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Summary 

Crime blights people’s lives, with victims and witnesses suffering financial and emotional 
loss. The fear of crime also makes people feel unsafe, particularly after dark. Overall trends 
in crime are falling with an estimated 11.7 million crimes committed according to the 
British Crime Survey for 2003–04, representing a reduction of 7% on 2001–02 data, and a 
39% reduction since 1995. Over 5.9 million crimes were recorded by the police in England 
and Wales in 2003–04, equivalent to 113 crimes per 1000 people. 78% of recorded crime 
was property related (burglary, theft from a vehicle, etc) and 19% was violent crime 
(including murder, assault and robbery). The remaining 3% related to drug offences, 
public order offences, etc. 

The Home Office aims to reduce crime by supporting Police Basic Command Units, as 
well as the 354 Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnerships in England and 22 
Community Safety Partnerships in Wales (Figure 1). The department has provided grants 
of £926.8 million since 1999 to fund crime reduction initiatives. The projects include 
initiatives which focus on potential and known offenders, specific locations and the victims 
of crime.  

Figure 1: The main organisations that typically work with Crime and Disorder Reduction 
Partnerships and Basic Command Units 
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Crime and disorder reduction initiatives have contributed to the reductions in crime 
measured by the British Crime Survey, although it is not clear how much of a difference 
they have made. The Home Office has not systematically evaluated whether projects have 
demonstrated a measurable reduction in crime. Some projects have not been sufficiently 
targeted to achieve a quantifiable reduction in crime, and others have been too small to 
make any material difference. Generally there is scope for local projects to capitalise on best 
practice already established elsewhere rather than starting every initiative from scratch. 
Some projects have, however, been used by the Home Office to develop national strategies 

s  Other organisations, Her Majesty
,
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to tackle specific types of offenders. The Prolific and other Priority Offenders Strategy 
draws, for example, on a local initiative developed in Blackpool. 

Partnerships could make a greater contribution if less of their resources were tied up with 
administration. The Home Office should reduce the number of Partnerships, simplify the 
funding stream and encourage more effective working between partnerships and others 
involved in tackling crime. 

On the basis of a Report by the Comptroller and Auditor General,1 the Committee took 
evidence from the Home Office on the effectiveness of Crime and Disorder Partnerships 
and the programme’s administration. 

 

 
1 C&AG’s Report, Reducing Crime: The Home Office working with Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnerships (HC 16, 

Session 2004–05) 
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Conclusions and recommendations 

1. By establishing 376 Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnerships, the Home 
Office has enabled locally based groups to find innovative solutions to local 
problems. To avoid unnecessary duplication of effort and to deliver more effective 
solutions overall, the Home Office should now review whether the number of 
partnerships is excessive, and whether resources would be used more effectively if 
there were fewer partnerships covering larger areas. This approach might also better 
address crime displacement risks.  

2. Nearly £1 billion has been spent through Crime and Disorder Reduction 
Partnerships over the past five years, but fewer than half of the Partnerships 
consider that their work has contributed to a measurable reduction in crime. The 
Home Office should develop a framework to assist Partnerships in designing projects 
which will have a visible impact in reducing crime. Such projects are likely to be 
underpinned by rigorous analysis; to be targeted to achieve a demonstrable reduction 
in crime; to be a rational solution to the crime problem; and to be of sufficient scale 
to tackle the problem. 

3. Local crime reduction targets are not clearly aligned with national crime 
reduction targets, and the link between national and local targets is not therefore 
transparent. When setting future targets, the Home Office should establish clear 
links between targets needed to tackle local patterns of crime and the national 
targets. 

4. Many projects have been directed at perpetrators of crimes rather than at helping 
potential victims to protect themselves. At Bexley in Kent the “Bobby Van” 
initiative, which addressed the risk of repeat burglaries by helping to improve house 
security, has contributed to a 50% decrease in burglary between 1998 and 2004. The 
Home Office should encourage broader adoption of initiatives aimed at reducing 
risks for potential victims, particularly as there is a close link between areas of high 
deprivation and high crime. 

5. The innovation and flexibility encouraged through the Partnerships has helped to 
inform some programmes now being run nationally, such as that aimed at 
prolific offenders. The Home Office should support successful local initiatives by 
promoting such schemes to other Partnerships and encouraging wider sharing and 
take up. In reviewing Partnerships’ strategies, Home Office Regional Directors 
should question Partnerships about the extent to which they are adopting successful 
projects from elsewhere which are relevant to the crime problems outlined in their 
strategies.  

6. Evaluation of outcomes delivered by Partnerships has been limited as the Home 
Office only introduced a self-assessment framework in 2003, some four years 
after the Partnerships commenced. Effective self assessment depends on reliable 
data on the outcomes of projects run by each Partnership. The Home Office should 
develop a simple evaluation methodology to be adopted for all larger projects and 
funding applications for larger schemes should demonstrate how the methodology 
will be used. 
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7. There is evidence that the Home Office has placed more emphasis on 
Partnerships spending money allocated to them quickly and before the financial 
year end rather than on the value for money to be obtained from funds. The 
Home Office should make use of existing flexibility for funding non-government 
organisations by granting funding for more than one year where a project has been 
clearly defined.  

8. The Home Office created a considerable administrative burden for Partnerships 
by introducing some fourteen different crime reduction initiatives over the last 
six years, each with its own grant fund, application and monitoring procedures. 
The Home Office has now taken action to streamline the number of schemes.  

9. Lessons learned in reducing bureaucracy for Partnerships could also be applied to 
the police. There is a need to ensure that valuable police time is not taken up 
unnecessarily with paperwork and bureaucracy. Although the Home Office already 
review each year their requirements for police data, the simpler funding 
arrangements for Partnerships could provide a model for further reducing the 
administrative burden on the police.  

10. The Home Office has failed to notify Partnerships of their funding allocations on 
a timely basis, making it difficult for Partnerships to start projects promptly. 
Funding allocations for 2004–05, for example, were only notified to Partnerships in 
March 2004. In its timetable for allocating departmental resources, the Home Office 
should give greater recognition to Partnerships’ need for greater certainty of funding, 
if projects are to be a success.  

11. The Home Office should explore the scope for sharing successful initiatives from 
elsewhere. One option would be to adopt the zero tolerance of low level crime and 
disorder used in New York, which helped to underline that crime is unacceptable 
and contributed to the reductions in crime in the city. 
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1 Improving the effectiveness of Crime & 
Disorder Reduction Partnerships 
1. The British Crime Survey for 2003–04 estimates there were over 11 million crimes in 
England and Wales. The Home Office considers that despite some limitations, the British 
Crime Survey provides the most accurate picture of crime as it affects individuals and 
households. The survey is based on the responses of 40,000 people, is continuously carried 
out and reported on quarterly.2  

2. The Home Office believed that recent changes in the way crime incidents are counted by 
the police should bring police recorded crime and British Crime Survey figures closer 
together (Figure 2). Victims may still be reluctant to report a crime to the Police, but the 
new National Standard for Recording Crime, introduced in 2002, requires the police to 
record a crime if a victim notifies them of an incident, unless there is evidence to the 
contrary. Previously crimes were only recorded when there was clear evidence that they 
had occurred.3  

Figure 2: Crime trends according to police records and from the British Crime survey 
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Notes: 
 
1. The British Crime Survey was undertaken in 1991, 1995, 1997, 1999, 2001–02, 2002–03 and 2003–

04. 
2. The Home Office counting rules changed in 1998. The figures for 1998–99 show the results under 

the earlier rules and under the new rules. Figures for subsequent years are based on figures 
compiled under the new rules. 

3. The Home Office counting rules changed in 2002. The figures for 2002–03 show the results under 
the earlier rules and the higher figures under the new rules. 

 
Source: NAO analysis of Home Office data 
 

 

 
2 Qq 46–47, 70 

3 Qq 15–19; 68 
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3. The Home Office confirmed that deprivation and crime were strongly correlated. 
Reductions in property crime were linked to increases in economic growth. There was, 
however, some evidence to suggest violent crime tended to increase with economic growth 
and was linked to sales of alcohol. About 50% of violent crime might be fuelled by alcohol, 
and the Home Office had put in place an Alcohol Misuse Enforcement Campaign.4 

4. The British Crime Survey has recorded overall reductions in crime over the past ten 
years, with burglary and vehicle crime falling more than others. The Home Office 
considered that this outcome had been partly due to improved security and a better 
awareness of how to deter such crime, and partly through focusing effort on known 
problems and implementing solutions of proven effectiveness. Measures developed early in 
the crime reduction programme to make a location more secure (such as better lighting, 
and the use of CCTV) had contributed to the reductions in car crime. A similar approach 
to sharing initiatives and solutions which work could be used to tackle other types of 
crime.5  

5. When the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 was passed, provision was made for each local 
authority area to establish a Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnership, bringing together 
the key partners and resources in that area. In all, 376 local Partnerships were established 
compared with, for example, 42 local Criminal Justice Boards and 155 Youth Offending 
Teams. Partnerships could work more closely together or even merge with neighbouring 
smaller Partnerships to improve their effectiveness. The Home Office said that the review 
announced in the Police Reform White Paper would look at this issue.6  

6. Over the last five years, the Home Office has provided £926.8 million to fund locally 
based crime reduction projects. The effectiveness of projects had varied depending on the 
size of the scheme and the Partnership. Partnerships considered that only 48% of their 
projects had contributed to a measurable reduction in crime. Acknowledging the potential 
for closer collaboration between Partnerships to share resources and work together more 
effectively, the Home Office and the Government Offices were trying to break down 
Partnerships' natural disinclination to share good practice and work together more.7  

7. Four partnerships in Dorset, for example, were now collaborating to share staff and 
resources to improve effectiveness. Projects had also contributed to the development of 
national policy. The women's safety unit project in Cardiff had informed the national 
domestic violence strategy for example, and a drug misuse programme in Hackney had 
influenced the national drugs intervention programme. The Tower Project in Blackpool 
had been important in developing the national scheme to combat prolific offenders. The 
Home Office estimated some 5,000 people were responsible for 8–9% of all crime. Crime 
and Disorder Reduction Partnerships across the country were now focussing in a joined up 
way on those 5,000.8 

 
 

4 Qq 59, 61–62, 72–73 

5 Q 38 

6 Qq 1–2  

7 Q 8 

8 Qq 5–7, 22, 25, 32 
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8. Opportunities may also exist for closer working and collaboration to share best practice 
with other government bodies, including the Scottish Executive. The two major police 
organisations, the Association of Chief Police Officers and the Association of Chief Police 
Officers in Scotland already had contact arrangements. The Home Office intended to 
explore whether there was scope for more collaboration with the Scottish Executive to 
share initiatives which worked.9  

9. More action could be taken to roll out nationally successful projects which focus on the 
victim rather than the offender. The Bexley Partnerships' "Bobby Van" initiative addressed 
the risk of repeated burglaries by helping to improve house security. The initiative 
contributed to a 50% fall in burglaries.10 When the Crime Reduction Programme was 
initially set up, Partnership schemes focussed largely on delivering diverse and flexible local 
solutions. Less attention was given to providing value for money. As the Programme had 
evolved, however, there had been a gradual shift in the nature of projects supported by the 
Home Office towards implementing tried and tested solutions and best practice. To 
promote such an approach the Home Office had instituted a publication, Crime Reduction 
News, a website, and set up a crime reduction centre to organise events such as seminars.11  

10. Better targeting of schemes and better monitoring of outcomes is likely to increase 
effectiveness. Partnerships needed a clear understanding of the problem the project was 
designed to address if they were to develop a logical solution. Setting specific, measurable, 
achievable, realistic and time-bound targets for delivering a reduction in crime for each 
project, and establishing reliable outcome data, would demonstrate the impact projects 
made on reducing crime and disorder. 

