1:  MOPAC to produce a short (3 slide) document spelling 
out what the LCRB advocates in reform to the Pan London 
emergency response and the devolution of the criminal justice 
system in London  

 

ITEM 4 – LCRB Priorities for the year ahead. 

 

8. The item was presented by the Deputy Commissioner who described the 
evolving landscape, outlined the successes of the past year and listed some 
of the newer and increasing forms of offending such as cyber-crime and child 
sexual exploitation.  The ongoing impacts of domestic violence – the effect 
that this has on whole families and the number of services called upon for 
support.  Partners continue to horizon scan to identify the emerging areas of 
work. 

 

9. The Board was asked to consider and agreed to the proposal to maintain 
monitoring of current ongoing priorities through the DMG.  ASB - which has 
already seen huge progress, Gangs, Adult reoffending and Victims work are 
managed by existing groups and structures and DMG is currently providing a 
more strategic lead.  It was stressed that this doesn’t mean that the 
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involvement would not be stepped up by the Board and Group if deemed 
necessary through, for example, increases in offending.   

 

10. The proposed new areas of increased focus were: reoffending, focusing on 
people and place, female offending, transitions, domestic violence and 
safeguarding issues such as vulnerability, VAWG, Prevent and general youth 
prevention.  It was noted that the courts are currently seeing increases in DV 
and DA.  CCTV is an ongoing sub-piece of work.  The Board agreed to this 
approach.   

 

11. The question of knife crime was raised as an adjunct to the discussion.  Also 
noted was the increased use of hunting style knives and their availability over 
the internet.  The MPS is continuing to push hard on knives so this is not 
something that has gone unnoticed.  The LCRB agreed to send a letter to 
urge online providers to stop selling this kind of merchandise. 

 

Action 2:  LCRB agreed to the proposal to monitor current priorities 
(ASB, Gangs, Adult reoffending and Victims) and bring increased  
focus to new areas: reoffending, focusing on people and place, 
female offending, transitions, domestic violence and safeguarding 
issues such as vulnerability, VAWG, Prevent and general youth 
prevention.  

Action 3:  LCRB to write a letter urging on-line stores to discontinue 
selling hunting knives over the Internet.  MOPAC to lead.   

 

ITEM 5 Any other business 

 

12. There was no other business. 

 

 
Date of next LCRB meeting: 15 September 2015.  12:00pm at City Hall 
 