 
9 Q 63 

10 Qq 51–57, 91; C&AG’s Report, para 2.7 

11 Q 3 
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2 Improving the administration of the 
programme  
11. An appropriate balance is needed between meeting local needs and achieving 
reductions in overall crime trends. Local crime reduction targets are not clearly aligned 
with national crime reduction targets, and the link between national and local targets is not 
always apparent. In Ashfield in north-east Derbyshire, for example, the local Crime and 
Disorder Reduction Partnerships had improved street lighting and outdoor play areas for 
young people without any significant impact on crime levels. The Home Office considered, 
however, that there was general evidence that improved street lighting reduced crime and 
that play facilities could reduce anti social behaviour.12 

12. Not all projects are evaluated to assess their effectiveness in reducing crime. 
Partnerships had existed since 1999, but it was only in 2003 that the Home Office 
introduced a self assessment framework. Some schemes had been too small and localised to 
evaluate effectively, so their wider impact in reducing crime might also have been limited. 
The Home Office had embedded cost benefit analysis in its evaluations to support 
decisions on where resources were best spent.13 

13. The plethora of different central government grants available to Partnerships from the 
Home Office directly or indirectly (Figure 3) has increased the administrative burden on 
Partnerships. Between April 1999 and March 2004, the Home Office had introduced 14 
crime reduction grants, each with its own terms and conditions, and with different 
reporting requirements and audit certificates. It had now begun to amalgamate schemes, 
and from 2005–06 the Home Office planned to merge its funding for Partnerships with 
those of the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister into a single Safer and Stronger 
Communities Fund. The Home Office accepted that it should have done more to reduce 
the administrative costs of the programme and to spread good practice more effectively.14  

 
12 Q 30 

13 Q 79 

14 Q 21 
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Figure 3: Home Office grants for crime reduction schemes running from April 1999 to March 2004 

Grant Scheme and purpose Type of 
grant and 
start date 

Total grant to 
31 March 2004 
£ million 

Grant 
recipients 

Building Safer Communities – Main grant for 
crime reduction initiatives. In 2003–04, 
proportion of grant had to be spent on drug 
initiatives. 

Annual, 
April 2003  

72.2 Crime and 
Disorder 
Reduction 
Partnerships 

Basic Command Unit (BCU) funds – for 
initiatives fitting the overall Partnership strategy. 

Annual, 
April 2003  

50  Police BCUs 

Directors Funds – Available to Partnerships and 
other organisations for specific capacity building 
and other projects to address key priorities, 
including national targets. 

Annual, 
April 2003  

10 Home Office 
Regional 
Directors 

Criminal Justice Intervention Programme 
(CJIP) – Focused on 30 worst affected areas, 
provides support for drug-misusing offenders. 
Scheme widened from 2004–05. 

Annual, 
April 2003  

46.2 Drug Action 
Teams 

Anti Social Behaviour – To strengthen 
Partnerships' response to anti-social behaviour. 

One-off 
allocation, 
2003–04 

6.4 Crime and 
Disorder 
Reduction 
Partnerships 

Vehicle Crime – Local publicity on vehicle crime. One-off 
allocation, 
2003–04 

1.2 Home Office 
Regional 
Directors 

Communities Against Drugs – Initiatives 
tackling drug related crime and disorder, in 
conjunction with BCUs and Drug Action Teams. 

Annual, 2 
years, April 
2001 

220 Crime and 
Disorder 
Reduction 
Partnerships 

Partnership Development Fund – To help 
Partnerships develop and implement crime 
reduction strategies. 

Annual, 3 
years, April 
2000 

40.5 Home Office 
Regional 
Directors 

Street wardens – For new or expanded schemes 
to improve physical appearance of streets, deter 
anti-social behaviour and reduce crime. 

By bids, 3 
years, April 
2001 

25 Local 
authorities, 
housing 
associations, 
Police 

Small Retailers in Deprived Areas – Improving 
security in most deprived areas, for example by 
providing toughened glass, or better locks. 

Annual, 3 
years, April 
2000 

15 Crime and 
Disorder 
Reduction 
Partnerships 

Safe Communities Initiative Funds – To fund 
crime reduction initiatives and Partnerships 
capacity building. 

Annual, 1 
year, April 
2002 

20 Crime and 
Disorder 
Reduction 
Partnerships 

Secured Car Parks scheme (SCP) – awards SCP 
status to operators who meet a stringent set of 
security standards. Launched by the Association 
of Chief Police Officers (ACPO) in 1993. 

One-off 
allocation, 
2002–03 

0.3 British Parking 
Association and 
ACPO Crime 
Initiatives Ltd 
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CCTV Initiative (mostly within Crime Reduction 
Programme) – To set up 680 CCTV schemes (£153 
million funded through the Crime Reduction 
Programme – not included below). 

By bids, 2 
rounds, 
April 1999 

170 Crime and 
Disorder 
Reduction 
Partnerships 

Crime Reduction Programme – Initiatives 
include Reducing Burglary Initiative, Targeted 
Policing and Drug Arrest Referrals scheme. 

By bids, 3 
years, April 
1999 

250 Crime and 
Disorder 
Reduction 
Partnerships 

 
Source: National Audit Office 

14. Late notification of grant allocations by the Home Office to Partnerships has disrupted 
finalisation of Partnerships’ project plans and delayed the start of crime reduction schemes. 
The Home Office did not make its allocations to Partnerships for 2003–04 until February 
2003. As a result, by the end of the third quarter of 2003–04, Partnerships had spent £18.4 
million less from the Building Safer Communities Fund than the Home Office had 
expected. It acknowledged the need to speed up the allocation process for subsequent 
years.15  

15. Motivated by a desire to make sure that annual allocations were spent by the year end, 
Home Office regional crime reduction teams had encouraged Partnerships to implement 
projects quickly. Such a policy, based on end of year considerations had inevitably led to 
inefficiencies. The Home Office had allocated, for example, funding for a CCTV and 
automatic number plate recognition system to the Portsmouth Partnership in December 
2002. It had then required the Partnership to spend the funds by March 2003. The rushed 
procurement led to the acquisition of a system which was not fully operational until 
August 2003. By making use of existing government flexibility for funding non-
government organisations, the Home Office could have rolled forward funding for 
Partnerships from one year to the next, provided the programme money had not been 
spent and was still available for that project.16 

 
15 Q 74 

16 Qq 75, 77–78 
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Formal minutes 

Wednesday 6 April 2005 

Members present: 
 

Mr Edward Leigh, in the Chair 
 

Mr Richard Allan 
Mrs Angela Browning 

 Mr Ian Davidson 
Mr Alan Williams  

 

The Committee deliberated. 
 
Draft Report (Reducing crime: the Home Office working with Crime and Disorder 
Reduction Partnerships), proposed by the Chairman, brought up and read. 
 
Ordered, That the draft Report be read a second time, paragraph by paragraph. 
 
Paragraphs 1 to 15 read and agreed to. 
 
Conclusions and recommendations read, amended and agreed to. 
 
Summary read and agreed to. 
 
Resolved, That the Report be the Twenty-third Report of the Committee to the House. 
 
Ordered, That the Chairman do make the Report to the House. 
 
Ordered, That the provisions of Standing Order No. 134 (Select Committees (Reports)) 
be applied to the Report. 
 

[Adjourned. 



14   

 

Witnesses 

Monday 13 December 2004 Page 

Mr Leigh Lewis CB, and Professor Paul Wiles, Home Office Ev 1

List of written evidence 

Home Office Ev 15 

 



15 

 

List of Reports from the Committee of Public Accounts 
Session 2004–05 

First Report The management of sickness absence in the Prison 
Service 

HC 146 (Cm 6496) 

Second Report Tackling cancer in England: saving more lives HC 166 (Cm 6496) 

Third Report The BBC's investment in Freeview HC 237  

Fourth Report Improving the speed and quality of asylum decisions HC 238 (Cm 6496) 

Fifth Report Excess Votes 2003–04 HC 310 (N/A) 

Sixth Report Excess Votes (Northern Ireland) 2003–04 HC 311 (N/A) 

Seventh Report Foreign and Commonwealth Office: Visa entry to the 
United Kingdom: the entry clearance operation 

HC 312 

Eighth Report Ministry of Defence: Battlefield Helicopters HC 386 

Ninth Report The Drug Treatment and Testing Order: early lessons HC 403 

Tenth Report Welfare to work: tackling the barriers to the 
employment of older people 

HC 439 

Eleventh Report Improving public transport in England through light 
rail 

HC 440 

Twelfth Report Helping farm businesses in England HC 441 

Thirteenth Report Ofgem: The Social Action Plan and the Energy 
Efficiency Commitment 

HC 442 

Fourteenth Report Department for International Development: 
responding to HIV/AIDS 

HC 443 

Fifteenth Report Managing risks to improve public services HC 444 

Sixteenth Report Department of Health: improving emergency care in 
England 

HC 445 

Seventeenth Report London Underground Public Private Partnerships HC 446 

Eighteenth Report Financial management of the European Union HC 498 

Nineteenth Report The accounts of the Duchies of Cornwall and 
Lancaster 

HC 313 

Twentieth Report PFI: The STEPS deal HC 553 

Twenty-first Report The United Kingdom’s civil space activities HC 47 

Twenty-second Report Facing justice: Tackling defendants’ non-attendance 
at court 

HC 103 

Twenty-third Report Reducing crime: the Home Office working with 
Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnerships 

HC 147 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
The reference number of the Treasury Minute to each Report is printed in 

brackets after the HC printing number 





304024PAG1 Page Type [SO] 01-06-05 20:21:36 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Committee of Public Accounts: Evidence Ev 1

Oral evidence

Taken before the Committee of Public Accounts

on Monday 13 December 2004

Members present:

Mr Edward Leigh, in the Chair

Mr Richard Allan Jim Sheridan
Mr Brian Jenkins Mr Gerry Steinberg

Sir John Bourn KCB, Comptroller and Auditor General, National Audit OYce, further examined.
Ms Paula Diggle, Second Treasury OYcer of Accounts, HM Treasury, further examined.

REPORT BY THE COMPTROLLER AND AUDITOR GENERAL:

Reducing crime: the Home OYce working with Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnerships (HC 16)

Witnesses:Mr Leigh Lewis CB, Permanent Secretary for Crime, Policing, Counter Terrorism and Delivery,
and Professor Paul Wiles, Chief Scientific Adviser and Director of Research Development and Statistics,
the Home OYce, examined.

Q1 Chairman: Good afternoon. Welcome to the 42 local criminal justice boards, and they mirror the
Committee of Public Accounts, where today we are number of police forces other than in the City of
looking at the Comptroller and Auditor General’s London; and we have other groupings of BCU local
report: Reducing Crime: the Home OYce working authorities. This inherently is not entirely simple,
with Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnerships.We and that is why we do want to look at it from first
are very pleased to welcome back Mr Leigh Lewis, principles and ask ourselves what is the most
Permanent Secretary for Crime, Policing, Counter eVective structure now for trying to make sure that
Terrorism and Delivery– a big job you have there, on the one hand we have eVective local engagement,
MrLewis, andwe look forward to hearing from you; but on the other we do not have a proliferation of
and probably for the first time Professor Paul Wiles, too many bodies, some of which may be too small to
Chief Scientific Adviser and Director of Research be totally eVective.
Development and Statistics. Mr Lewis, would you
look at paragraphs 3.13 and 3.14.Mr Lewis, why are
there so many partnerships?

Q3 Chairman: Would you look at paragraph 2.10,Mr Lewis: Thank you for your welcome to us,
please, page 23? Mr Lewis, when are you going toChairman. Originally, when the Crime andDisorder
stop these partnerships trying to re-invent the wheelAct 1998 was passed it was thought important that
and just get them to adopt good practice?in eVect in every local authority area it was right to
Mr Lewis: I think that we have actually done a greatestablish a crime and disorder reduction partnership
deal to spread good practice and to try and ensurein order to bring to bear all the resources and all of
that we are not allowing everyone to re-invent thethe key partners in that area together, to take action
wheel. I just preface that remark by saying that into reduce crime. That has led to the present position,
every area the issues, the position and the problemswhere we have 376 CDRPs, 354 in England and 22
are always going to be diVerent, and we do want toCommunity Safety Partnerships in Wales. With the
ensure that there is flexibility to allow local solutionspassing of time, the question of whether that is the
to be tailored to local issues and problems.However,right number has become amore important one, and
we do a great deal to seek to spread good practice,as possibly you will know, in the recently published
and you may want me to go into more detail later onPolice Reform White Paper, the Government
in our hearing, but for example just in headline termsannounced that it is going to review that section of
we have a publication Crime Reduction News, whichtheCrime andDisorderAct, with a view to reporting
I would be happy to let members see copies of, whichto ministers at the end of January. One of the
is absolutely dedicated to spreading best practicequestions which that review will cover is whether

there is a case for reducing the number of CDRPs. around that community. We have a very successful
website which has exactly that aim, and we have our
crime reduction centre based in Easingwold, nearQ2 Chairman: So we have 376 in England and
York, which is part of the Home OYce, whichWales; we have 155 youth oVending teams; we have
organises the programme of structured seminars to42 criminal justice boards: how many should there
spread good practice. We are trying on the one handbe to increase their eVectiveness, do you think?
not to stifle innovation but on the other hand toMr Lewis: I do not know, and I do not pre-judge the
ensure that lessons are learned and good practice isoutcome of that review. As you say, we have a

number of diVerent groupings. As you say, we have spread.
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Ev 2 Committee of Public Accounts: Evidence

Home Office

Q4Chairman:The whole purport of my questions in Q8 Chairman:Why do partnerships not collaborate
this first few minutes of the hearing is that you more to share staV and resources?
should have fewer partnerships; they should have a Mr Lewis: Increasingly they do in some cases, for
simpler funding stream and they should adopt the example if you take that programme which I have
best practices that are already working. If you can just referred to: four of our partnerships in Dorset,
understand the nature of our conversation, you can which are small partnerships, are now collaborating
tailor answers in any way you wish. more. In a sense, we live in a country where the
Mr Lewis: Chairman, I very much understand the problems do diVer in some key respects from
thrust of your questions. It may be that as we location to location, and this is one area where I do
conduct this review, that is where we would want to not think the man from Whitehall always knows
go. However, I do not want to understate the value best. Second, you can inevitably have a kind of
that we have achieved from having that number of natural disinclination to share good practice and to
separate crime and disorder reduction partnerships, work with other partnerships. People can sometimes
nor the value that we have achieved by being willing be inclined to think that if it is not invented here then
to allow innovation and flexibility. in a sense it cannot really be a solution to our

problems. One of the things we are trying to do
Q5Chairman:Fair enough. If you look at paragraph through the methods I have described, and through
2.7 on page 20 you can see some pretty obvious our government oYces, which are key in this respect,
thoughts of what makes for a good project, but give is to try and break down any such barriers and try
us a flavour of what are the most successful projects. and ensure that good practice really is spread and
Mr Lewis: I will give you some examples of projects resources are pooled where that is appropriate.
that I think have been successful, because there have
been a number. There is the Tower Project in

Q9 Chairman: Would you please look at page 32,Blackpool, which is referred to specifically in the
paragraph 3.17? These partnerships came into beingreport, but there have been other similar projects
in 1999 and up to November 2003 they were notsuch as in Ashfield and north-east Derbyshire that
required to self-assess themselves, were they? Whyhave looked at the issue of prolific oVenders, that
does it take so long to get any sort of framework forsmall number of individuals in absolute terms, but
self-assessment?who commit very large numbers of crimes. That has
Mr Lewis: That is right. I think probably withbeen of absolutely pivotal importance in developing
hindsight we should have introduced what we nownational policy. In September of this year we
have, that is a self-assessment framework. As youlaunched the Prolific and Other Priority OVender

Programme nationwide, which is targeted on those quite rightly say, that was introduced in November
roughly 5,000 to 7,000 oVenders who, according to 2003. It would be wrong to say that before then
all our information at the Home OYce, are there had been no attempt to assess the quality of
responsible for a highly disproportionate amount of partnerships—that was very much the role of
crime. In rolling out that programme nationally the government oYces working with each individual
Tower Project was of fundamental importance in partnership. However, it is true to say that the self-
terms of learning. I can give you two other examples, assessment framework which we introduced in
because I do not want to take up too much time. November of last year, and which is based on best

practice, in terms of the quality assurance
Q6Chairman:You can always wheel them out in the framework, does now give us a very clear framework
course of the hearing to impress my colleagues! within which partnerships can assess whether or not
Mr Lewis: Just two more at this stage: there is they are doing well.
the women’s safety unit project in CardiV, a
support centre working with victims of domestic

Q10 Chairman: The last question I want to askviolence, which has undoubtedly informed the
you is on the way you allocate funding, and this iswhole national domestic violence strategy and
dealt with in paragraph 3.6 on page 28. TheseDomestic Violence Bill, and the Criminal Justice
partnerships started in 1999, as I said; they startedInterventions Programme in Hackney, which was
oV with 14 diVerent types of grant and thenall about supporting drug misusing oVenders, has
simplified down to three, and now they are simplifiedundoubtedly been one of the influences on our
down to one. Why has it taken five years for you tonational drugs intervention programme.
simplify the way that these partnerships are funded?
Mr Lewis:Because we have been learning as we haveQ7 Chairman: Are you confident that all your
gone along, and because in the very early days of thepartnerships have learned the lessons from these
Crime Reduction Programme, we did not know assuccessful projects?
much about crime and how to reduce it as we doMr Lewis: I think that would be a very bold claim,
now. It seemed then more logical to fund via aand it is not one which I would want to assert with
succession of individual funding schemes, eachthat degree of certainty. What I would say, for
tackling particular issues and problems. That hasexample, in relation to the first of those projects,
had some signal success. I am pleased that the NAOthe Prolific OVender Project, is that that is now
report does believe that this programme overall hasa nationwide programme: every single CDRP
contributed to the reduction in crime—and for mythroughout England and Wales is now running a

prolific oVender programme. own part I believe it has.
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Q11 Chairman: Do we have any idea? We have happened to them, are not mediated through the
propensity to report or record, undoubtedly gives us5.9 million crimes in 2003–04. What the public if

theywere attending this hearing, I think, wouldwant a more accurate trend for crime, as it aVects
households and individuals. I would stress thatto know about is how much practical diVerence all

this worthy work has made on the ground. because, obviously, not all crime is against
households and individuals, and adult members ofMr Lewis: I do not thinkwe can—and it is a question

I would love to be able to answer as well—know as the households, not children. There are limitations,
but nevertheless that does give us a better trend line,an absolute the degree to which this programme, as

opposed to lots of other things we have been doing, and that is the first thing. The second thing to
remember—and I am sure you are aware of this—ishas contributed to that reduction in crime. It is

almost inherently unknowable.What is clear—and I that there have been a couple of things that have
happened to police-recorded crime which haveshare the judgment of the National Audit OYce and

this report—is that this programme has contributed, changed the amount of crime that is recorded,
irrespective of howmuch crime is actually occurring.I would say significantly, to that reduction in crime.
The first is that we changed the counting rules quite
early in the time of this Government to mean thatQ12 Mr Steinberg: Mr Lewis, I expect a lot of my
relatively minor violence was now being recorded incolleagues will pick up these points, because a lot of
the annual publication of crime statistics, whereasthem hit you in the face, do they not? Before I start
before it had not been—and that is also true of somequestioning you on the report itself, is it right that
lesser criminal damage as well. Secondly—the total amount spent is almost £1 billion?

Mr Lewis: Yes, it is.
Q16 Mr Steinberg: I only have ten minutes, so can
you—Q13 Mr Steinberg: How many police on the beat
Professor Wiles: Of course, I will try and speed up.could you have for £1 billion?
Secondly, the Association of Chief Police OYcersMr Lewis: I am afraid I could not answer that
has put in a new national crime recording standard,question—
which means that the police overall are recording
more crime than it did in the past, especially minorQ14 Mr Steinberg: Of course you can! £1 billion—
violence and criminal damage. You have to take thishave you—
into account when you are looking at those twoMr Lewis: I am simply not able, I am afraid, to do
figures.the mental arithmetic in my head that quickly, so I

apologise to you for that, but I will let you have the
Q17 Mr Steinberg: I am sorry, but I am stillanswer. In a sense, your question is rather suggesting
confused.that these are either/ors, and I do not think they are.
Professor Wiles: Crime has been going down for aOf course, this Government believes that having
longer period at a steeper rate than in the memory ofmore police oYcers is extremely important.We have
anybody in this room.more police oYcers now in this country than—

Q18Mr Steinberg: So why are the police saying theyQ15 Mr Steinberg: This is not Prime Minister’s
are getting more and more crimes then?Question Time, Mr Lewis. I have heard all these
Professor Wiles:The police are not gettingmore andstatistics before—it is okay. I just want to know how
more crimes; they are recordingmore crimes that aremany police £1 billion would pay for on our streets,
being reported to them, and the public are reportingand I am really surprised you cannot tell me. If you
more crime than they used to in the past.could let us know, I would be very grateful. I am also

confused by the report as well because, again, like
Q19 Mr Steinberg: I am totally confused, as I say.Prime Minister’s Question Time, we get bombarded
The police say there are more crimes occurring.with statistics. According to this report, the British
Professor Wiles: The police are recording moreCrime Survey informed us that crime has fallen since
crime. Police-recorded crime shows an increase in1995 by 34%, yet the statistic given by the police is
some categories—and not all categories, by thethat for the same length of time, crime has risen.
way—burglary has gone down, even on police-What is the truth?
recorded crime, since 1997 by 20% and vehicle crimeMr Lewis: I can certainly make a stab at answering
has gone down 19% on police-recorded crime, sincethat question, but I wonder if Professor Wiles, who
1997. The categories of police-recorded crime haveis our expert in the department on this whole area,
gone up on the two I identified early on—violence,might like to take that question.
particularly minor violence, and criminal damage.Professor Wiles: The issue here is howmuch you are
The British Crime Survey shows that violence islooking at what has happened to overall crime. We
actually going down:more of it is being reported andhave to take account of how much crime the public
more of it is being recorded.reports to the police, how much of the crime

reported to the police is recorded by the police, and
whether both those things change over time. Unless Q20 Mr Steinberg: Right, let us move on. A lot of

money has been spent, as the Chairman mentionedwe understand that, then it is diYcult to understand
the relationship between those two numbers. The at the beginning, but a lot of money appeared to be

wasted on administration that could have been spentBritish Crime Survey, because it is based on what
individuals and households tell us directly has on the chalk face. He mentioned the sixth point on
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page 2. He used the same words that are in the report Q24Mr Steinberg:When she goes to buy a new coat,
she always tells me I am looking at the bottle halfitself, and I have picked those two words out as

well as he did. It says: “Partnerships have too often empty!
Mr Lewis: Perhaps I should not have started with‘re-invented the wheel’ by not using lessons learned

elsewhere.” Mr Lewis seemed to disagree with that this analogy, but Iwill continue. I think thatwhat we
have done here is to support a wide variety ofto a certain extent. However, I do not know how you

can disagree with that. You have had this report projects and initiatives, in the certain knowledge
that when you do that you cannot expect that theylonger than we have had it, and before this report

can be given to us you have to read through the are all going to succeed.
report. If you did not agree with that, you would
have said, “I do not accept that point”. On the one Q25 Mr Steinberg: Let us look at it half full, and
hand, how can you tell the Chairman, or give the 50% of the schemes have been very successful and
impression that you are arguing against the fact that you have reduced crime. When I read the report I
that is in the report, and on the other hand agree to thought they were all very local schemes, parochial
the report in the first place? schemes. I get the impression that they have been
Mr Lewis: If I have given that impression, I have very successful in the first street, but in the second
given a false impression because I am not querying street, half a mile down the road, crimes are still
the report in any— taking place and more crimes will be taking place

because of what has happened. The people who have
been prevented or stopped from committing crime inQ21 Mr Steinberg: So you think there is a lot of
the first street, have now moved to the second streetmoney being wasted.
a hundred yards down the road and are causingMr Lewis: No. Can I use my own words to answer
more trouble. How do you know you have not justyour question, please? It is undoubtedly the case that
moved it on a few hundred yards?we could and should have done more to reduce the
Mr Lewis: First of all, not all the projects by anycosts of administration of this programme, and to
means were targeted on geographical areas; somespread good practice more eVectively. I accept that
were targeted on diVerent types of crime and so on.entirely. The report says it; we accept it, and we are
Secondly, that is to not give suYcient weight todoing a lot.What I said to the Chairmanwas that we
the fact that in some key respects the learninghave actually done a great deal to improve the
we have achieved from these individual projectsoperation of these programmes—and I set out some
has contributed to very, very diVerent nationalof the things we have done. We are now doing more,
programmes and policies. The Prolific OVenderand more eVectively than ever before. I do think
Programme, to which I referred earlier in answer toactually that it is right to set what is said on page 2
the Chairman’s question, I think is a very, veryin context because the previous paragraph to that
telling example of that, where the work started incongratulates—not a word that the National Audit
Blackpool, under the Tower Project, supported byOYce or the Comptroller and Auditor General uses
other programmes here, has led us to roll out amajorlightly—the Home OYce on the range and diversity
national programme using the learning generated byof the projects and initiatives it is supporting, and
that. If that programme is anything like as successfulsays that there is no doubt that this programme has
as we hope and expect it to be, it will turn out to havecontributed to the continuing reduction in crime
been a huge return on that investment.reported by the British Crime Survey. It is therefore

right to set what follows in that context.
Q26 Mr Steinberg: The report also says, does it not,
that the National Audit OYce has done someQ22 Mr Steinberg: On page 18 of the report,
research on statistics which find that any schemeparagraph 2.5 states that less than 50% of the
costing less than £50,000 to bring in was an absoluteprojects have actually reduced crime. That is a
failure; and yet you continued to fund these schemes.dreadful statistic, is it not?? That seems to me to be
Why did you do that? If there are schemes that area hell of a waste of money going on when you
failures because a lot of the resources being put in areconsider that we are spending nearly £1 billion—so
not properly thought out and have not beenhalf the projects—half a billion pounds are being
evaluated properly—which, by the way, you go andwasted.
do according to the report—properly evaluate theMr Lewis: First of all, it refers to the fact that it
schemes—why or how do you let this continue andcontributed to a “demonstrable” reduction in crime
just waste resources?or disorder, i.e., for some of the other 52% it may be
Mr Lewis: I think we have learned from ourthat the underlying truth is that they will have
experience over time. In the early days of thecontributed to a reduction in crime or disorder, but
programme, when we were very much learning, wewe cannot demonstrate it. This bottle can be either
did think it was right to let one thousand flowershalf full or half empty, as you want to look at it. You
bloom and see what the results would be. Of course,are looking at the bottle that is half empty, and I am
government is often criticised, rightly, for onlylooking—
wanting to deal in big government and only wanting
to support large programmes and large projects, and
not being willing to support individual initiatives byQ23Mr Steinberg:Mywife tells me that all the time!

Mr Lewis: Indeed. I am looking at the bottle that is local people which may not have a very large price
tag attached to them but which can be veryhalf full, which is that we support it—
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important. I do not think we should be too bashful from innovation and a lot of evaluation to a small
amount of innovation and increasingly trying toof the fact that we supported some small projects

under this programme as a whole that were not get people to follow the good practice that the
evaluation produced. That means that increasinglyhugely costly. Equally, I do accept the point that the

report makes, and which youmake in your question, our evaluation has been focusing on those projects
where we think there is an area where we know verythat you have to look that as a balance. If you

support too many projects which are too small, it little and where it would be very useful to know
more; where a project seems to be innovative, anddoes become very diYcult in any systematic way to

evaluate them and draw the lesson. That is what we therefore especially useful; and where projects have
been set up in away that evaluation can be done, andhave learnt and so we have moved on to approach

this in a diVerent way. we can know the results of the project compared to
other things going on in an area and other schemes.
The evaluation strategy has changed as the project

Q27 Mr Steinberg: The Chairman has been very has gone on, in order to match the changes in the
generous: normally we have ten minutes and that is programme itself.
it, but he says he is prepared to relax it; but I am not
going to exploit his generosity. All I would say is that

Q28 Chairman: There are a couple of points arisingI had the impression from the report that you did not
from those answers, Professor. What has happenedeven evaluate the scheme, so you did not even know
to violent crime in recent years?whether or not they were successful. All you were
Professor Wiles: That is one of those where we gokeen on doing was doling out money to anybody
back to the British Crime Survey or recorded crime.who came along and said they had a scheme. You
The British Crime Survey shows that overalldid not know if it was going to be a success; you did
violence since 1997 has gone down by 26%. Whatnot know whether it ever was a success; all you were
is interesting within that is that althoughinterested in was getting as many schemes as you
overall violence has gone down, particularlycould oV the board and give them the money to get
domestic violence and acquaintance violence,on with it.
stranger violence has been going up slightly. OverallMr Lewis: No, I do not think that is a fair
the violence has been going down, but strangerdescription of what is in the report or of the
violence has been going up within that mix. Onunderlying reality. Professor Wiles heads the part of
police-recorded crime, there has been a significantthe Home OYce which oversees our evaluation
increase for the two reasons I gave earlier on: westrategy as a whole and may want to comment in
changed the counting rules, which meant that anmore detail but over the last two years alone the
awful lot more of minor violence has beenHome OYce has published some 70 evaluation
recorded—and as you will know, almost half of allreports into the diVerent aspects of our crime
recorded violence does not involve any injury toreduction programme; so that is not the mark of a
anybody—it was that kind of violence that wasdepartment that does not believe in evaluation.
drawn within the counting rules—and secondly theProfessor Wiles: When the Crime Reduction
new national crime recording standard has alsoProgramme was initially set up, it was decided that
meant that the police are recording more of thatwe should spend 10% of each project on evaluation.
violence. We have the British Crime Survey showingIt rapidly became clear that that was not a sensible
a reduction, and police-recorded crime going up. Istrategy. First of all, the cost of evaluation does not
am reasonably confident that overall the increase innecessarily relate to the cost of a programme. For
police recorded crime is something that changes inexample, it would have been madness to have spent
counting rules and methods of recording.10% of the CCTV schemes on evaluation because

they were big expensive capital schemes and it did
Q29 Chairman: So we are living in a less violentnot need anything like that to do the evaluation.
society now!Similarly, you would have to be careful because you
Professor Wiles: Overall, but I would add one ridercan actually kill small projects by demanding too
in exception to that: certain kinds of mercifully raremuch from them so that they can be evaluated, or it
but nevertheless serious violence have beencould make it diYcult. What we did try and do was
increasing. Homicide has been going up since theto make sure that for all the projects we were
mid 1960s on a gradual increasing trajectory, andcarefully evaluating them in terms of the key crime
that is partly because of where it is together with theoutcomes. In other words, we were looking at crime
increase in stranger violence. Certain other kinds offigures for the area. We were looking at what you
very serious violence, the ones that may by sheerreferred to earlier on, which was displacement.Were
accident almost become homicides—ie, medical carewe simply pushing crime around? That was one of
was not got there quickly enough—has similarlythe things we were particularly interested in looking
been going up.at. As the programme has gone on, it has moved

from a programme that was very concerned with
innovation, to try things to find out if they worked, Q30 Chairman: Arising also from Mr Steinberg’s
but as the programme has gone on we have become question, would you look at page 20, figure 13,
increasingly clear and focused on what you have which is an example of a project that was not of
been referring to, which is driving down the lessons suYcient size to make a diVerence? Ashfield
of what we have learnt andmaking that the basis for Partnership spent £24,000 on improving street

lighting and £9,000 on improving the outdoor playwhat most people are doing. The balance has shifted
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areas for young people. Not surprisingly, it does not genuinely promoted diVerent national practice as a
result. It does become diYcult though to isolate theseem to have had a great deal eVect on crime in

Ashfield. Do you happen to know how much has impacts in other respects.
been wasted on Ashfield Partnership introducing
schemes that are clearly inadequate for the people Q34 Mr Jenkins: When you set up these
there? partnerships—and I have been on one in the past—
Professor Wiles: I do not, I am afraid, but can I put can you estimate how many police hours or how
a slightly diVerent view on that? First of all, we do many full-time police oYcers you have taken oV the
have good systematic evidence from looking at a streets to put into these?
whole range of evaluations here and in other Mr Lewis: It tends to be not very many, in terms of
countries that improving street lighting does reduce literally who is at the meeting. I am particularly
crime. Spending money on reducing street lighting, thinking that the actual meetings will be attended by
even in these small numbers, was not necessarily— the BCU commander, the chief superintendent or

superintendent for that district. It is not as if we are
talking about them not being on the streets becauseQ31 Chairman: Can we go back to this question

about the extra Bobbies on the beat, or not there are partnership meetings. I put a diVerent test
on it actually, and there are some figures quotednecessarily on the beat? How about improving the

outdoor play area? in the report. As I go round—I spend an awful lot of
time going round; I do not sit in an oYce inProfessor Wiles:Again, we have evidence that if you

provide the facilities for children so that they are not Whitehall trying to work out what is going on from
there—I meet an awful lot of senior police oYcersrunning around the street, then that can help reduce

low levels of crime, particularly antisocial who think their time is very far fromwasted by being
at CDRPs because the police absolutely believe thatbehaviour. I do not think it necessarily follows that

these were silly expenditures of money; there was they cannot reduce crime on their own and that they
are one key instrument in our eVorts to reduce crime;evidence for both of them that it was a sensible thing

to do. but if they are to reduce crime, they need the support
of a much wider group of stakeholders. Most senior
police oYcers, operational police oYcers that I meetQ32 Mr Jenkins: Mr Lewis, you said earlier that
think that their time is very well spent in these kindsthese projects have contributed significantly to
of partnership bodies.reduction in crime. I did not think I had seen that

word, so I looked for it on page 2 in paragraph 4,
where it says, “. . . have contributed to the 39% Q35Mr Jenkins:Yes, I bet they do! You were asked

earlier how a project can be successful if it lacks clearreduction in the number of crimes reported through
the British Crime Survey”. You said they had made and measurable targets, and you now say you have

come up with the scenario tomake sure they do havea “significant” contribution. What would you
estimate to be significant? clear and measurable targets, and you can now

assess how eVective they are. Can I tease this out ofMr Lewis: I added the word that in my judgment it
was significant. I think it is inherently very diYcult you: is that a “can” or a “must”?

Mr Lewis: It is now a “must” as we have moved on.indeed to isolate one factor that has contributed to
the very substantial reduction in crime that We are now asking for next year, the year 2005–06,

each crime and disorder reduction partnershipProfessor Wiles has described from all of the others.
It is almost inherently unknowable. Nevertheless, if to set, by discussion and negotiation with each

government oYce, a specific set of crime reductionyou take the example of the Tower Project in
Blackpool, which focused perhaps for the first time targets for the crime reduction it will seek to achieve

in the three years beginning 2005–06. That is aon that small number of individuals who we believe
commit a totally disproportionate amount of all process whereby each CDRP will be asked to reach,

by agreement with its government oYce, a specificcrime, our best evidence within the Home OYce is
that some 5,000 people in absolute terms may be target for the reduction in crime in its area that it will

achieve over that 3-year period.responsible for around 8–9% of all crime recorded
by the British Crime Survey.What we are now doing
is focusing in a joined-up way that we never have Q36Mr Jenkins:At the same time, will you take the
before on those 5,000 people in each individual opportunity to put together all the partnerships in a
crime and disorder reduction partnership in the non area, non location, so that they work together,
country. If, as a result of that, we can significantly and talk together, and not work against each other
reduce that 8–9% of all crime that those 5,000 people thereby reducing eVectiveness? Why do we seem to
commit, that would be a significant and not an have so many little partnerships that do not seem to
insignificant reduction in crime. talk to each other or co-ordinate?

Mr Lewis: I think that that is an issue. It goes much
wider than just thereportweare lookingat,of course,Q33 Mr Jenkins: That is the one idea that has come

out of the schemes that you are going to push andmuchwider indeed than just theHomeOYce. In
my previous role as Chief Executive in Jobcentreforward for a national plan.

Mr Lewis:No, that is not what I was seeking to say, Plus,manyofmydistrictmanagers felt very similarly
that there were a lot of partnerships asking for theirand it is not what I want to say. I think it is probably

the singlemost significant, but there have beenmany attendance, and these are wider questions. The
creation of local strategic partnerships will help,other areas where we have genuinely learnt and
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I hope; and on a wider canvas local area agreements miniscule. Why do we not spend more in that
approach, rather than targeting the oVender andwhere we will be piloting 21 of those from the

beginning of the next financial year will help. I do looking after the oVender?
Professor Wiles: If I may just say something aboutthink thatwesometimeshave toomanypartnerships,

and sometimes they go over the same ground in too where that money comes from, one of the things you
need to take into account when looking at burglarymany fora. That said, I do believe that crime and

disorder reductionpartnershipshavehadavery, very prevention is that most people will provide burglar
protection for themselves. For example, we havesuccessful introduction since 1998 because what they

have done, which just did not happen before, is that identified that they are much more likely to do that
just after they have moved house and have beenthey have become a key forum for pulling all of the

key local actors together. deliberately targeting advice at people at the time
when they move house.What we have been trying to
concentrate government money on is getting that

Q37 Mr Jenkins: The point you made earlier was same protection for people who, for all sorts of
that burglary and car crimes have gone down. Why reasons, might be less likely to do that. The other
is that? answer to your problem is, as you say, that we have
Mr Lewis: Again, I might defer to Professor Wiles. got very eVective work for relatively speaking a
Professor Wiles: As far as car crime is concerned, small investment, and that is one of the successes of
there has been a whole series of things, starting the crime reduction programme.
oV of course with the introduction of better Mr Lewis: Again, I just do not believe that these are
security on cars. That was partly a consequence of either/ors; I think we have to go on looking at how
the car manufacturers, and partly a consequence we can reduce individual crime targets—
of governments over time talking to the car
manufacturers and persuading them that this was a

Q41Mr Jenkins: I will tell you why it is either/or: insensible thing to do and that the public would pay
the world we live in, the taxpayers’ world, we havefor better security on cars. It is now quite diYcult to
to pay for it. If we have to spend a pound we have tobreak in to a recent car. If you look at the data on
decide the best option to spend that pound on. Iwhat cars are being stolen, you can see that very
would like two pounds and spend it on both, but Iclearly. The cars that are much more at risk are the
only have one pound. If you have only got a pound,older cars. The newer cars are much less likely to get
which one are you going to spend it on? That is whatstolen than they once were.
I am asking you? From my point of view it is more
eVective to spend it to raise awareness amongst

Q38 Mr Jenkins: Come to Sunderland! victims or potential victims than to spend it on the
Professor Wiles: Even in Sunderland, if you look at criminal.
which cars they are, it is the old cars again that are Mr Lewis: We spend our time trying to decide how
easy to steal. The second thing is that we have been to spend that one pound too, because we have not
doing a lot of work to understand how you can deter got two pounds. I do not think you can simply say
car crime in relation to the way you manage car you are going to spend even that one pound all here
parks and the use of CCTV and lighting, and all or all there. For example, we are spending quite a
these things, many of which started oV in the early few taxpayers’ pounds at the moment with our
crime reduction programme and have now become advertising campaign, which I am sure some
mainstream in all sorts of areas. All those things members of the Committee will have seen, which is
together have produced a significant reduction in car simply encouraging people to take the most basic
crime, theft of cars and theft from cars. precautions in terms of their homes and vehicles. I

may get the exact figure wrong, and Professor Wiles
will correct me if I do, but frommemory somewhere

Q39 Mr Jenkins: Burglary? between 15–20% of all burglaries take place through
Professor Wiles: It is a similar kind of story. There unlocked or open doors or windows. Trying to get
has been a lot of investment in what we call target people to take the most basic precautions, to lock
hardening—how can you get better locks and their doors and windows, by using advertisements
windows; how can you use burglar alarms more that are eye-catching and which grab their attention,
eVectively? There is a series of programmes through is important. Equally though, we know there are
the Crime Reduction Programme particularly individuals who commit very large amounts of
making sure that those target hardenings go to areas burglary, and focusing on them is of value too.
where people are least likely to purchase them
themselves.

Q42 Mr Jenkins: We have accepted that. What
about individuals committing crime? My town has

Q40 Mr Jenkins: We are dealing here not with just been rated very highly on the violence scale, and
looking at the perpetrators of crime but at the it is the most violent place since Dodge City. The
victims of crime, and we are trying to establish how reason for that is that the town has a very high
we can make the victim more secure and raise number of high CCTV cameras and a high police
awareness. Many of these schemes are very eVective presence, particularly at the weekends. They get to
in raising pride in the community andmaking people the scene very quickly. We have found with great
more aware of the projects, and yet the amount of diYculty that the number of people who have been

assaulted—and we have a CCTV record of themmoney put into that according to the report is
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being assaulted—when they get there refuse to press Programme, there have been very substantial
advances in the overall eVectiveness of the policecharges. It is logged as a crime, so we cannot
service in reducing crime.proceed, although we have proceeded in some cases

with assault on the individual, and that is what we
have in mind when you talk about the British Crime Q44 Jim Sheridan: What crimes are excluded from
Survey—in that case where you must self-determine the British Crime Survey?

Professor Wiles: The British Crime Survey includesthat you are the victim of an assault. I have given you
all crimes against adult individuals and households.a cast-iron example here of the number of people,
It does not include crimes against commercial orwhich is probably as much as 25%, being assaulted
industrial victims or against those under 16, or thoserefuse to say they have been assaulted when we have
who are dead, obviously.the evidence there, and then the British Crime

Survey shows the numbers are going down because
Q45 Jim Sheridan:Do they include murder or rape?people no longer feel they are victims of crime.What
Professor Wiles: It cannot include murder becauseconfidence can I have?
you cannot interview people who are dead,Professor Wiles: I do not think that is quite the case.
obviously. Rape is included, as is domestic violence.One of the things we know from the British Crime

Survey and that we have been able to track over
Q46 Jim Sheridan: This subject, as with many20 years is how far people who have been victims
other subject, is open to interpretation orhave reported to the police, pressed charges and so
misinterpretation particularly by politicians. Theon. That is exactly one of the things we can look at.
general public are sick of politicians swappingYou have just given a very good example of what I
insults, saying “I am the good guy, you are the badwas saying earlier on. One of the reasons why police-
guy”: why can the professionals not come up with arecorded crime has gone up is that if you have more
system telling us quite clearly that crime figures areCCTV cameras, you will get an increase in police-
up or they are down?recorded crime because a lot more of it is being seen
ProfessorWiles:As far as the individual householderby third parties and recorded. The problem is
is concerned,wehave theBritishCrimeSurvey.Whatconverting that into successfully dealt-with crime, as
I amsaying is that it is not just theviewofgovernmentyou were saying; but those people are still reporting
but the view of most researchers in universities doingit to the British Crime Survey. They are still saying,
research on crime as well that the British Crime“Yes, I was hit”. We do not ask people in the British
Survey is the bestmeasure of trends over time.Crime Survey, “Have you been the victim of an

assault?” We ask: “Has anybody hit you?” We then
Q47 Jim Sheridan: It is open to interpretation.go on to look at that, starting with that basic point.
Professor Wiles: I do not think it is, no. It is a large-One of the interesting things is looking at changes
scale, scientifically designed survey, and it gives youand reporting them, and one of the things we know
quite clear measures of change in crime all the time.from the last few years is that the public overall are

now increasingly likely to report events to the police.
Q48 Jim Sheridan: Why do the politicians,That does mean that police-recorded crime goes up,
particularly the Prime Minister and his oppositebut overall that is a good thing.
number, continue to trade insults about who is right
and who is wrong.
Professor Wiles: I am not sure I can comment on theQ43 Mr Jenkins: I will tell you what happens in my
behaviour of the Prime Minister or any of the restpart of the world. You get a break-in or car damage of them. The British Crime Survey is a well-

or a car stolen, and people will phone the police up to constructed, scientifically designed survey. It is a
report it. The police ring back and say, “here is your survey and therefore it has margins around it which
crime number”, which those people need to claim oV are well understood and analysed. It clearly shows
the insurance. They expect nothing more of the that crime in this country has been going down. The
police other than to be given the crime number. How other reason I have confidence in that is because
do you think that fits in with the perception of crime has been going down in many other countries
beating crime in this country? as well; so we are not just getting a strange
Mr Lewis: That is one reason why people report aberration here; there is a trend in many developed
vehicle crime because they need to do so in order to countries.
make a valid insurance claim, and so what you say
is accurate. However, I really do not think that we Q49 Jim Sheridan: How do we compare per capita
should regard that as meaning the police believe that with other European countries?
that is the sum total of their job. A huge amount of Professor Wiles: It depends which European
investment in the police service over recent years— countries you are talking about. If you are talking
and we now step outside the bounds of this report— about the western European countries, those in the
has gone into improving the ability of the police and EU before it was extended, we have a crime rate
to reduce crime. You have seen the National roughly similar to the Dutch, and a crime rate only
Intelligence model, and so on. Of course, there is too slightly higher than many other EU countries. That
much crime that goes undetected, and everybody diVerence has been there for some time. Some of
would accept that.Actually, alongwith the advances that is to do with the fact that we had—though

fortunately it has been going down significantly—ayou have seen here through the Crime Reduction
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particularly high rate of car crimes, both compared future. Therefore, what we are doing much more of
is that when someone is a victim of crime, as well asto European countries and to the United States of

America. The reduction has been therefore very helping them in terms of that crime and to record it
and detect it, we are giving advice to that individualwelcome.
as to how they can seek to avoid becoming a victim
of crime a second time. That is now donemuchmoreQ50 Jim Sheridan: In terms of a league table, where
routinely and widely than before because wewould we sit with other European countries?
understand that better.Professor Wiles: I cannot answer that question at the

moment. We are waiting for the results of the
Q54 Jim Sheridan: If the Bobby Van was soInternational Victim Crime Survey, which is
successful in Bexley in reducing burglary, are youprecisely designed to give us that relative ranking.
talking of rolling it out throughout the country?The last crime survey showed that wewere still about
Mr Lewis: No, we are not talking of rolling thata third of the way down that. The high crime
specific thing out throughout the country. That iscountries, particularly for violence, were Australia
why, through magazines like Crime Reduction Newsand New Zealand, and then you tend to get
we say, “if you have been involved in a project thatcountries like Holland and the United Kingdom;
other practitioners can learn from, please get inand then you have lower crime countries further
touch”.down—including the United States, by the way,

which, apart from its murder rate has a lower crime
rate than the United Kingdom, and has had for a Q55 Jim Sheridan: People do not read magazines. If
long time. you have a Bobby Van that has proved to be

successful with a 50% reduction, why not roll it out
throughout the country?Q51 Jim Sheridan: On page 18 you talk about the
Professor Wiles: What the Bobby Van was doingBobby Van. I am sure the people of Bexley are
was what many other areas have been doing as well,absolutely delighted that burglary has reduced by
and it is a combination of providing advice tosome 50%because of the BobbyVan.Have the crime
householders on how they can help reduce theirfigures gone up in neighbouring towns to Bexley? I
risk; and, secondly, as Lewis has said, repeatassume that the criminals have not just stopped
victimisation is a significant part of the overall crimebecause of the Bobby Van and will have gone to
problem. Your risk of being victimised gets greaterneighbouring towns.
each time you are victimised. It is not just advice, butProfessor Wiles: Absolutely. As I said earlier on,
where people have been victimised several times amost of our evaluations of geographically based
large number of forces now provide protectionschemes like the Crime Reduction Scheme looked
either by “cocoon” neighbourhood watch, wherevery closely both at the possibility of displacement,
immediate neighbours of the victim keep a specialand diVusion. Overall, summarising those findings
eye out and help this person not be victimised again;across a whole range of diVerent schemes that we
or in some cases forces loan to burglary victimslooked at, you occasionally get a small amount of
temporary burglar alarms to fit in their house.displacement, but the net eVect is a reduction in

crime. You also get a small amount of diVusion; that
is, if you do a crime reduction programme in one Q56 Jim Sheridan: The Bobby Van is not about
area, you find the immediately surrounding area gets delivering leaflets; it is a tangible example of police
some benefits from that either because the potential doing what they should be doing on the streets. That
victims are talking to each other and taking remedial has delivered a 50% reduction in burglary in Bexley.
steps, or what we also know is that you get a drop Professor Wiles: Yes.
in burglary even before the programme is
implemented. The initial publicity is sending a Q57 Jim Sheridan: Why are you not using a
message out to potential oVenders. successful project in other towns and cities?

Professor Wiles: I am saying we are. The sort of
Q52 Jim Sheridan: The burglars in Bexley have things they were doing in the Bobby Van are exactly
given up— whatmany other police forces are doing. Theymight
Professor Wiles: Quite a lot of them have given up not call it a Bobby Van, but they are doing the same
because, otherwise, the national rate of burglary thing—the sort of things I have just been spelling
would not be going down. We are talking about less out, the kinds of things that many police forces are
oVences overall, less oVenders committing fewer— doing. That is why we have burglaries going down.

Q58 Jim Sheridan: Is that oVence going down byQ53 Jim Sheridan: Neighbouring towns and cities
also benefit from the Bobby Van as well, do they? 50%?

Professor Wiles:Not necessarily. You get variationsProfessor Wiles: I do not think they necessarily
benefited from that particular Bobby Van; they in diVerent areas. Some areas are much more

diYcult to get crime down than others. It is morecertainly benefited from all the work that everybody
has been doing on reducing crime. diYcult to get crime down in a high crime area than

it is in a low crime area.Mr Lewis: Can I add something that we have learnt
from this whole programme. It is a sad fact, but a Mr Lewis: Let me give you another example of why

we do not say, “right everybody; introduce thefact nonetheless, that if you are a victim of crime you
are more likely then to become a victim again in the Bobby Van” because the problem is diVerent in
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diVerent locations. If you look for example at involves police forces and local authorities,
environmental health and trading standards,some inner cities with high levels of student

accommodation, students are particularly seeking rigorously to enforce licensing regulations,
particularly seeking to crack downon sales to under-vulnerable to crime, particularly at certain times of

the year. Therefore, we have learnt a huge amount age people and people who are creating disorder.We
have learned a great deal about what can help toover recent years through some of these

programmes and elsewhere about how you get prevent alcohol related disorder in our towns and
cities, but this is a serious issue. It requires a lot ofstudents to guard against crime. When they arrive

particularly for their first year at university they police manpower to deal with that and it is
something that we have to do more to tackle,often do not have uppermost in their minds

securing their own personal property. You can undoubtedly.
make major, major inroads into student crime in
some areas. We do need horses for courses. We do Q62 Jim Sheridan: Is there anything that is not
need to adapt and allow people to find their own already being done? For instance, publicans and
routes; but we do need to give them the information club owners could assist the police.
from which they can make individual decisions. Mr Lewis: Yes, there is a huge amount they can do.

Some of the best schemes—Manchester City Safe
is one; York is another—are where licensedQ59 Jim Sheridan: In regard to diVerent remedies
doorkeepers are linked to the police and the radiofor diVerent areas, is there any link to higher levels
communication systems are very much seen as partof crime in areas of deprivation and poverty as
of an integrated solution. It cannot be simply theopposed to other areas?
police on their own. They cannot deal with andProfessor Wiles: The technical answer to that
control this entire problem. It is about a responsiblequestion is that the correlation between deprivation
industry. It is about, for example, not havingand high crime is about 0.8, which is a fancy way of
irresponsible promotions like all you can drink forsaying that the majority of high crime areas also
£6.99 and so on, which simply encourage people tosuVer from significant deprivation.
drink a huge amount. It is about the industry with
local authorities and the police together looking atQ60 Jim Sheridan: On CCTV, I have a general fear
how you create a greater sense of responsibility inthat where it is installed it tends to push the crime
our town and city centres without stopping peopleback out of the areas; that vandals, hooligans or
from perfectly properly enjoying themselves.thugs tend to take crime out into areas not covered

by CCTV.
Q63 Jim Sheridan: There are a number of goodProfessor Wiles: When we have looked at CCTV
projects identified in the report. How do you shareschemes, we have looked at the question of
these best practices with other government bodiesdisplacement and found that whilst you get some,
like the Scottish Executive? Is there any interactionoverall you get a net reduction. I accept that
between yourselves and the Scottish Executive onsometimes with CCTV you can get a degree of
how best practices can work?displacement, and what you have to do and what we
Mr Lewis: There is quite a lot of contact. I do notnow include in those CCTV packages is managing
want to overplay it here particularly where I amaround that issue, saying “look out for this; think of
not aware of every link. There is quite a lot ofwhat might happen”. If you are putting CCTV into
spreading of good practice. The two major policea town centre, you also ought to be changing the
organisations, ACPO and ACPOS, which isnature of your police patrols to pick up any of that
ACPO’s equivalent north of the border, are in touchdisplacement. It is not just CCTV done by itself; it is
very much. We have contacts with the Scottishhow it fits in with other things you are doing to
Executive. I would not want however to suggest toreduce crime. The example you give is particularly to
you that everythingwe can possibly do is being done.do with police patrolling but also to do with licensed
That is one point I will take away as a result of yourpremises and aspects of that as well.
question, to think whether there is more scope, given
that the responsibility for policing north of theQ61JimSheridan:On licensed premises, there is also
border does not rest with the Home OYce, tothe problem of alcohol and binge-drinking,
implement better sources of information andparticularly youngsters who pour out of pubs and
exchange in both directions.clubs in the cities at night time. Is there anything in

the report suggesting we could deal with that more
Q64 Mr Allan: Professor Wiles, can I take it fromeVectively?
your earlier responses that the British Crime SurveyMr Lewis: This specific report does not focus on
figures you would recommend as the ones that wealcohol-related crime, but you are absolutely right;
should take as the best indicators of levels of crimeand we believe there are major diYculties associated
in the country?with alcohol-related crime, binge-drinking,
Professor Wiles: I did not quite say that. They areparticularly in some of our towns and cities and
the best indicators of the trend of personal andparticularly on some nights of the week. We have
household crime.been taking a great deal more action more recently

to deal with that, including what we call the Alcohol
Misuse Enforcement Campaign, which is about to Q65 Mr Allan: The kind of crime that aVects our

constituents as individuals?run for a second time over the Christmas period. It
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Professor Wiles: Yes. Professor Wiles: Absolutely.

Q66 Mr Allan: That is the general view across the
Q72 Mr Allan: There is a sort of maxim that goesprofession of criminologists?
round that says with increasing aZuence propertyProfessor Wiles: Yes.
crime goes down and violent crime goes up. From
your professional point of view, is there anyQ67 Mr Allan: If in 10 years’ time you see the BCS
substance in that?figures going up and the crime figures coming down
Professor Wiles: As far as we can see from theand there is a political temptation to say, “No, the
econometric modelling we have done—it is referredrecorded crime figures are there”, your professional

recommendation would be for us to keep looking at to in the report—this is pretty high level micro stuV,
the BCS? but nevertheless what that suggests is that as the rate
Professor Wiles: Not only my professional of growth in the economy increases, other things
recommendation. I doubt if I shall be here in 10 being equal, property crime is likely to go down.
years’ time but if I am I will have the job of saying to What is less well established, although it was
my political masters, “I am sorry but crime is suggested by some earlier Home OYce work, is that
going up.” as the level of aZuence in broad terms goes up

certain kinds of violent crime go up. In a sense, that
Q68 Mr Allan: The change that was made on the is what we have been seeing. We know that violent
recorded crime figure now records all those things crime, as was suggested in a recent answer by
that people say were crimes. In other words, the Mr Lewis, is related to alcohol consumption. In
police are not filtering out ones that they do not almost half of all violent crime the victims say their
think were crimes, and that now brings the two assailant was drunk. We know that is particularly
closer in line? related to beer consumption. In other words, it is not
Professor Wiles:Yes. If I could slightly correct what the overall consumption. That is related to drinking
was said earlier, what theNational CrimeRecording in pubs and clubs.
standard requires is that the police should record a
crime if a victim says there has been one unless the
police have evidence to the contrary. It is not just Q73Mr Allan: Could we expect that if there were to
recorded because the victim says. If the police really be an economic downturn and property crime were
think that somebody is making a report of a crime to go up that would be your prediction of what
just to make an insurance claim, it should not would be likely to result?
be recorded on the National Crime Recording Professor Wiles: My prediction would be that if thestandard. The eVect of the National Crime

rate of economic growth reduces other things beingRecording Standard will gradually be to bring the
equal that could lead to an increase in propertypolice recorded crime and the British Crime Survey
crime but the “other things being equal” are quitecrime, where they are covering the same crimes,
important. That is just one variable.closer together. That is happening.

Q69MrAllan: Is there a correlation that you can see
Q74 Mr Allan:Mr Lewis has the administration ofor can you verify the recorded crime figures? You are
these schemes. I am particularly interested in thesaying, “Were you a victim and did you report it?”
paragraphs on page 27, paragraphs 3.2 to 3.4. DoDoes that correlate neatly with the actual figures?
you recognise that this has been a pretty damningProfessor Wiles: Yes, pretty well, given the margins
indictment? At the end of 3.3 it says: “StaV in theof error in the survey. That is something we have
Home OYce regional crime reduction teamsbeen looking at very closely over the years. It is
explained that their prime objective became tointeresting that over that period people’s desire to
ensure that annual allocationswere spent by the yearreport to the police has increased and the police have
end.” In other words, not to reduce crime but to getincreasingly been recording more of the crime that is
rid of the money.reported too. Both of those over the last few years
Mr Lewis: I do think that this report draws attentionhave been going up.
to the fact that, in the early years of this programme,
we did not administer it as well as we should haveQ70 Mr Allan: Is the British Crime Survey now
done. We have been getting significantly better. Forgoing to be done in a year? It was very sporadic
example, for 2003–04 we made final allocations ofduring the 1990s. Is the idea now that it should be an
funding only in June 2003. In other words, afterannual event?
the year in question had begun. That cannot beProfessor Wiles: It is now not just an annual event;
good practice. For 2004–05 we improved veryit is continuous. We are doing a survey which has an
substantially on that and final allocations weremadeannual sample of over 40,000 and in order to do that
on 10 March 2004, before the year in questionwe have to do continuous interviewing, which is why

we are able once a quarter to publish a quarterly began. For next year, our target is to have made
look from the British Crime Survey. those allocations by 1 February. We are seeking to

improve but you are quite right to say that in the
early years of the programme one of its weaknessesQ71 Mr Allan: We should in theory have a much

better record of crime now on computer. was that decisions about fundingweremade too late.
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Q75 Mr Allan: The other area they talk about here small number of people in absolute terms, the very
prolific oVenders, are committing. You then have tois year end spending. There is a lot of money stacked

up; get rid of it quick. Can they roll over partnership go through some very, very complex economic
calculations to try and work out your cost benefits inmoney from one year to the next?

Mr Lewis: Normally, our programme funding is for all of this, but I do think that is worth doing. It is
worth saying that Professor Wiles and I have spentthree years so within that envelope the answer is yes,

as long as the money has not been spent and is still a lot of time together working on precisely this. That
national programme is being evaluated veryfor that project. Overall within government we have

moved some way to extending what is called end- thoroughly as from its outset so that we can try and
understand the benefit or not that it would bringyear flexibility so that there is not what there

certainly was some years ago, a kind of rush to spend about.
Professor Wiles: What we have been trying to do ismoney at year end.
embed cost benefit analysis in all of the evaluations
because that is the common measure, to try andQ76 Mr Allan: We have looked at another report
decide where each pound of public resource is bestand I think we have found that this is just as bad as
spent. This is an example of the kind of cost benefitever. That is what worries me. You have gone to all
analysis that we have been trying to do.this trouble of establishing resource accounting and

three year budgets and some of the other work we
have done with the National Audit OYce shows it Q80Mr Allan: If you look at the figures, it looks like
seems to be just as bad. you have spent about £10,000 or 281,000 over
Mr Lewis: I can only speak from my own personal 27 oVenders. I presume you did not consider giving
experience but having been a civil servant now for them £10,000 each not to oVend but I assume you
over 30 years I think the position is significantly spent the money primarily on getting instant drug
better than it was. treatment for them. When you look at the figures

here, you have to askwhy it is thatwe still get reports
that, in most parts of the country, the waiting listsQ77 Mr Allan: Can you explain why in 3.4 we see

that Portsmouth bought a rubbish CCTV and an for drug treatment are still 12 to 18 months. Drug
treatment and testing orders have been piloted in aautomatic number plate recognition system on

condition that the money had to be spent by the year lot of areas and there is capacity in the system. If this
is working so well, why is it not the case that todayend?Why were they not just given six months to buy

one that works rather than forced to quickly buy one you are not preventing more victims of crime by
making sure that everyone gets this instant drugthat did not work?

Mr Lewis: I did look into this paragraph and asked treatment as they have in Blackpool?
Mr Lewis: That is not accurate. You have somea few questions of that kind. Although the facts

are exactly as stated here, Portsmouth Crime and wrong information there because I am also
responsible within the Home OYce for theDisorder Reduction Partnership were given a choice

in this matter as to whether they wanted to take up Government Drug Strategy. Although I cannot
literally quote the figures to you, I would be morethat funding or not. It was made clear to them at the

time of the allocation that they should only take it up than happy to write. Overall waiting times for drug
treatment have come down very significantly indeedif they thought it could properly be spent before the

year end. in recent years. Its availability is still not perfect but
it is much, much better than it was. Moreover, in
what we call the drugs intervention programmeQ78 Mr Allan: Why, if an automatic number plate
areas where we believe drug related crime is at itsrecognition system is needed in Portsmouth and
highest, the fall in waiting times has been at itsthere is some money sitting in a government bank
greatest.account to pay for it, do they have to spend it by an

artificial deadline?
Mr Lewis: I agree with you. I agree that in a sense we Q81 Mr Allan: Moving on to the proliferation of
have been too hidebound by end of year accounting diVerent funding programmes and audits, the report
and that is not healthy in this particular instance is very clear that the administrative burden has been
where this particular funding was oVered. It was a nightmare.Do you evaluate these kinds of schemes
however made clear that that, in this case, would be against giving the money to local authorities and
the condition attaching to it. police authorities saying, “Here you are. Here is the

broad guidance. Get on with it” as opposed to
running it all from the Home OYce?Q79Mr Allan: Can we move on to figure 15 on page

22, which is the Blackpool Tower Project which tries Mr Lewis: Yes. At a broader level, those are the
kinds of calculations which you are making all theto give some figures for value for money from

engaging in a project like this? Do you see this kind time. You are always trying to identify where that
one pound can be best spent and achieve maximumof accounting as a good way of looking at the

initiatives? returns. For example, we carried out recently in the
Home OYce a major review of our entire crimeMr Lewis: Yes, I do. This is the project that I have

referred to a number of times which has been hugely reduction strategy, looking precisely at where our
pounds are best being spent. What it does showinstrumental in leading to our National Prolific

OVender Programme. It is possible to attach some though is that to put all your pounds in any one
basket would almost certainly be the wrong answer.numbers to the cost of the crimes that that very
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This is an area where the sum of the individual parts can say, “I am persuaded that if I use some of this
money with these partners in this place for thiscan be greater than the individual parts if you can get

them to work together. purpose it will bring a very substantial return.” I
think we should be more willing in the future to give
more discretion over funding within a frameworkQ82 Mr Allan: You have said in the report that you
which we have to establish to our colleagues who arerecognise there has been a proliferation of these
closer to the ground. I think this is rather a good useinitiatives and you are going to bring them all
of funding.together. This seems to happen in regularly in

government.We have this proliferation of initiatives
Q85Mr Allan: It is not for the directors’ benefit; it isfor political reasons. You bring them all together
for the directors to spend?and they can be proliferated again. Can you assure
Mr Lewis: It is most certainly the latter. It is notus you are not now going to have a special binge
remotely for the directors themselves.drinking reduction fund or whatever is the latest

thing—mobile phone robbery or whatever—and
that, now you have brought this to one, it is going to Q86 Mr Allan: We should bid to our regional
be one for a while? directors for things in our local areas because we
Mr Lewis: I cannot give you an assurance that there know they have some bunce?
will never be any future occasions on which Mr Lewis: I would not use those terms but I hope
government will decide to focus on particular that Members would have very close working
initiatives and particular areas because there will relationships with their Home OYce directors
always be reasons why the government of the day because I think they would benefit both ways from
will decide that that is an appropriate thing to do. that.
We have very much been moving in the direction, Professor Wiles: Part of this is getting people out of
both within theHomeOYce andmore widely across Whitehall onto the ground. Those regional directors
government, where we are concluding that giving are supported by one of my research staV as well,
peoplemoney in bigger pots withmore flexibility but whose job is to help them understand what the
accompanied by demanding outcome targets and evidence shows, what the good practice is, to analyse
giving people more flexibility to decide how they are what the problem is in their area and to help them
going to achieve those targets and use that available spend that money wisely.
money is a good means of going forward. In my
previous career as chief executive of a major agency, Q87 Mr Jenkins: We talk about the British Crime
that is what I felt empowered by as well: being told Survey and crime being recorded. Where is business
very clearly what it was that people wanted me to crime recorded?
achieve but then being given more flexibility to Professor Wiles:We do surveys, but not as regularly
achieve it. as the British Crime Survey, a victim survey, asking

people directly what they have suVered against
industry and commercial enterprises. We have justQ83 Mr Allan: Presumably the Gershon review
completed one and it will be published in the newrequirements to cut staYng at the centre will help
year.sharpen the focus?

Mr Lewis: Yes indeed and the Home OYce is
reducing our overall staYng by some 30% over the Q88Mr Jenkins:On the town centre problem, at one
next three years. Even if it was not desirable in its time we had a footballing problem, so has there ever
own terms, which it is, we would be obliged to move been any model anywhere that required, for
in this direction anyway because we are simply not instance, funding for police to sort out problems in
going to have the number of people who, even if we a town centre in licensed premises, the cost to fall on
wanted them to, could micro-manage from the the licensed premises to meet the policing?
centre. Mr Lewis: It is a very topical issue and the

government—Hazel Blears, the Minister for Crime
Reduction and Policing—has made clear fairlyQ84 Mr Allan: In appendix one it describes a
recently in response to a rather large study whichnumber of diVerent grants and one is a directors’
was done on alcohol related violence that thefund which sounds like a lot of fun. It is 10 million
government is looking to the industry to assume aquid, “To enable Partnerships and other
greater responsibility for the costs incurred byorganisations to carry out specific projects to build
some of the disorder and violence that, in thecapacity and address key priorities, including
government’s view, is created by irresponsible actionnational targets.” That sounds like a load of waZe.
on the part of some in the industry. TheMinister hasIs the ten million quid going out to Home OYce
made clear that she is looking in the first instance forregional directors just admin money?
this to be on a voluntary basis but that theMr Lewis: It most certainly is not and I think this is
government is not ruling out any options for thea very good thing. Let me try to explain why. First
future.of all, it is not simply about administration. It is to

give our Home OYce directors in the government
oYces and the National Assembly for Wales some Q89 Chairman: You have been excellent, clear and

very cogent witnesses, obviously very skilled in thereal discretion over funding because they are closer
to the coal face inevitably than we can be in the subject. Would you forgive me if I asked you a

couple of questions that I am sure my constituentscentre, so that they have a pot of money where they
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would want me to ask? You will probably think they things to learn from the north American experience
and vice versa. He thinks there are some things thatare rather naı̈ve. They say to me all the time, “The

problem with all this is that our police are loaded he has found here which are very admirable and
innovative. I think this is a learning process. Wewith political correctness and form filling. We want

them on the beat.” What is your answer? have to be open to ideas from other countries, just as
I think other countries have something to learn fromProfessor Wiles: One of the things we have been

doing right across the Home OYce, including on the what we are doing.
research side, is to see what we can do to reduce that
burden. You may remember that about a year ago Q91 Mr Steinberg: I worked out that if a copper

costs us anything between £50,000 and £100,000 awe carried out a small piece of research, but a very
important one, called “Diary of a Police OYcer” and year you would have on the beat between an extra

10,000 and 20,000 policemen which would bewe published it. That was precisely looking at how
much time oYcers were spending on the beat. How anything between 250 and 500 extra coppers in any

police authority area in the country. That wouldmuch time were they spending in the station? How
much time were they spending on bureaucracy? As a have a significant eVect compared to putting some

lights up in Ashfield or wherever it was.result of that, the former chief, Her Majesty’s
Inspector of Constabulary, was tasked to go away Mr Lewis: Thank you for doing the mental

arithmetic that I was incapable of doing. I think it isand look at how to reduce that. In a rather similar
way, we have what we call an annual data too simplistic to say that we could have used this

money and we could have had more police oYcers.requirement that sounds horribly bureaucratic, but
the whole purpose of it is to make sure we are not Of course we could but that does not necessarily

mean that the impact on crime would have beenover-burdening the police with unnecessary
paperwork and form filling and to work out what we greater. It might have been less. Most police

oYcers—and I spend an awful lot of my time withcan do to reduce that, to maximise the time oYcers
spend on the beat. Investment in IT systems and police oYcers—do not think that the whole solution

to reducing crime in this country is simply havinginvestment in modern technology are again to
achieve this. more police oYcers. They think there has to be a real

involvement in the community. They do believe that
things like CCTV, better lighting, alley gating and aQ90 Chairman: The other thing people say to me is,

“Look what happened in New York with roughly whole variety of things such as those are really good.
Chairman:Thank you verymuch. I was struck by thethe same population as London, twice as many

police oYcers, Mayor Giuliani, zero tolerance. Why line of questioning from my friend, Mr Sheridan,
about the Bexley experience. It seemed very clear.can we not do it in London?”

Professor Wiles: The question of how many What was going on was quite obvious and when
people are burgled you go in there and try topolicemen is not a question for me directly. What

you have to remember in America is that overall improve their lots. Then, there was the questioning
byMr Allan on the Blackpool Tower Project. If youcrime has been going down in many cities in

America, not just in New York, so you need to be a read this it is so very clear and cogent on page 21:
“. . . the project showed that 98% of Blackpool’slittle careful when you quote the NewYork example

not to think that it only happened in New York prolific acquisitive criminals were drug addicts . . .”.
We know that from our own experience in our ownwhen it happened in other states that did not have

Giuliani and had slightly diVerent policing policies. constituencies. “. . . there were long waiting lists
for drug treatment . . .”.We know this from our ownHowever, the key part of zero tolerance was

essentially to say that if you do not pay attention to constituencies. “. . . typically between 12 and
18months. The Partnership developed a programmerelatively minor crimes in a sense you almost

encourage people with the idea that it is all right to of immediate testing and drug treatment for prolific
oVenders . . . The project takes a robust approach tocommit a crime. That is very much what has been

coming out of the recent work that has been done the treatment of prolific oVenders with a drug
problem and seeks to cut the supply of drugs to theon crime reduction. This report is about crime

reduction. It does not mention much about area. StaV make initial contact with oVenders whilst
they are in prison and arrange to meet them at theantisocial behaviour, but it is there in the strategy.

Dealing with antisocial behaviour is precisely the prison gate on the date they are released. The scheme
involves an assertive approach to treatment, and it iszero tolerance strategy. It is taking up those things

that are not necessarily crimes themselves but may made clear to the oVenders on the scheme that if they
test positive for drugs or show signs of oVendingwell encourage the idea that crime is acceptable.

Mr Lewis: As a footnote to that, as Members of the they will be subject to increased police surveillance.
Drug treatment includesmethadone prescriptions toCommittee may know, our director of the police

standards unit in the Home OYce is the former reduce each person’s need for illegal drugs and hence
their motivation . . .” This, gentlemen, seems so verycommissioner of police in Boston in the United

States. Although I would not want to speak for obvious to us. We wish you and your partnership
scheme well in trying to ensure that in all ourhim—he has appeared already before a number of

parliamentary committees—I think his view is that, constituencies this sort of thing happens and that
there are a few more police on the beat.yes, most certainly policing in this country has some
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Supplementary memorandum submitted by the Home OYce

Question 80 (Mr Richard Allan): Waiting times for treatment for the misuse of drugs.

AVERAGE WAITING TIMES FOR DRUG TREATMENT—IN WEEKS

Average waiting
times in Drug

Average national Average national Intervention
waiting times waiting time Programme areas

Treatment Modality 2002–03 December 2004 December 2004

Specialist Prescribing 8.3 3.5 2.6
GP Prescribing 8.5 2.1 1.7
Structured Counselling 5.5 2.4 2.0
Day Care 3.0 1.3 1.1
In-Patient Detoxification 8.3 3.0 2.8
Residential Rehabilitation 7.2 2.5 2.4

Source: National Treatment Agency (December 2004)
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